
Our fourth indicator of elite mobilization, available only for 1980 through
2004, is the respondent’s self-report that a nonparty organization had con-
tacted her. Figure 1.1 graphs the proportion of respondents responding posi-
tively on each of these indicators.

Three points should be noted. First, the proportion of individuals report-
ing being contacted by either party is much greater in 2004 than in 1964,
with a notable increase starting around 1992. This suggests that the parties
have been devoting more resources to voter mobilization in recent years than
in the first several decades of our time period, which might reflect changes in
the competitiveness of the parties, an increased need for fundraising, the de-
creased costs of voter outreach owing to technological advances, or a new
commitment to mobilizing broader constituencies.

Second, the proportion of individuals reporting being contacted by either
the Republican or Democratic Party is substantially higher than the propor-
tion of individuals reporting that they were contacted by nonparty groups. In
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FIGURE 1.1 PARTY AND NONPARTY CONTACT, 1964 TO 2004 (PROPORTION OF
RESPONDENTS REPORTING BEING CONTACTED) 

Source: Authors’ calculations from American National Election Studies (2005).
Note: Values graphed represent the proportion of the ANES sample in each presidential- and
off-election year that reports being contacted by either party, the Republican Party, the Demo-
cratic Party, or a nonparty organization.
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stable over time. At least for most of the period, there is no systematic increase
in the proportion of high-income individuals reporting that they were con-
tacted relative to middle-income individuals. Were this the case, we would see
the proportion of individuals in the highest income group increase at a
greater rate than the others, with a larger gap emerging between the line rep-
resenting the high-income group and one or both of the other lines represent-
ing the middle- and low-income group. Instead, we see some changes in the
relative proportion of each group that reports being contacted, but these
changes are sometimes positive and sometimes negative, indicating there is
greater class bias in mobilization for some elections than for others.

Since 2000, however, there seems to be an increasing gap in contacting lev-
els across income groups, seen most clearly in the greater distance between the
three groups’ reported mobilization levels in the 2004 elections. Interestingly,
the increased contacting rates of the highest third of the income distribution

MOBILIZING INSTITUTIONS AND CLASS BIAS 27

FIGURE 1.2 PARTY CONTACT (DEMOCRATIC OR REPUBLICAN), BY INCOME
GROUP, 1964 TO 2004 (PROPORTION OF RESPONDENTS
REPORTING BEING CONTACTED)

Source: Authors’ calculations from American National Election Studies (2005).
Note: Values graphed represent the proportion of each income group in each presidential- and
off-election year that reports being contacted by either party.
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increased more for the Democrats than for the Republicans in 2004: whereas
the lowest- and middle-income groups report being contacted at about the
same rates by both parties (approximately 20 percent and 30 percent, respec-
tively), 45 percent of the highest-income group reported being contacted by
Democrats, compared to only 40 percent by Republicans. 

To provide an alternative test of these observations about changes in class
bias in partisan contacting over time, we estimated two logit models, one for
self-reported Republican contacting and the other for self-reported Democra-
tic contacting. In these analyses we conceptualize class bias as the relative im-
pact of income as a predictor of being mobilized while controlling for other
characteristics associated with being contacted. A positive and significant co-
efficient on income thus indicates that higher income predicts party contact-
ing and, hence, ceteris paribus, party contacting is greater for higher-income
individuals than for lower-income individuals and is biased. Coefficients of
increasing magnitude over time would further indicate increasing bias over
time.
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FIGURE 1.3 REPUBLICAN PARTY CONTACT, BY INCOME GROUP, 1964 TO 2004
(PROPORTION OF RESPONDENTS REPORTING BEING CONTACTED)

Source: Authors’ calculations from American National Election Studies (2005).
Note: Values graphed represent the proportion of individuals in each income group in each
presidential- and off-election year that reports being contacted by the Republican Party.
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In each model we include demographic predictors of being contacted (be-
ing black, age, residing in a union household, partisan strength), dummy
variables for each year, and two series of dummy variables that indicate for
each year whether the individual was in the high-income group and whether
the individual was in the middle-income group (that is, a year dummy mul-
tiplied by a middle-income-group membership dummy, and a year dummy
multiplied by a high-income-group membership dummy). 

We graph the logit coefficients estimated for these interaction terms as pre-
dictors of Republican Party contacting in each presidential election year in fig-
ure 1.5, and the estimated logit coefficients of these terms as predictors of De-
mocratic Party contacting in figure 1.6. In each graph, the “dot” on the top line
represents the magnitude of the effect of being in the high-income group in that
year rather than the low-income group, and the “triangle” (almost always) on
the bottom line represents the magnitude of the effect of being in the middle-
income group in that year rather than in the lower-income group. Both esti-
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FIGURE 1.4 DEMOCRATIC PARTY CONTACT, BY INCOME GROUP, 1964 TO
2004 (PROPORTION OF RESPONDENTS REPORTING BEING
CONTACTED)

Source: Authors’ calculations from American National Election Studies (2005).
Note: Values graphed represent the proportion of individuals in each income group in each
presidential- and off-election year that reports being contacted by the Democratic Party.
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mates should be interpreted relative to the (excluded) low-income group for
each year (controlling for other demographic predictors, as described).4

If class bias in the party mobilization of individuals in the high-income
group compared to the middle-income group is increasing, we should see in-
creasing gaps between the two lines that represent these two income groups.
If class bias in the party mobilization of middle-income to low-income indi-
viduals is increasing, then the estimated magnitude of the middle-income co-
efficient should be increasing over time. And if there is an increase in class
bias between individuals in the high-income group and those in the low-in-
come group, we should see the estimated magnitude of the top income group
coefficient increasing over time. 

Neither figure 1.5 nor figure 1.6 reveals such trends, however; instead 
they suggest that the impact of income as a predictor of being contacted has 
decreased for Republicans over time, and not changed systematically for
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FIGURE 1.5 INCOME AS A PREDICTOR OF REPUBLICAN PARTY CONTACT, 1964
TO 2004 (ESTIMATED LOGIT COEFFICIENTS FROM MODEL
DESCRIBED IN TEXT) 

Source: Authors’ calculations from American National Election Studies (2005).
Note: Values graphed represent the magnitude of the logit coefficient for income as a predictor
of being contacted by the Republican Party for individuals in the middle-income group or the
high-income group; excluded category is the low-income group.
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Democrats. In sum, then, these estimates of the impact of income on being
contacted by a party suggest that class bias has decreased somewhat for Re-
publican contacting but that no clear changes in class bias have emerged over
time for Democratic contacting. The one “consistent” exception to these pat-
terns is the election of 2004, in which the impact of income as a predictor of
being contacted increased for the highest-income groups and decreased
slightly for the middle-income groups. We discuss this finding, and whether
it portends increasing class bias in future elections, in greater detail later.

NONPARTY CONTACT AND CLASS BIAS

Unfortunately, we only have data on nonparty contacting since 1980, and
so we are limited to a much shorter time period than in our discussion of
party contacting. In dramatic contrast to the data on party contacting,
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FIGURE 1.6 INCOME AS A PREDICTOR OF DEMOCRATIC PARTY CONTACT, 1964
TO 2004 (ESTIMATED LOGIT COEFFICIENTS FROM MODEL
DESCRIBED IN TEXT)

Source: Authors’ calculations from American National Election Studies (2005).
Note: Values graphed represent the magnitude of the logit coefficient for income as a predictor of
being contacted by the Democratic Party in each presidential-election year for individuals in the
middle-income group or the high-income group; excluded category is the low-income group.
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however, the differences in self-reported nonparty contacting by income
group are substantially smaller, and often indistinguishable. As shown in
figure 1.7, in some years we see no, or even “negative,” gaps between the
proportions of low-income individuals reporting that they were contacted
by a nonparty organization compared to individuals in the middle-income
group.

Whereas the low-income group was less likely than the high-income
groups to report being contacted in 2004, individuals in the middle- and
high-income groups were about equally likely to report having been con-
tacted. In sum, the overall levels of nonparty contacting are much less than
party contacting, and income is much less central to nonparty recruitment ef-
forts. Thus, there is notably less class bias in nonparty mobilization.

Similar conclusions emerge from our alternative test of class bias in non-
party contacting in which we estimate a logit model of individuals’ self-re-
ports of being contacted by a nonparty organization, using the same set of
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FIGURE 1.7 NONPARTY CONTACT BY INCOME GROUP, 1980 TO 2004
(PROPORTION OF RESPONDENTS REPORTING BEING CONTACTED)

Source: Authors’ calculations from American National Election Studies (2005).
Note: Values graphed represent the proportion of individuals in each income group in each
presidential- and off-election year that reports being contacted by a nonparty organization.
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explanatory variables that we used in the equations estimated for figures 1.5
and 1.6. We graph the estimated coefficient for income for individuals in the
high-income group and in the middle-income group in figure 1.8; the ex-
cluded “reference” group is the low-income group in each year. As in the more
direct bivariate graphs, we see again that the estimated coefficients for income
do not consistently trend up, and thus also fail to indicate an increase in class
bias in nonparty mobilization.

Once again, we have a notable exception with the election of 2004.
Whereas in 2000 the coefficient estimates for individuals in the middle- and
top-income group are about the same, in 2004 the estimated coefficient for
the middle-income group increases significantly and the estimated coefficient
for the top group decreases slightly. These changes suggest that 2004 perhaps
witnessed a less class-biased nonparty mobilization context than previous elec-
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FIGURE 1.8 INCOME AS A PREDICTOR OF NONPARTY CONTACT, 1980 TO
2004 (ESTIMATED LOGIT COEFFICIENTS FROM MODEL REPORTED
IN TEXT)

Source: Authors’ calculations from American National Election Studies (2005).
Note: Values graphed represent the magnitude of the logit coefficient for income as a predictor
of being contacted by a nonparty organization in each presidential-election year for individu-
als in the middle-income group or the high-income group; excluded category is the low-in-
come group.
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widespread normative value placed on voting and, further, given how court
decisions (for example, Reynolds v. Sims, Baker v. Carr) and federal standards
(the Civil Rights Act, the “Motor Voter” law, the Help America Vote Act)
have constrained how states can regulate access to voting, we may expect that
state laws have become very similar to each other and thus have no effect on
explaining variation in turnout across the states. 

Although federal standards and state-level actions may have made con-
temporary barriers to voter participation less onerous than in previous
decades, substantial differences remain across states in the regulations gov-
erning voting. Table 2.1 presents the frequency that states used ten different
regulations on registration and access to the vote in 2004. These included re-
quiring that citizens register as many as thirty days prior to an election in or-
der to vote and that they vote in polling places (rather than from home via
mail), prohibiting convicted felons from voting, and requiring that eligible
voters provide a reason for requesting and obtaining an absentee ballot. Some
states had very restrictive rules for absentee voting, and most did not allow
same-day (“walk-up”) registration at the polling places; some kept polls open
for only twelve hours whereas others are open fifteen hours. Most states re-
quired voters to register at least twenty days prior to an election. Each of these
rules affects the cost of voting to some extent. Some states, such as Alabama,
Kentucky, and Mississippi, adopted all or nearly all of these types of regula-
tions; others such as Maine, North Dakota and Oregon had few, if any of
them.

Not all of these restrictions have equal impact. In our analysis we sidestep
the question of which restrictions had the biggest impact by simply testing

BARRIERS TO PARTICIPATION FOR WHOM? 43

TABLE 2.1 FREQUENCIES OF RESTRICTIONS ON ACCESS TO VOTING, 2004

Type of Limitation Number of States 

Must register prior to Election Day 43
Mental competency rule for exclusion 36
Registration needed at least twenty days before election 31
Early voting not allowed 27
“No excuse” absentee voting not allowed 25
More than state residency requirement 21
Shorter polling place hours 21
Cutoff for receiving absentee ballots prior to Election Day 6

Limits on felon voting
Parolees cannot vote 32
Felons cannot vote 12

Source: National Conference of State Legislatures website; Book of the States, various years.



the citizens’ initiative process, since the initiative processes may more readily
translate popular demands for greater participation into policies that imple-
ment this (Gerber 1999). We assess two measures of state barriers to registra-
tion and voting: the number of days (zero to thirty) required to register in ad-
vance of an election as of approximately 2004, and an index of regulations
shown in table 2.1 reflecting the number of “limits” (ranging from zero to
ten) the state had in place as of 2004 (the results are shown in table 2.2). 

We find evidence to support both the party cartel hypotheses and the racial
hypothesis. States with a history of hierarchical, traditional party organiza-
tions were more likely to have longer requirements for registering in advance
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TABLE 2.2 DETERMINANTS OF STATE-LEVEL VARIATION IN RESTRICTIONS ON
VOTING,  2005, OLS ESTIMATES

Number of Days 
Must Register Index of 

Before Election Restrictionsa

Percentage of state population .40** .17 .13** .09**
African American (.16) (.22) (.02) (.04)

Traditional party 1.99** 2.49** .07 .17
organization score (.92) (.98) (.14) (.15)

State use of initiative 2.86 3.18 –.53 –.47
process (average number of 
initiatives per year) (2.31) (2.30) (.36) (.36)

Percentage of state population –.32 –.17 –.03 –.00
with higher education (.29) (.28) (.05) (.05)

South dummy — 6.57 — 1.30*
(4.85) (.75)

Intercept 20.41 16.10 4.78 3.92
(7.72) (8.20) (1.21) (1.14)

Adjusted R2 .18 .20 .45 .47

Number of cases 50 50 50 50

Source: Authors’ calculations from U.S. Census Bureau (2000).
a Index of restrictions includes no felon voting, no parolee voting, shorter-than-average polling
place hours, no polling place registration, no early voting allowed,“no excuse” absentee not al-
lowed, cutoff for receiving absentee ballots prior to Election Day, more than state residency re-
quirement, greater than twenty days advance registration, state code on mental competency.
* = p < .10 (two-tail); ** = p < .05 (two-tail)



sult holds across several different specifications (not reported here)—using
different measures of turnout, using information about the number of pres-
idential campaign ads aired per state, and using different controls, including
race, region, and education levels. The effects are significant and substantial.
Our best-fitting model predicts that a state one deviation above the mean on
our index of regulations had 1.7 percent less voter participation in 2004,
other things being equal.5 The depressing effect of these regulations on
turnout was even larger in the 2002 midterm. If a state was one standard de-
viation above the mean on the regulations index it had 2.3 percent less
turnout in 2002.6 Electoral competitiveness had similar substantive effects.
A one-deviation increase in the uncompetitiveness of a state’s 2004 presi-
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TABLE 2.3 EXAMPLES OF EFFECTS OF STATE-LEVEL REGULATIONS OF VOTING
ON VOTER TURNOUT, 2002 AND 2004

2004 2004 2002

Restriction index –.008* –.009** –.012**
.004 .004 .005

Percentage with some college .21 .31* .173
.18 .16 .216

Percentage living in poverty –.84** –.60** –.339
.26 .26 .34

Bush versus Kerry margin –.11* — —
.06

Number of campaign visits — .16** —
.005

Competitiveness of U.S. Congressional races — — .074**
.04

South –.018 — —
.021

Constant .779 .651 .419

R2 .37 .45 .28

Source: Authors’ calculations from U.S. Census Bureau (2000).
Note: Dependent variable is the  proportion of eligible voters who vote. Turnout data from
Michael P. McDonald (http://elections.gmu.edu/voter_turnout.htm). Standard errors are
listed below the estimated coefficients.
* = p < .05; ** = p < .01
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TABLE 2.4 LEVEL OF PUBLIC INTEREST IN AMERICAN ELECTIONS
AND POLITICS

2004 2002 2000

Do you care who wins U.S. 
Presidential or congressional 
election?

I care who wins 85 67 76
I don’t care who wins 15 33 24

Number of cases 1,212 1,509 1,807

Would you say you follow what’s 
going on in government and public 
affairs?

Most of the time 28 27 22
Some of the time 40 42 37
Only now and then 22 22 27
Hardly at all 9 9 14

Number of cases 1,066 1,317 1,555

Source: Authors’ compilation from American National Election Studies (2000, 2002).

TABLE 2.5 SELF-REPORTED REASONS FOR NOT VOTING, 1996 TO 2004
(PERCENTAGE)

2004 2002 2000 1998 1996

Too busy 20 27 21 35 21
Illness or disability 15 13 15 11 15
No interest or believe it won’t matter 11 12 12 13 17
Out of town 9 10 10 8 11
Other 11 9 10 8 10
Disliked candidates 10 7 8 5 13
Don’t know why or refused 8 8 7 7 3
Registration problems 7 4 7 4 (—)
Nonregistration inconvenience 6 4 6 3 5
Forgot 3 6 4 5 4

Source: U.S. Census Bureau (2006), “Non-voting registered persons.”
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TABLE 2.6 NONVOTING PREDICTED BY LACK OF INTEREST INDUCED BY
ELECTORAL AND PARTY SYSTEM

Equation 1 Equation 2 Equation 3
Low Interest Did Not Did Not

in 2004 Vote in 2004 Vote 2004

b se b se b se

Low interest in public 
affairs 0.38 0.11**

Low interest associated 
with perceptions of 
parties and elections 
(from equation 1) 5.12 1.80**

Thinks presidential 
election close –0.20 0.22 –0.26 0.22

Doesn’t care who wins 
presidency 1.41 0.23** 1.21 0.24**

Doesn’t care who wins 
House 0.42 0.11** 0.32 0.12**

Thinks elections don’t 
make government 
pay attention 0.20 0.05** 0.09 0.07

Thinks party represents 
respondent –0.30 0.15** –0.32 0.21

Thinks of self as close 
to a party –0.52 0.13** –0.22 0.19

White (non-Hispanic) 0.16 0.15 –0.42 0.20** –0.35 0.20*
Age (years) –0.03 0.00** 0.00 0.01 –0.01 0.01
Education –0.30 0.04** –0.20 0.08** –0.29 0.07**
Female 0.58 0.12** –0.60 0.21** –0.42 0.19**
Household income 0.02 0.01 –0.06 0.02** –0.05 0.02**
Union household –0.17 0.16 –0.01 0.27 –0.09 0.27
Constant 1 –2.98 0.36 –0.30 0.70 0.30 0.66
Constant 2 –0.90 0.36
Constant 3 0.78 0.36
Pseudo R2 0.08 0.22 0.23

Number of cases 963 962 962

Source: Authors’ compilation from American National Election Study (2004).
Note: b = estimated coefficient; se = standard error. Low interest in equation 2 is an instru-
mental variable (the predicted values from equation 1). Standard errors listed beside estimated
coefficient.
* = p < .05; ** = p < .01



portion of seats that are safe for one party. Many American general elections
are thus little more than coronations of whoever emerged from a dominant-
party primary contest. 

Legislators at both the state and federal level have influence over rules that
affect electoral competitiveness, as well as rules that affect the administration
of registration and voting—for example, rules that promote safe single-
member districts. We suggest that districting practices described in other
chapters in this volume contribute to low levels of interest and low participa-
tion in politics. Districting practices and incumbent advantages in campaign
resources have probably made American elections less competitive today that
in previous decades. Although recent electoral reforms have improved elec-
toral administration and reduced regulatory barriers, elected officials show lit-
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TABLE 2.7 NONVOTING PREDICTED BY ELECTORAL COMPETITIVENESS, BY
LEVEL OF INTEREST

Low Interest High Interest

Thinks presidential election close 0.16 0.37 –0.74 0.48
Doesn’t care who wins presidency 1.32 0.35** 1.23 0.96
Doesn’t care who wins House 0.22 0.19 0.56 0.29**
Thinks elections don’t make
government pay attention 0.08 0.11 0.25 0.18

Thinks party represents respondent –0.56 0.30* –1.15 0.54**
Thinks of self as close to a party –0.41 0.30 0.19 0.52
White (non-Hispanic) 0.41 0.32 –0.71 0.54
Age (in years) –0.03 0.01** 0.01 0.01
Education –0.37 0.12** –0.29 0.16*
Female –0.67 0.30** 0.08 0.49
Household income 0.00 0.03 –0.11 0.04**
Union household 0.00 0.43 0.88 0.63
Contacted by party or other organization –0.50 0.33 –0.70 0.52
State restrictions on voting 0.12 0.08 0.25 0.14*
State margin Bush versus Kerry 2.78 1.46** –3.56 3.53
Constant 1.34 1.10 –0.83 1.67

Number of cases 278 302
Pseudo R2 0.29 0.25

Source: Authors’ compilation from American National Election Study (2004).
Note: Standard errors listed beside estimated coefficient.
* = p. < .05; ** = p < .01
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TABLE 3.1 INSTITUTIONAL FACTORS ASSOCIATED WITH MINORITY
REPRESENTATION

Limited Special Single-
Country Power Accommodations Member District

Albania
Australia x x
Bangladesh x
Belgium x
Brazil
Canada x
Chile x
Colombia x x
Dominican Republic x
Estonia
Georgia
Great Britain x
India x x x
Indonesia x
Israel x
Latvia x
Macedonia
Mexico x
Moldova
Montenegro x x
New Zealand x x
Nigeria x
Northern Ireland x x
Peru
Philippines x
Serbia x x
South Africa x
Spain
Switzerland x
Taiwan x x
United States x x
Uruguay
Venezuela x

Source: “Limited Power,” see Minorities at Risk Project (2005); “Special Accommodations,”
see Htun (2003).



member district systems, where the difference is substantial. Specifically, there
is a gap between minorities and non-minorities in participation of .10 in sys-
tems with single-member districts whereas there is virtually no difference in
PR-based systems. These initial results in table 3.2 show that the context can
shape the political engagement of ethnic minorities. In countries where there
is a greater probability of power sharing (no limited access to power, special
accommodations for representation, and PR rules) the differences between
ethnic minorities and non-minorities on indicators of political access tend to
be minimized or insignificant.

Table 3.3 shows mean differences in measures of political support among
minority and non-minority populations.19 Of the measures of political sup-
port that we use, satisfaction with national representatives may come closest
to tapping attitudes that are influenced by the makeup of the parliament. Sig-
nificant differences on satisfaction with national representatives are evident in
some cases, though the differences are smaller in most cases than those shown
in table 3.2. When there is limited access to power for minorities, minorities
are significantly less likely to be satisfied with national representatives. When
there is equal access to power, minorities are more satisfied with their repre-
sentatives than non-minorities. Under proportional rules, the difference in
satisfaction between ethnic minorities and non-minorities is larger (and sig-
nificant) than the difference under majoritarian rules. Minorities generally
express less confidence in government institutions than non-minorities. The
differences are greatest when access to power is limited and where there are no
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TABLE 3.2 MEAN DIFFERENCES IN POLITICAL ENGAGEMENT BY MINORITY STATUS
AND INSTITUTIONAL RULES

Political Involvement Political Participation

Non- Ethnic Differ- Non- Ethnic Differ-
Minority Minority ence Minority Minority ence

No limited access to power .54 .53 –.02 .43 .49 .06***
Limited access to power .62 .53 –.10*** .38 .30 –.08***

No special arrangements .56 .53 –.04*** .39 .37 –.02
Special arrangements .62 .53 –.09*** .43 .40 –.04***

Proportional rules .58 .51 –.07*** .35 .35 .01
Single-member districts .61 .58 –.03*** .57 .47 –.10***
N 50,458 12,453 51,776 13,153

Source: Authors’ compilation from European Values Study Group and World Values Survey (n.d.).
*** p < .01



special arrangements. When special arrangements do exist, there are no sig-
nificant differences in confidence between minorities and non-minorities. We
do note that some of the statistically significant differences in both tables are
small. However, there are substantial differences on the indicators of political
engagement in table 3.2. 

We next turn to a multivariate analysis, where we examine how institu-
tional features and levels of minority representation influence the differences
between minority and non-minority populations. Because we are interested
in whether the institutional differences minimize the differences between eth-
nic minority groups and non-minorities, we include interaction terms be-
tween minority status and the institutional features already considered. We
also control for individual-level socioeconomic characteristics that may influ-
ence levels of political engagement and support. In order to simplify the pres-
entation and because our interest is in how the institutional variables influ-
ence attitudes and behavior, we have not included the estimated coefficients
for the individual-level variables (except for ethnic minority status in the full
model). In our analysis, we weight the data to equal sample sizes in each
country.

Table 3.4 shows the estimates for the model predicting levels of political
engagement. When looking at the main effects for ethnic minority group sta-
tus, we see that ethnic minorities are significantly less likely to express an
interest in the political process or feel that it is important, even when con-
trolling for sociodemographics. Nevertheless, they are just as likely as non-
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TABLE 3.3 MEAN DIFFERENCES IN ATTITUDES ABOUT GOVERNMENT BY MINORITY
STATUS AND INSTITUTIONAL RULES

Satisfaction with Reps Confidence in Government

Non- Ethnic Differ- Non- Ethnic Differ-
Minority Minority ence Minority Minority ence

No limited access to power .45 .48 .03*** .42 .40 –.02***
Limited access to power .42 .38 –.04*** .40 .36 –.04***

No special arrangements .44 .43 –.01 .43 .38 –.05***
Special arrangements .43 .42 –.02*** .38 .39 .01

Proportional rules .40 .38 –.03*** .39 .35 –.03***
Single-member districts .53 .55 .02 .48 .45 –.03***
N 41,277 9,928 38,645 8,393

Source: Authors’ compilation from European Values Study Group and World Values Survey (n.d.).
*** p < .01



TABLE 3.4 POLITICAL ENGAGEMENT (LOGIT COEFFICIENTS)

Political Involvement Political Participation

Coefficient Standard Error Min-Max Coefficient Standard Error Min-Maxb

Per capita GNI –.10*** (0.02) –.11 –.11*** (0.03) –.10
Women’s representation –.00 (0.00) –.02 .02*** (0.00) .11
Established democracy .19*** (0.06) .05 .19*** (0.06) .46
Special accommodation –.06* (0.03) –.01 .10*** (0.04) .02
Limited access to power .18*** (0.03) .04 –.32*** (0.03) –.08
Single-member district .18*** (0.03) .05 .22*** (0.04) .05
Ethnic minority –.10* (0.06) –.02 –.04 (0.06) –.01
Minority*special accommodation –.03 (0.07) –.01 –.24*** (0.07) –.05
Minority*limited power –.18*** (0.07) –.05 .06 (0.07) .01
Minority*single-member district .20*** (0.08) .05 .01 (0.08) .00
Pseudo R2 a .05 0.25
N (weighted) 27,265 29,084

Source: Authors’ compilation from European Values Study Group and World Values Survey Association (n.d.).
Note: Estimates for socioeconomic controls (female, age, education, employment status, and income) not shown.
a See Cragg and Uhler (1970).
b Min-max represents the average change in probability of being in the modal category (above the midpoint) across each category of the dependent vari-
able.
* p < .10; *** p < .01



TABLE 3.5 POLITICAL ATTITUDES (ORDERED LOGIT COEFFICIENTS)

Satisfaction with Representatives Confidence in Government

Coefficient Standard Error Min-Max Coefficient Standard Error Min-Maxb

Per capita GNI .43*** (0.02) .24 .19*** (0.02) .08
Women’s representation .01*** (0.00) .06 .00 (0.00) .01
Established democracy –.11*** (0.06) –.21 –.11*** (0.06) –.10
Special accommodation .21*** (0.03) .04 –.09*** (0.03) –.01
Limited access to power .09*** (0.03) .05 .19*** (0.03) .02
Single-member district .10*** (0.03) .18 .10*** (0.04) .10
Ethnic minority –.24*** (0.06) –.05 –.45*** (0.05) –.04
Minority*special accommodation .04 (0.07) .01 .40*** (0.07) .04
Minority*limited power –.07 (0.07) –.01 –.01 (0.07) –.00
Minority*single-member district .24*** (0.08) .05 –.05 (0.08) –.01
Pseudo R2 a .04 .03
N (weighted) 22,791 22,072

Source: Authors’ compilation from European Values Study Group and World Values Survey Association (n.d.).
Note: Estimates for socioeconomic controls (female, age, education, employment status and income) not shown. Data from Israel are missing.
a See Cragg and Uhler (1970).
b Min-max represents the average change in probability of being in the modal category (above the midpoint) across each category of the dependent vari-
able.
***p < .01



individuals select different elements from their fixed set of descent-based at-
tributes. We can translate this process as a process of recombination from a
fixed set of elements. For example, one way of defining the category “Hindu”
in electoral politics in India is as a classification that includes those with the
last names Yadav or Saini or Gupta, but not those with the last names Sayyid,
or Mohammad or Mathew. A rule of classification can be expressed simply as
a combination of attributes. Thus, the rule of classification defining member-
ship in the category Hindu can be expressed as the combination {Yadav or
Saini or Gupta or Mishra . . .}, or as the “not” combination {~Sayyid and
~Mohammad and ~Mathew}. Politicians can induce changes in ethnic iden-
tities simply by constructing new rules of classification from the underlying
distribution of attributes—that is, by recombining them. For instance, polit-
ical parties in India that stand to lose if most of the population identifies it-
self as Hindu have floated new categories such as “OBC” (Other Backward
Caste), defined as the combination {Yadav or Saini or Ahirwar or Moham-
mad or Mathew . . .}, or as the “not” combination {~Gupta and ~ Mishra and
. . .}. In Sri Lanka, the majority “Sinhalese” category is a combination of the
Low-Country Sinhalese and the Kandyan Sinhalese, (themselves a combina-
tion of attributes at lower levels; see Rajasingham-Senanayake 1999). In
South Africa, similarly, throughout the twentieth century, politicians, driven
by electoral considerations, employed different combinations of attributes to
define membership in the category “Afrikaaner” (Jung 2000). At the turn of
the twentieth century the category was defined by a single attribute: {descent
from Dutch colonizers}. In the 1920s, the National Party defined the cate-
gory Afrikaaner to include a larger combination: {Descent from ancestors in
France or Holland or Germany or England}. In the 1930s, reconstituted sec-
tions of the former National Party proposed a more restrictive definition, re-
quiring a combination of attributes on the dimension of language in addition
to descent. Afrikaaner came to mean the combination {(Descent from ances-
tors in France or Holland or Germany) and (Afrikaans language)}. In the
1960s, the need to build a larger coalition led the National Party to propose
a new combination with a new name. This time, it mobilized the combina-
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TABLE 4.1 DISTRIBUTION OF ATTRIBUTE REPERTOIRES IN SOMELAND

Black White

Foreign a b
Native c d

Source: Chandra and Boulet (2005).
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TABLE 4.2 POTENTIAL CATEGORIES IN SOMELAND

Definition of Category Membership Size

Ø 0 0
Black and foreign BF a
Black and native BN c
White and foreign WF b
White and native WN d
Black BF, BN a + c
White WF, WN b + d
Foreign BF, WF a + b
Native BN, WN c + d
Black or foreign BF, BN, WF a + b + c 
White or foreign BF, WF, WN a + b + d 
Black or native BF, BN, WN a + c + d 
White or native BN, WF, WN b + c + d 
(Black and native) or (white and foreign) BN, WF b + c 
(Black and foreign) or (white and native) BF, WN a + d 
Entire population (black or white; 
foreign or native) BN, WN, BF, WF a + b + c + d = 1

Source: Chandra and Boulet (2005).

Consider now the country of Goodland (see table 4.3), a population with
an inclusive distribution of attribute repertoires. Suppose that an ethnic cate-
gory in Goodland must obtain a simple majority in order to win. That is, an
identity category must encompass more than 51 percent of the population in
order to be a viable winner. Suppose, further, that given a choice of member-
ship in more than one majority category, individuals will choose one that is
“irreducible”—its size is greater than 51 percent, and it does not contain any
other possible category whose size is also greater than 51 percent. 

There are four “irreducible” majority categories in Goodland: “black,”
with membership BF and BN and size .6, “foreign,” with membership WF
and BF and size .6, the complex category “white or native,” with membership
WN, WF, and BN and size .6, and the even more complex category “(black
and foreign) or (white and native),” with membership BF and WN and size
.6. Individuals with any of the four possible repertoires in this population
have at least one irreducible majority category that they are eligible for. This
is a population in which the distribution of attributes is such that no individ-
ual is a permanent loser, even though some categories are. In general, we show
elsewhere, “inclusive” distributions are most likely to be generated by popu-
lations distributed across large numbers of small attribute repertoires, which



can be generated by having many attribute values on one or more attribute
dimensions (Chandra and Boulet 2005).

But consider now the case of Badland (see table 4.4), with the same win-
ning threshold.

Of the sixteen combinations that can be generated by the multidimen-
sional structure in Badland, there are three “irreducible” majorities, defined as
the categories “Black” (with membership BF and BN and size .66), the cate-
gory “foreign” (with membership BF and WF and size .66), and the complex
category ((white and foreign) or (black and native)) with membership WF
and BN and size .52. But regardless of the presence of multiple majorities,
there is also a permanent minority: individuals with the repertoire WN, who
constitute 8 percent of the population. These individuals do not have any po-
tential identity option that would place them in a winning position. All their
identity options are either too small to cross the winning threshold, or too
big, containing within themselves a smaller winning category. Badland, then,
is an example of an exclusive distribution of attribute repertoires. In general,
“exclusive” distributions of attributes are most likely to be found in popula-
tions distributed across a small number of attribute repertoires that are made
up of one or several dimensions (Chandra and Boulet 2005).

So far, we have argued that distributions such as Badland’s eliminate the
possibility of inclusion, whereas distributions like Goodland’s allow it. But
given a distribution like Goodland’s, we can not automatically assume that
the many potential ethnic majorities embedded in the distribution of attrib-
utes will actually be realized. Whether or not an inclusive structure of ethnic
divisions actually produces inclusion in practice depends on whether the in-
stitutions that govern competition—party and electoral systems—allow ma-
jorities to be self-defining (Horowitz 1991). When institutions of competi-
tion restrict political mobilization among some dimensions, this possibility
may not be realized in practice. Compare the United States and India. In the
former, the “commonsensical” attribute dimensions include race, region, na-
tionality, religion, and language. In India, they include region, language,
caste, religion, and tribe. Distributions with large numbers of attribute di-
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TABLE 4.3 AN “INCLUSIVE” DISTRIBUTION IN GOODLAND (K = .51)
Black White

Foreign 0.4 0.2
Native 0.2 0.2

Source: Author’s compilation.



mensions and several attribute values on each are more likely to be inclusive
(Chandra and Boulet 2005). Thus, we might take both cases to have a com-
parably inclusive distribution of attributes. However, the two-party system in
the United States does not give politicians an incentive to politicize many of
the majorities embedded in this inclusive distribution. In India, by contrast,
a multiparty system combined with the lack of restrictions on the emergence
of new political parties means that the potential for multiple majorities em-
bedded in the distribution is more frequently realized in practice.

THE PRINCIPLE OF ETHNIC INVENTION

The principle of ethnic invention begins with the insight that ethnic identi-
ties are endogenous to institutional design in two ways: first, “institutions of
interpretation” produce the distributions of attributes that generate the
“nominal” repertoires of ethnic identities for individuals and populations,
and second, “institutions of competition” determine the likelihood that the
possibility of multiple majorities embedded in these distributions, when it ex-
ists, will be realized. If the ethnic identities activated in politics are endoge-
nous to the institutions of interpretation and institutions of competition,
then we can use institutional design to transform “exclusive” distributions of
attributes into “inclusive” ones—and, given an inclusive distribution, to en-
courage individuals to constantly reinvent themselves in politics. According
to the principle of ethnic invention, then, inclusion can be achieved not by
outlawing or regulating the political activation of ethnic identities in politics,
but by deliberately encouraging it in a benign form, by encouraging individ-
uals to “see” themselves as ethnically different in many ways, and seeking the
political activation of these may forms of difference.

Among institutions of interpretation that can create inclusive distributions
of attribute values, perhaps the most important is the census. The principle of
ethnic invention recommends censuses that categorize individuals according
to as many attribute dimensions and as many attribute values on each as pos-
sible. It indicates, too, that censuses that do not collect information on eth-
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TABLE 4.4 AN “EXCLUSIVE” DISTRIBUTION IN BADLAND (K = .51)

Black White

Foreign 0.4 0.26
Native 0.26 0.08

Source: Chandra and Boulet (2005).



CHANGES IN POLITICAL COMPETITIVENESS

There has been a decline in political competition in the U.S. House, as
judged by the proportion of districts that are won with less than 60 percent
of the vote (see figure 5.2). In 2004, only 23 of 435 seats were won with a
margin of less than 10 percent, and only 10 House seats were won with a
margin of 5 percent or less. In contrast, in the Senate 7 races were decided by
margins of 10 percent or less, and 6 of these margins were less than 5 percent
(these make up roughly 20 percent of all Senate elections in 2004). Clearly
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FIGURE 5.1 THE CHANGE IN THE NUMBER OF OVERWHELMINGLY WHITE
SEATS IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 1962 TO 2002

Source: U.S. Census Bureau (1960–2000).
Note: The figures indicate the number of seats in the U.S. House of Representatives that fit
into each of the demographic categories based on Census data. 
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the Senate experiences significantly more competitive elections in terms of
the sheer proportion that are close, compared to the House. However, the
trend over time is downward in terms of the proportion of competitive elec-
tions, which matches the overall trend in the House. The most recent elec-
tion, in 2006, does show a relatively large uptick in the proportion of com-
petitive elections in the House, which is not too surprising, given the number
of seats that changed hands. Although the Democrats were also successful in
taking over the Senate as well, the proportion of competitive seats was not sig-
nificantly higher in 2006 and the proportion is below the overall trend in the
data.

Majority-minority districts by definition have a high minority population
and thus a high proportion of loyal Democrats. Given the characteristics of
proximate populations, ceteris paribus, most of the non-minority voters in
majority-minority districts are likely to be white Democrats, so that such dis-
tricts soak up Democratic strength. Because the loyal minority Democrats are
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FIGURE 5.2 COMPETITIVE ELECTIONS IN THE U.S. CONGRESS, 1962 TO 2006

Source: Authors’ compilation.
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vote, has increased (see figure 5.4). For the 2006 election the data look much
as one might expect: the number of uncontested Republican seats is way
down (only ten) and the number of Democrats who went uncontested was
significantly higher (forty-six seats). Given the political landscape at the time,
there were huge incentives for quality Democrats to challenge incumbent Re-
publicans, and for Republicans trying to unseat a Democrat, 2006 was sim-
ply not the best year to give it a go. 

We might reasonably expect that redistricting should decrease competi-
tion, and that this would show up in a decrease in the number of competitive
seats just after a redistricting. This would be the case if the common wisdom
about bipartisan gerrymanders are true, where incumbents’ districts are
drawn so that their seats are safer. First and foremost, as Guillermo Owen and
Bernard Grofman (1988) show, in a world of electoral uncertainty, optimal
partisan gerrymanders do not involve drawing districts with “thin” margins;
rather, they involve drawing a minority of seats that are overwhelmingly
packed for the other side while still drawing a majority of seats quite safe for
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FIGURE 5.3 NUMBER OF UNCONTESTED ELECTIONS FOR DEMOCRATS AND
REPUBLICANS IN THE HOUSE, 1962 TO 2006

Source: Authors’ compilation.
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your own incumbents. Thus optimal partisan gerrymanders are not that dis-
tinct from bipartisan incumbency protection gerrymanders in that both have
lots of really safe seats. Second, if there is considerable uncertainty, or if par-
ties are risk-averse, we may find a bipartisan agreement to create an incum-
bency-protection gerrymander. The more such bipartisan gerrymanders, the
more we will see a reduction rather than an increase in the number of com-
petitive districts found after a redistricting. 

When we look at House data from 1960 through 2002, and compare the
number of competitive seats (a seat won with 60 percent or less of the two-
party vote) in years ending with 0 with the number of competitive seats in
years ending with 2, we find that the mean number of competitive seats at the
end of each redistricting decade is 128.2 (n = 5); and the mean number of
competitive seats at the beginning of the next redistricting decade is 137.4
(n = 5). Although this difference is in the expected direction, it is not that
large, and we find no statistically significant difference (p = .47). Only from
1990 to 1992 do we find a substantial increase in the number of competitive

THE IMPACT OF REDISTRICTING 125

FIGURE 5.4 THE NUMBER OF HOUSE ELECTIONS IN WHICH ONE CANDIDATE
GARNERED AT LEAST 80 PERCENT OF THE TWO PARTY VOTE

Source: Authors’ compilation.
Note: The correlation between the number of truly lopsided elections and year is .32. 
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FIGURE 5.5 HISTOGRAM OF IDEOLOGICAL SCORES FOR U.S. HOUSE MEMBERS,
1962 TO 2000

Source: Authors’ compilation of NOMINATE data downloaded from Voteview.com.
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FIGURE 5.6 HISTOGRAMS OF IDEOLOGICAL SCORES FOR U.S. SENATORS, 1962
TO 2000 (SENATE COMMON SPACE SCORES)

Source: Authors’ compilation of NOMINATE data downloaded from Voteview.com.
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the Democratic percentage is near .5, we have the competitive districts. 
Areas of the figure to the left represent Republican victories, and the areas to
the right represent Democratic victories. The two solid lines, one for each
party, are the predicted values from a quadratic regression for that party, and
the shaded regions represent the 95 percent confidence region. If so-called
“safe seats” elected more ideologically extreme members, we would expect
the line for the Democrats to slope downward as we move along the x-axis
toward 1, and the line for the Republicans to slope upward as we move along
the x-axis toward 0. Yet for the pooled data, the Democratic line is more or
less straight, with only a slight downward slope, while the estimated Repub-
lican line here is completely flat. Thus, as the margin of victory increases for
members to the U.S. House, we see no real change in the ideology of the
members that are elected, at least when we look at data pooled over the en-
tire time period.4 But when we disaggregate the data by redistricting epoch,
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FIGURE 5.7 MEDIAN NOMINATE COMMON SPACE SCORES IN THE HOUSE,
OVERALL AND BY PARTY, 1960 TO 2000

Source: Authors’ compilation of NOMINATE data downloaded from Voteview.com.
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we do discover a pattern for Democrats, but once again no relationship for
Republicans. 

In figure 5.10 we show correlations between DW-NOMINATE scores
and victory margin by year, for each party separately in the House of Repre-
sentatives. 

The question is whether or not members who win by large margins are
more extreme than their colleagues who win by relatively small margins. For
Republicans we find from these two figures that there is essentially no rela-
tionship between district competitiveness and ideological extremism, either
for the pooled data or for particular redistricting epochs. For Democrats,
things are rather different. Although for Democrats, too, there is little or no
relationship between homogeneity and competition for the pooled data, the
nature of the relationship varies dramatically over the decade, changing in
both sign and magnitude. In the 1950s and 1960s, the seats won over-
whelmingly by Democrats were not held by ideologically extreme members,
rather they were held mostly by relatively moderate white southern Democ-
rats. In the 1970s and 1980s, among Democrats, there was little or no rela-
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FIGURE 5.8 MEDIAN NOMINATE COMMON SPACE SCORES IN THE SENATE,
OVERALL AND BY PARTY, 1960 TO 2000

Source: Authors’ compilation of NOMINATE data downloaded from Voteview.com.
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tionship between Democratic margins of victory and ideological extremism
at the aggregate level, since the seats being won by large margins now in-
cluded the seats of both white conservatives and moderates and quite liberal
black representatives. By the 1990s, the seats being won by large margins
were disproportionately those held by African Americans who are by and
large quite liberal, and thus we get a positive correlation between ideological
extremism and homogeneity among the Democrats. But even with the most
recent data, the magnitude of this correlation is not that great. 

Figure 5.11 presents the same type of data for the U.S. Senate. The pat-
terns are roughly the same as in the House, but much less pronounced. 
Democrats in the early time period that won by large margins tended to be
more conservative, and those who won in more recent elections with huge
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FIGURE 5.9 THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN VICTORY MARGIN AND IDEOLOGY
FOR HOUSE MEMBERS

Source: Authors’ compilation of NOMINATE data downloaded from Voteview.com.
Note: The graph depicts the quadratic regression line for DW-NOMINATE scores regressed
on margin of victory (done separately for Democrats and Republicans). The vertical line at 0.5
separates Republicans (to the left of the line) from Democrats (to the right of the line). The
sample sizes for the regression models are 4,627 for Republicans and 6,318 for Democrats.
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margins tended to be more liberal. Looking at the entire period, the Repub-
licans do not exhibit any strong relationship between ideological extremism
and competitiveness.

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION

Our findings suggest that redistricting is not really to blame for the current
levels of polarization in either the House of Representatives or the Senate.
Certainly homogeneity in House districts has increased over time, and the
number of competitive elections in the House has decreased, but the link be-
tween those changes and polarization is less than clear. For example, the Sen-
ate has undergone an increase in polarization and a decrease in competition
in the last decade or two, without the benefit of redistricting or an increase in
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FIGURE 5.10 BIANNUAL CORRELATION BETWEEN DW-NOMINATE SCORE
AND VICTORY MARGIN, U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 1952
TO 2000

Source: Authors’ compilation.
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district homogeneity. To the extent that redistricting effects are real, we be-
lieve that they are more likely to be indirect, tied to realignment. In particu-
lar, as party images become more distinct with the disappearance of conserva-
tive southern Democrats and liberal northern Republicans, it becomes harder
for a candidate of one party to compete successfully to win votes among the
partisans of the other party, regardless of the position she or he adopts. This
means that we can get party polarization, even in relatively competitive seats. 

Similarly, redistricting is only partly at fault in the decline in political com-
petition. There are other effects that can only be attributed to realignment.
The number of uncontested seats, for instance, has increased over time since
the 1960s. We might be tempted to blame this change on redistricting, and it
is a very likely suspect, given the number of bipartisan redistricting plans that
get implemented across the country. But when we look at this trend by party,
we see that the Republicans had virtually no uncontested seats in the early
1960s and that this number has increased significantly since that time. Yet the
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FIGURE 5.11 BIANNUAL CORRELATION BETWEEN DW-NOMINATE SCORE
AND VICTORY MARGIN IN THE U.S. SENATE, 1952 TO 2000

Source: Authors’ compilation.
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guage of section 2 of the Voting Rights Act of 1965 (see reviews in Grofman,
Handley, and Niemi 1992; Grofman 1993; Grofman and Handley 1998). We
show in table 5.2 the changes, by redistricting period, in the number of heavily
black (40 to 45 percent, 45 to 50 percent, 50 to 55 percent, 55 to 60 percent, 60
to 65 percent, above 65 percent) districts; in figure 5.1 we show the changes by
redistricting period in the number of overwhelmingly white districts (70 to 80
percent white, 80 to 90 percent white, 90 to 100 percent white). Throughout
the 1970s there were hundreds of districts that were over 90 percent white, and
just dozens that were 70 to 80 percent or 80 to 90 percent white. Since the
1980s, however, the number of these kinds of districts has more or less equalized.
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TABLE 5.1 DIVERSITY SCORES FOR THE HOUSE AND SENATE FOR EACH OF SIX
REDISTRICTING PERIODS, 1962 TO 2002a

Senate House

Year Average Standard Deviation Average Standard Deviation

1962 1.16 0.76 1.87 2.09
1968 1.24 0.78 1.89 2.05
1972 1.15 0.73 1.95 2.35
1982 1.21 0.75 2.15 2.45
1992 1.18 0.88 2.27 2.41
2002 1.23 0.88 2.42 2.33

Source: Authors’ compilation.
a Higher scores indicate less diversity (more homogeneity). See appendix. 

TABLE 5.2 NUMBER OF CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICTS WITH DIFFERENT PERCENTAGES OF
AFRICAN AMERICANS, BY REDISTRICTING PERIOD

Percentage of African Americans in District

Less Greater
than 30 to 40 to 45 to 50 to 55 to 60 to than

Year 30 39 44 49 54 59 65 65

1962 383 31 6 10 0 2 1 2
1966 389 26 8 3 4 0 1 4
1972 387 26 7 2 5 1 1 6
1982 388 22 6 4 4 1 2 8
1992 390 7 5 1 6 9 9 8
2002 383 18 5 3 4 10 10 2

Source: U.S. Census Bureau (1960–2000).



guage of section 2 of the Voting Rights Act of 1965 (see reviews in Grofman,
Handley, and Niemi 1992; Grofman 1993; Grofman and Handley 1998). We
show in table 5.2 the changes, by redistricting period, in the number of heavily
black (40 to 45 percent, 45 to 50 percent, 50 to 55 percent, 55 to 60 percent, 60
to 65 percent, above 65 percent) districts; in figure 5.1 we show the changes by
redistricting period in the number of overwhelmingly white districts (70 to 80
percent white, 80 to 90 percent white, 90 to 100 percent white). Throughout
the 1970s there were hundreds of districts that were over 90 percent white, and
just dozens that were 70 to 80 percent or 80 to 90 percent white. Since the
1980s, however, the number of these kinds of districts has more or less equalized.
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TABLE 5.1 DIVERSITY SCORES FOR THE HOUSE AND SENATE FOR EACH OF SIX
REDISTRICTING PERIODS, 1962 TO 2002a

Senate House

Year Average Standard Deviation Average Standard Deviation

1962 1.16 0.76 1.87 2.09
1968 1.24 0.78 1.89 2.05
1972 1.15 0.73 1.95 2.35
1982 1.21 0.75 2.15 2.45
1992 1.18 0.88 2.27 2.41
2002 1.23 0.88 2.42 2.33

Source: Authors’ compilation.
a Higher scores indicate less diversity (more homogeneity). See appendix. 
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for each pair of elections preceding and following the four rounds of national
redistricting, post-1970.2 The number of competitive districts is tabulated
within two ranges: a ten-percentage-point 45-to-55-percent range and a four-
percentage-point 48-to-52-percent range. Thus, the difference of the parties’
share of the vote is less than ten percentage points in the first case, and four
percentage points in the second. The ranges are chosen because they are com-
monly presented in the congressional elections literature, and districts
counted in the narrow range are counted within the wide range. Figure 6.1
shows that redistricting affects the number of competitive districts, but the ef-
fect is centered in more recent rounds of redistricting. Redistricting in 1971
and 1981 resulted in more competitive districts, whereas in 1991 and 2001,
redistricting resulted in fewer competitive districts. Also evident from figure
6.1 is that the number of competitive districts changes between redistricting
years, such as between 1992 and 2000, as the distribution of partisans within
districts shifts through population growth, migration, and partisan realign-
ment of voters.
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FIGURE 6.1 NUMBER OF COMPETITIVE CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICTS, MEASURED
BY NORMALIZED TWO-PARTY PRESIDENTIAL VOTE.

Source: Barone, Ujifusa, and Matthews (1972, 1974); Barone and Ujifusa (1982, 1984, 1992,
1994, 2002); Barone and Cohen (2004).
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TABLE 6.1 POISSON MODEL ESTIMATES OF THE NUMBER OF COMPETITIVE
CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICTS WITHIN A STATE

Restricted Model Full Model 
(1972 to 2002) (1992 to 2002)

Percentage of Districts in Competitive Range

Variable 45 to 55 48 to 52 45 to 55 48 to 52

State uncompetitiveness –0.140** –0.217** –0.148** –0.235**
(0.022) (0.039) (0.034) (0.061)

VRA –0.670** –0.960** –0.825** –1.294**
(0.152) (0.231) (0.245) (0.394)

VRA*state uncompetitiveness 0.087** 0.173** 0.085* 0.134
(Democratic state) (0.032) (0.053) (0.049) (0.089)

VRA*state uncompetitiveness 0.075** 0.142** 0.071 0.149*
(Republican state) (0.034) (0.057) (0.048) (0.086)

Incumbent gerrymander 0.164 0.545* 0.088 0.672
(0.187) (0.298) (0.248) (0.420)

Partisan gerrymander 0.162 0.371 0.083 0.119
(0.186) (0.301) (0.240) (0.422)

Court 0.051 0.298* 0.042 0.150
(0.107) (0.158) (0.190) (0.312)

Lose seats –0.024 –0.283 0.371* 0.340
(0.112) (0.175) (0.196) (0.307)

Gain seats –0.047 –0.169 0.282 0.117
(0.121) (0.186) (0.223) (0.365)

Respect communities of interest — — 0.194 –0.080
(0.237) (0.406)

Respect political subdivisions — — –0.182 0.178
(0.195) (0.335)

Compactness constraint — — 0.027 –0.258
(0.221) (0.373)

Election data base — — –0.290 –0.392
(0.222) (0.348)

Year 1972 0.164 0.417* — —
(0.138) (0.226)

Year 1982 0.317** 0.676** — —
(0.131) (0.212)

Year 1992 0.185 0.414* 0.137 0.437*
(0.132) (0.220) (0.137) (0.234)

Constant –0.614** –1.657** –0.356 –1.263
(0.212) (0.337) (0.332) (0.537)

Number of observations 166 166 84 84
(Average) log likelihood –270.50 –204.52 –132.79 –90.48

Source: Data on state and district partisanship from Barone, Ujifusa, and Matthews (1972, 1974), Barone
and Ujifusa (1982, 1984, 1992, 1994, 2002), and Barone and Cohen (2004); redistricting rules from Min-
nesota Geographic Information Systems, accessed at http://www.commissions.leg.state.mn/gis/html/redis
tricting.html; redistricting outcomes from McDonald (2004); electronic database use from Altman, Mac
Donald, and McDonald (2005).
* p < .10; ** p < .05, two-tailed test, standard errors of coefficients in parentheses
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FIGURE 8.1 PROBABILITY OF ELECTING CANDIDATE OF CHOICE AND
PERCENTAGE OF BLACK VOTING-AGE POPULATION

Source: Authors’ compilation.
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Ashcroft. Although they never defined this term precisely, it would seem to in-
dicate a point at which the probability of a minority candidate’s attaining of-
fice is considerably greater than 50 percent. In particular, they argue that the
redistricting plan for the Georgia state senate at issue in Georgia v. Ashcroft
was retrogressive because it reduced the number of these safe districts. And
since the three districts that they objected to all had BVAPs just above 50 per-
cent, we can assume that the “safety point,” labeled PS in the figure, is consid-
erably above the 50 percent mark.27 Note that this introduces two more dis-
trict categories: those between 50 percent and the safety point, and those
above the safety point. In the figure we label the former the region of proba-
ble minority control and the latter the region of safe control.

We also include the point PI to indicate the boundary-of-influence dis-
tricts, districts in which “a minority group has enough political heft to exert
influence on the choice of candidate though not enough to determine that
choice.”28 For concreteness, we propose to define this boundary as the point
of “partisan equal opportunity”: the level of BVAP at which a candidate of the
party supported by minority voters has an equal chance of winning the elec-
tion.29 A final division is suggested by the DOJ’s statement in Guidance Con-
cerning Redistricting that they will reject plans in which “minorities are over-
concentrated in one or more jurisdictions”—that is, packing. The point over
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FIGURE 8.2 KEY POINTS AND DISTRICT TYPES

Source: Authors’ compilation.
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representation associated with a particular districting plan, then, corresponds
to a point on the graph.

Assuming, as argued earlier, that a trade-off between these two objectives
exists, there will be a “Pareto frontier,” a term borrowed from economics to
describe the maximum possible combination of each type of representation.
Starting from any point on the frontier, that is, there is no other achievable
point that is better in both dimensions. In other words, any increase in one
quantity necessarily requires a decrease in the other.

There are, of course, points inside the frontier, one of which is labeled
“SQ” in the figure, indicating that it is the status quo state of affairs. The lines
drawn through SQ, parallel to the horizontal and vertical axes, divide the
Pareto region into four quadrants. Moves from SQ to region 3 improve both
substantive and descriptive representation and are termed “Pareto improv-
ing.” Conversely, movements into quadrant 1 are worse in each dimension.
And regions 2 and 4 represent improvements in one dimension at the cost of
decreases in the other. For example, the point labeled P in the figure, repre-
senting a proposed change from the status quo to region 4, would increase
substantive representation at the cost of descriptive representation.
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FIGURE 8.3 PARETO FRONTIER OF DESCRIPTIVE AND SUBSTANTIVE
REPRESENTATION

Source: Authors’ compilation.
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The most interesting result comes with the southern districts. Up until the
104th Congress (1995 to 1996), the maximization points fall almost exactly
on the forty-five-degree line, indicating that the same districting strategies
maximized both substantive and descriptive representation. The degree of
concentration did change over time, from nearly 100 percent in the mid-
1970s to about 58 percent in the mid-1990s, but the two numbers tracked
each other almost exactly.

Now, however, substantive representation is maximized by constructing
districts with only about 33 percent BVAP, while descriptive representation is
still maximized at about 57 percent. Thus, a sharp difference between the two
objectives has emerged in the past decade, resulting mainly from increased
Republican success in southern congressional races.

This discussion implies that a Pareto frontier has indeed emerged. Whereas
before, gains in substantive and descriptive representation went hand in
hand, now an increase in one should come at the cost of some decrease in the
other. We examine this possibility by simply graphing the actual levels of de-
scriptive and substantive representation for both the South and the nation as
a whole during our sample period. The results are given in figure 8.5.
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FIGURE 8.4 OPTIMAL DISTRICTS

Source: Authors’ compilation.

B
la

ck
 V

ot
in

g-
A

ge
 P

op
ul

at
io

n 
M

ax
im

iz
in

g 
Su

bs
ta

nt
iv

e 
R

ep
re

se
nt

at
io

n

1

.8

.6

.4

.2

0

Black Voting-Age Population Maximizing Descriptive Representation

0 .2 .4 .6 .8 1

102

97

104
South

105
106

Non-South



FIGURE 8.5 EMERGENCE OF THE PARETO FRONTIER IN THE SOUTH AND FOR
ALL DISTRICTS

Source: Authors’ compilation.
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SUBSTANTIVE REPRESENTATION

We now compare expected overall minority policy influence in the 2001 plan
to that in the baseline plan. Since the 2001 plan increased the number of in-
fluence districts, we investigate the likelihood that candidates elected without
decisive minority support would be willing to take the minority’s interests
into account, rather than simply assume that non-CoC white Democrats will
represent minority interests.

For the substantive representation calculations, we began with all 892 non-
unanimous recorded roll-call votes cast in the state senate between 1999 and
2002 reported on the senate’s website. We then calculated for each roll call
whether the majority of black representatives voted aye or nay and scored all
the senators for each roll call, assigning them a score of 1 if they voted with
the black majority, 0 if they voted in opposition, and a missing value if they
didn’t vote. Finally, we averaged these scores by district and year to get each
legislator’s Minority Support Score.

The results are shown in figure 8.8, which provides the scores for each of
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FIGURE 8.6 DIFFERENCES IN BLACK VOTING-AGE POPULATION BETWEEN
PROPOSED AND BASELINE PLANS

Source: Authors’ compilation.
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the three types of representatives and a summary linear regression line for
each group. The average support score for Republicans was 50.2 percent; for
white Democrats, 92.0 percent; and for black Democrats, 94.6 percent.
Thus, although white Democrats do not always vote in favor of minority-
supported positions on roll calls, they do so far more often than do Republi-
cans.

Thus we can estimate the relationship between district characteristics and
support for minorities in roll-call votes. In fact, these results allow us to cal-
culate the implied trade-off between majority-minority and influence dis-
tricts. For instance, the expected Minority Support Score for a 50 percent
BVAP district is about 90 percent, whereas for a 25 percent district it is about
50 percent. By this measure, roughly two influence districts would on average
compensate for the loss of one majority-minority district.

Furthermore, blacks form legislative coalitions with Republicans far less
often than they do with their white Democrat counterparts. In only tweleve
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FIGURE 8.7 PROBABILITY OF ELECTING A REPUBLICAN, WHITE DEMOCRAT,
AND BLACK DEMOCRAT, GEORGIA LEGISLATIVE ELECTION, 1991
TO 2002

Source: Authors’ compilation.
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votes out of 892 in the sample did a majority of black representatives and Re-
publicans vote in one direction against a majority of white Democrats, as op-
posed to 297 votes where a majority of white and black Democrats voted to-
gether against Republicans.

COMPARISON OF PLANS

We now compare the baseline, interim. and proposed plans in terms of both
descriptive and substantive representation.50 First one can count the number
of majority-minority, coalitional, and influence districts in each plan. The re-
sults of this analysis are shown in table 8.2: the proposed plan had thirteen
majority-minority districts as opposed to twelve in the baseline plan; no coali-
tional districts as opposed to one in the baseline plan; and seventeen influence
districts, as opposed to twelve in the baseline plan. If one takes the 1990 cen-
sus data as the baseline, the results are even more pronounced: five more in-
fluence districts and three more majority-minority districts. Thus, the pro-
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FIGURE 8.8 BLACK SUPPORT SCORES FOR REPUBLICAN, WHITE DEMOCRATIC,
AND BLACK DEMOCRATIC LEGISLATORS FROM GEORGIA

Source: Authors’ compilation.
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MEASURING SUBSTANTIVE REPRESENTATION

To the question of how to define substantive representation, we propose the
same measure developed in our earlier work (see Cameron, Epstein and
O’Halloran 1996; Epstein and O’Halloran 1999a)—namely, the percentage
of times that a given legislator votes in concert with the majority of the mi-
nority representatives, which, as introduced above, we call a member’s Minor-
ity Support Score.

Social scientists have developed sophisticated methodologies in the past
decade for inferring legislative preferences from legislators’ roll-call voting
patterns (see Poole and Rosenthal 1985; Clinton, Jackman, and Rivers 2004;
Poole 2005), and these measures have subsequently been used in dozens of es-
says in leading journals. These measures are used not because they are as-
sumed to capture the totality of legislators’ actions—after all, constituency
service, committee work, and behind-the-scenes maneuvering are at least as
important as final roll-call votes—but because roll-call voting behavior has
been shown to be highly correlated with these other measures of representa-
tion in various contexts, making it an appropriate summary measure of sub-
stantive representation.

The object of this analysis, then, is to estimate the relation between a dis-
trict’s composition and its representative’s roll-call voting behavior. Notice
that this is consistent with the view of representation implicit in previous dis-
cussions of the Voting Rights Act and section 5 preclearance: candidates of
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TABLE 8.1 EXPECTED NUMBER OF CANDIDATES OF CHOICE (COC’S) ELECTED
FOR BASELINE AND PROPOSED DISTRICTING PLANSa

Baseline Plan Proposed Plan

District BVAP P(CoC Elected) BVAP P(CoC Elected)

1 0 0.00 0 0.00
2 10 0.01 10 0.01
3 20 0.06 40 0.50
4 60 0.94 50 0.79
5 60 0.94 50 0.79

Expected CoC’s 1.96 2.10

Source: Authors’ compilation.
a Sample data for a city with five council seats and 30 percent black voting-age population
(BVAP). Probabilities are derived from probit graph in figure 8.1.



posed plan had both more majority-minority and more influence districts
than did the baseline plan. The total number of expected candidates of choice
elected did fall, though, from 13.6 to 12.5.51

We can now use the relation between BVAP and support scores shown in
figure 8.8 to estimate which plan would yield the highest average and median
support scores. The method employed uses smoothing splines to approximate
the nonlinear curve shown in the figure, and then uses the resulting paramet-
ric function to score each district in the baseline and proposed plans.

The results in table 8.3 show that the proposed plan has an average sup-
port score of 66.6 percent, as opposed to 62.3 percent in the baseline plan as
of the 2000 census, 59.0 percent in the baseline plan as of the 1990 census,
and 65.9 percent in the interim plan, for an increase of 6.3 percent. When
looking at medians, the increase is even more dramatic: 75.9 percent in the
proposed plan, as compared with 50.2 percent in the baseline, for an increase
of 51.2 percent.

Taken as a whole, these results show that Georgia’s state senate redistrict-
ing plan did trade off a slight decrease in descriptive representation for an in-
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TABLE 8.2 COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVE PLANS BY THE EXPECTED NUMBER
OF INFLUENCE, COALITION, AND MAJORITY-MINORITY DISTRICTS
CREATED, AND EXPECTED CANDIDATES OF CHOICE

Plan Influence Coalition Majority-Minority E(CoC)

Baseline (1990 Census) 12 1 10 11.2
Baseline (2000 Census) 12 1 12 13.6
Proposed 17 0 13 12.5
Interim (2002) 17 0 13 12.9

Source: Authors’ compilation.

TABLE 8.3 MEAN AND MEDIAN SUPPORT SCORE, FOR EACH DISTRICTING
PLAN (PERCENTAGE)

Plan Mean Median

Baseline (1990 Census) 59.0 46.1
Baseline (2000 Census) 62.3 50.2
Proposed 66.6 75.9
Interim (2002) 65.9 69.2

Source: Authors’ compilation.
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TABLE 9.1 USE OF PRIMARIES TO SELECT PRESIDENTIAL CANDIDATES IN LATIN AMERICA

Country No Primaries Some Primaries All Primaries

Argentina 1983 1989 (IU, PJ, UCR),
1995 (FREPASO, 
UCR), 1999 
(Alianza-UCR), 
2003 (UCR)

Bolivia 1985, 1989, 1993, 
1997 2002, 2005

Brazil 1989, 1994, 1998, 2002 (PT)
2006

Chile 1989, 2005 1993 (Concertación-
PDC), 1999 (Con-
certación-PPD)

Colombia 1982, 1998, 2002 1978 (PL), 1986 (PL),
1990 (PL), 1994 (PL), 
2006 (PDA, PL)

Costa Rica 1990, 1994, 2006 1978 (PUSC), 1982 
(PUSC), 1986 (PLN), 
1998 (PLN), 2002 
(PLN, PUSC)

Dominican Republic 1978, 1990, 1994, 1982 (PRD), 1986 
1996, 2004 (PRDª), 2000 (PRD)

Ecuador 1978, 1984, 1988, 
1992, 1996, 1998, 
2002, 2006

El Salvador 1984, 1989, 1994, 2004 (ARENA, 
1999 FMLN)

Guatemala 1985, 1990, 1995, 2003 (PANa)
1999

Honduras 1985, 1989, 1993, 2001 (PL, PNa), 
1997 2005 (PL, PN)

Mexico 1994 2000 (PRI), 2006 
(PAN, PRI)

Nicaragua 1990, 2006 1996 (FMLN), 2001 
(FMLN)

Panama 1994, 2004 1999 (AO, NN, PA)
Paraguay 1989 1993 (PCa), 1998 2003 (PC, MFDI, 

(PCa), MPQ, PEN, PFA, 
PHP, PPL, PLRA, 
PUNCE)



Incumbent party: whether the candidate’s party currently holds the pres-
idency

Incumbent president: whether the candidate himself is the incumbent
president

Coalition: whether the candidate is endorsed by more than one party
GDP growth: average annual growth rate of GDP over the previous pres-

idential term
GDP growth*incumbent party: the interaction between economic

growth and incumbent party status

Most of these are straightforward, but the last two warrant further elabo-
ration. Economic conditions are the most consistent and widespread factor
by which national governments are judged. The analysis includes both the av-
erage annual rate of GDP growth (or decline) over the preceding presidential
term, as well as that figure interacted with whether the candidate is from the
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TABLE 9.1 Continued

Country No Primaries Some Primaries All Primaries

Peru 1980, 1985, 1990, 2006 (UN)
1995 2000, 2001

Uruguay 1984, 1994  1989 (PC) 1999 (PC, 
UC, NE, 
EP, PN), 
2004 (EP, 
UC, PN)

Venezuela 1983, 1988, 1999, 1978 (AD), 1993 
2000, 2006 (COPEI, ADI)

Source: Authors’ compilation.
Initials: AD (Acción Democrática), AO (Accion Opositor), COPEI (Comité de Organización Política
Electoral Independiente), EP (Encuentro Progresivo), FREPASO (Frente del País Solidario), FMLN
(Frente Farabundo Martí para la Liberación Nacional), FSLN (Frente Sandinista de Liberación Nacional),
IU (Izquierda Unida), MPQ (Patria Querida), MFDI (Movimiento Fuerza Democrática Independiente),
NE (Nuevo Espacio), NN (Nuevo Nacion), PA (Partido Arnulfista), PAN (Guatemala: Partido de Avan-
zada Nacional; Mexico: Partido de Accion Nacional), PC (Partido Colorado), PDA (Polo Democratico Al-
ternativo), PDC (Democracia Cristiana), PEN (Encuentro Nacional), PJ (Partido Justicialista), PFA (Par-
tido Frente Amplio), PHP (Partido Humanista Paraguayo), PL (Partido Liberal: Colombia and
Honduras), PLN (Partido de Liberación Nacional), PLRA (Partido Liberal Radical Auténtico), PN (Par-
tido Nacional), PPD (Partido Por Democracia), PPL (Patria Libre), PRD (Dominican Republic and
Panama: Partido Revolucionario Democrático), PRI (Partido Revolucionario Institucional), PT (Partido
dos Trabalhadores), PU (Partido Unido), PUNCE (Union de Ciudadanos Éticos), PUSC (Partido de
Unidad Social Cristiana), UC (Civic Union), UCR (Unión Civica Radical), UN (Unidad Nacional).
a The candidate elected via primary was replaced by a different party member for the general election.



sults that voters show less patience with incumbent parties in developing than
in wealthier countries.

When an incumbent president is eligible to run for reelection and does so,
the negative expected effect of “incumbent party” is nullified and the net ex-
pected effect on vote share is positive at over 4 percent, even before any posi-
tive effects of economic growth are considered.8 There is inevitably something
of a selection effect driving this result, as the incumbent presidents included
in the data who opted to run for reelection—Menem in Argentina in 1995,
Cardoso in Brazil in 1998, Chavez in Venezuela in 2000 and 2006, and Uribe
in Colombia in 2006—all enjoyed considerable popularity at the time.9 Be-
ing endorsed by other parties besides one’s own also helps presidential candi-
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TABLE 9.2 EFFECTS OF PRIMARY ELECTION ON SHARE OF PRESIDENTIAL VOTEa

Model 1 P > |t| Model 2 P > |t| Model 3 P > |t|

Vote percentaget-1 .75 .00 .54 .00 .75 .00
(.05) (.05) (.05)

Incumbent party –7.59 .01 –9.42 .00 –7.57 .01
(2.73) (2.70) (2.73)

GDP growth rate .05 .83 .15 .70 .05 .83
(.21) (.40) (.21)

GDP*incumbent 
party 1.14 .02 1.24 .03 1.13 .02

(.48) (.57) (.48)
Incumbent 
candidate 12.27 .00 16.00 .00 12.26 .00

(4.09) (4.25) (4.08)
Coalition 5.30 .01 2.51 .28 5.30 .01

(1.94) (2.33) (1.93)
Primary (yes/no) 5.05 .05 5.74 .01 5.40 .05

(2.58) (2.28) (2.72)
Primary*tainted –3.52 .51

(5.36)
Constant 3.83 .00 3.83 .00

(.81) (.81)
N = 674 N = 304 N = 674
R2 = .62 R2 = .47 R2 = .62

Source: Authors’ calculations.
a Regression with robust standard errors (in parentheses). Dependent variable is the percentage
of the vote.



sult of several converging trends. The effort to get rid of punch cards
through court cases and legislation helped clear the field of concerns about
punch-card systems, but it did so without leaving a legacy of case law or leg-
islation devoted to improving accuracy and securing equal protection by
setting standards for reducing residual vote levels. The availability of Help
America Vote Act (HAVA) funds after 2002 made it possible for localities
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TABLE 10.1 SUBJECTS OF ARTICLES IN THE NEW YORK TIMES ON VOTING
MACHINES (PERCENTAGE)

Subject 2001 2004

Accuracy and fairness 35% 10%
Security and trustworthiness  5 50
Both 7 9
Neither 53 31
Total number of articles 77 147

Source: Authors’ coding of articles from a Lexis-Nexis search.

FIGURE 10.1 MENTIONS OF PUNCH-CARD AND TOUCH-SCREEN VOTING IN
THE NEW YORK TIMES, 2000 TO 2006

Source: Authors’ coding of articles from a Lexis-Nexis search. 
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shading becomes, on average, much lighter on the San Bernardino border be-
tween the counties, and the effect is especially apparent in the densely popu-
lated area near the bottom of the picture. (The 10,000-foot San Gabriel and
San Bernardino mountains are in the middle part of the picture, and the up-
per part of the picture is the relatively sparsely settled Mojave Desert.) 

Residual vote rates change dramatically just at the border between Los An-
geles and San Bernardino counties. The most likely explanation for this is
that different voting systems must have been in use in the two counties. Dif-
ferent voting systems—different ballot forms, methods of election adminis-
tration, and voting machines—perform differently, and some of them are
more prone to lose votes than others. In this case, compelling evidence shows
that in the 2004 election, of 1,000 identical people living in the two counties
who went to the polls, eight more of them in Los Angeles County than in San
Bernardino County had their votes lost because of the voting system.12 This
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FIGURE 10.2 RESIDUAL VOTE RATES BY PRECINCT IN 2004 PRESIDENTIAL
RACE FOR LOS ANGELES AND SAN BERNARDINO COUNTIESa

Source: Authors’ research. 
a Darker colors indicate higher residual vote rates.
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FIGURE 10.3 THE VOTER’S FAULT

Source: Re-quest.net, used with permission.
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FIGURE 10.4 FRESNO COUNTY RESIDUAL VOTE RATES IN CENSUS TRACTS BY
PERCENTAGE MINORITY IN 1996 (TOP) AND 2000 (BOTTOM)

Source: Authors’ calculations.
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presence—probably on an order of magnitude greater than some of the
touchstone events, studies, or reports that focused on accuracy and fairness in
the aftermath of the 2000 election. A rough sense of the importance of the in-
ternet-based campaign was obtained by searching for mentions of its protag-
onists or antagonists on Google (searches were done in 2007). Typing in the
phrase “Bev Harris OR Black Box Voting” led to almost 750,000 hits.24 The
phrase “David Dill OR Verified Voting” yielded about 500,000. Simply en-
tering “Wally O’Dell” into Google retrieved over 100,000 hits. For compari-
son, “Butterfly ballot” led to about 123,000 hits, and “Carter-Ford Commis-
sion OR National Commission on Electoral Reform” led to about 20,000
hits. 

The net result of this movement has been to put enormous pressure on
government officials and voting system manufacturers. The nature of this
impact can be seen in figure 10.5, which plots mentions of “touch-screen
voting” in the New York Times and mentions of people who became promi-
nent critics of electronic voting.25 The figure clearly shows that from 2000
to 2002, touch-screen voting was often mentioned without reference to
even one of these critics (the solid line is above the dashed line), but by
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FIGURE 10.5 MENTIONS OF TOUCH-SCREEN VOTING AND SELECTED CRITICS
OF DRE VOTING IN THE NEW YORK TIMES, 2000 TO 2006

Source: Authors’ coding from a Lexis-Nexis search. 
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Indeed, in the past three statewide California elections in which Los Angeles
County used Ink-A-Vote systems, Los Angeles’ residual vote rates were sig-
nificantly above the statewide average. In 2004, Los Angeles had a 2.0 per-
cent residual vote rate compared to 1.35 percent statewide; in 2005, Los An-
geles County had 3.5 percent compared to 1.6 percent statewide, and in
2006, it had a 3.1 percent residual vote rate compared to 2.3 percent
statewide.29

Of course, the differences between the residual vote rate for Los Angeles
and the rest of state might be a function of its high proportion of minorities
and of those with a low education level. Figure 10.6 demonstrates that there
is a strong negative relationship between residual vote rates for the 2004 pres-
idential race for cities within Los Angeles County and the percentage of high
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FIGURE 10.6 PRESIDENTIAL RESIDUAL RATE BY PERCENT HIGH SCHOOL
GRADUATION FOR CITIES IN LOS ANGELES COUNTY IN 2004

Source: Authors’ calculations.
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FIGURE 10.7 HIGH SCHOOL EDUCATION LEVELS (TOP) COMPARED WITH
RESIDUAL VOTE RATES (BOTTOM)

Source: Authors’ compiliation.
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CONCLUSIONS

We began this chapter by asking two questions: Why did politics bring about
the change in emphasis from accuracy and fairness to security and trustwor-
thiness, and how did this change in emphasis in turn affect public policy?
And, is this emphasis the right one?

The presidential election events in Florida in 2000 brought to the fore
questions about accuracy and fairness, largely, but not exclusively, related to
punch-card voting and ballot design. The events also heightened partisan
fears about voting systems, and led to a spate of lawsuits regarding punch-
card systems. In subsequent years, a new definition of the “voting systems
problem” developed as a result of several converging trends. The effort to get
rid of punch cards through court cases and legislation helped reduce concerns
about punch-card systems, but it did so without leaving a legacy of case law
or legislation devoted to improving accuracy and securing equal protection by
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FIGURE 10.8 RESIDUAL VOTE RATES IN LOS ANGELES AND ORANGE
COUNTIES

Source: Authors’ compilation.
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sult of several converging trends. The effort to get rid of punch cards
through court cases and legislation helped clear the field of concerns about
punch-card systems, but it did so without leaving a legacy of case law or leg-
islation devoted to improving accuracy and securing equal protection by
setting standards for reducing residual vote levels. The availability of Help
America Vote Act (HAVA) funds after 2002 made it possible for localities
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TABLE 10.1 SUBJECTS OF ARTICLES IN THE NEW YORK TIMES ON VOTING
MACHINES (PERCENTAGE)

Subject 2001 2004

Accuracy and fairness 35% 10%
Security and trustworthiness  5 50
Both 7 9
Neither 53 31
Total number of articles 77 147

Source: Authors’ coding of articles from a Lexis-Nexis search.

FIGURE 10.1 MENTIONS OF PUNCH-CARD AND TOUCH-SCREEN VOTING IN
THE NEW YORK TIMES, 2000 TO 2006

Source: Authors’ coding of articles from a Lexis-Nexis search. 
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An unlocked house is vulnerable, but it may not be threatened if it is in a
gated community. Hence, the owner may face no security risks. Similarly,
electronic voting machines may have the equivalent of unlocked doors, but
they may be protected by bureaucratic procedures and other checks. In short,
it is important to consider realistic scenarios as to how someone could actu-
ally rob a house or rig an election,7 and it is sensible to think about how these
threats might be controlled in other, perhaps simpler and cheaper, ways than
with a paper trail.8 Except for cryptographic and computer science ap-
proaches that are controversial (Adida 2006; Smith 2005), there has been
very little discussion of these possibilities, perhaps because many computer
scientists feel much more comfortable talking about vulnerabilities that in-
volve the computer software and hardware that they know well than about
threats involving the actions of people and organizations, about which they
know very little.9 Social scientists, on the other hand, may err by focusing on
threats that they understand while ignoring vulnerabilities that they do not.
Each group ignores half the risk equation shown in the bottom panel of table
10.2. 

But even more than that has been ignored in the past few years. There are
different kinds of risk. Security risks are a kind that leads to doubts about the
trustworthiness of a system. Accuracy risks are those that stem from human
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TABLE 10.2 RISKS, THREATS, AND VULNERABILITIES

Vulnerabilities
Threats (Experts (Experts on Who Is 

Type of Risk on Threats) Vulnerabilities) Affected?

Accuracy risks (can Systems that don’t People who have The disabled, eld-
mean inaccurate system) record votes properly trouble with erly, and those 

(Human factors, experts, machines with less educa-
engineers, and psychol- (Social scientists who tion
ogists) study vulnerable 

populations)

Security risks (can mean People who rig Corruptible vot- Partisans of either 
untrustworthy system) elections ing systems party

(Social scientists and (Computer scientists 
risk analysts who and management 
study corruption) experts)

Source: Authors’ compilation.
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TABLE 11.1 LINKS IN THE ELECTION PROCESS CHAIN

Current and 
How Affected Potential Methods 

Procedure by HAVA of Assessing

Establishing the voting • Mandated integrated • Focused audits of “pa-
rolls (registration) statewide registration per trail”

databases • Tally of provisional 
ballots issued

• Reports of registration
problems at the polls

• Exit polls

Checking in voters at • Mandated “provisional • Observer audits of 
polling place ballots” to resolve Elec- polling places

tion Day disputes over • Number of provisional
registration ballots issued

• Reports of registration 
problems at the polls

• Exit polls

Use of voting equipment • Mandated handicapped • Residual vote rates
by voter accessibility • Observer audits of 

• Outlawed punch-card polling places
and mechanical-lever • “Ease of use” surveys 
machines of voters

• Paid for most equipment 
upgrades (with local 
matches)

• Provided role for EAC 
and NIST in assessing 
machines

Counting ballots • Mandated statewide cri- • Random-sample audit-
teria for counting am- ing
biguous ballots • Study of recounts

• Exit polls

Source: Author’s compilation.
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