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Examining Policy Outcomes in Multimember districts

Existing research on electoral structures tends to focus on the effects of multimember districts (MMDs) on legislative composition or what is referred to as “descriptive representation.”  By “diluting” minority representation, scholars argue that multimember districts are likely to significantly effect “substantive” representation, or the policy interests of the electorate.  This study extends previous research by empirically testing this assumption as measured by actual policy outcomes. If MMDs disproportionately effect minority representation, then MMDs are likely to disproportionately effect policy outcomes deemed significant to minority interests.  Focusing on welfare policy, evidence is presented which suggests that multimember districts, specifically states in which the upper chamber is comprised of multimember districts, have a negative and significant effect on the level of generosity in a state’s welfare policy.  Additional variables relating to the social and political context of the state are also found to be significant.  The implications of these findings in terms of explaining policy choices in the American states are then discussed.
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The ability of citizens to effectively convey their interests through political institutions remains fundamental to democratic governance.  If a particular demographic group is prevented from achieving electoral representation, then the policy interests of the group are unlikely to achieve fruition.  Institutional structures relating to electoral representation, i.e. state legislatures, therefore, represent invaluable mechanisms in terms of defining the political landscape.  Moreover, the electoral structures of a state not only shape the context of the political environment but also serve to shape the demographic composition of legislative bodies; in turn, effecting policy outcomes.  Thus, how a state responds to the political environment is in large part determined by the electoral rules and structures of the state.

Overwhelmingly, existing research on electoral structures, particularly district type, concludes that multimember districts disproportionately effect minority interests.  That is, multimember districts tend to dilute minority representation, thereby diluting substantive representation, or the policy interests of the electorate (Richardson and Cooper 2003; Gerber, Morton, and Rietz 1998; Lublin 1997; Moncrief and Thompson 1992; Jewell 1982).  However, reasons for this dilution vary not only according to the nature of political competition within a state, but also according to the particular demographic group seeking representation.  

For instance, while MMDs tend to hamper minority representation, MMDs also tend to favor female representation (King 2002; Hogan 2001; Moncrief and Thompson 1992; Darcy, Welch, and Clark 1985).  Furthermore, although the U.S. Supreme Court has held that multimember districts “contribute to voter confusion, make legislative representatives more remote from their constituents and submerge electoral minorities and over-represent electoral majorities,” the Court has nevertheless failed to strike down the use of multimember districts as unconstitutional (Gerber et al 1998; O’Rourke 1998: 203). Thus, electoral structures remain central to explaining policy variance among the American states.

In this paper, I extend existing research regarding multimember districts by examining their effects on policy outcomes.  If MMDs disproportionately effect minority representation, then MMDs are likely to disproportionately effect policy outcomes deemed significant to minority interests.  Following a review of the existing literature on the relationship between MMDs and legislative composition, I examine welfare policy in the American states; focusing particularly on provisions in Temporary Assistance to Needy Families (TANF).  Evidence is presented which suggests that the disproportionate effects of “descriptive” representation on minority interests in MMDs carry over to deleterious effects in terms of “substantive” representation as measured by policy outcomes.  In other words, the electoral structures of a state have a significant effect on the policy outcomes of the state.  The implications of this argument in terms of the relationship between policy outcomes and the social and political characteristics of a state are then discussed.

Descriptive Representation and Multimember Districts

Provisions relating to electoral arrangements significantly impact policy outcomes by determining the structure of representative government (Tolbert 2003: 468).  In particular, policies governing district type indirectly impact policy outcomes by shaping legislative composition.  Thus, by manipulating policies relating to district type the potential exists for the abrogation of minority interests as measured by minority voting strength within legislative bodies.  However, while the U.S. Supreme Court and district court rulings have encouraged the use of single-member districts, 
  the Supreme Court has held that “multimember districts are not per se unconstitutional” (White v. Regester 1973 in Gerber et al 1998: 127; O’Rourke 1998: 203; Niemi, Hill, and Grofman 1985).  As a result, despite a decline in the number of states employing multimember districts and the size of multimember districts (Niemi, Jackman, and Winsky 1991), as well as Supreme Court rulings encouraging the use of single-member districts,
 several states still utilize multimember districts.  Thus, although declining in their use due to an increase in judicial intervention, multimember districts remain an integral part of electoral and legislative behavior in the American states (Moncrief and Thompson 1992).  

Existing evidence regarding legislative composition and electoral structures suggests multimember districts disproportionately effect minority representation.  Labeled, “descriptive” representation (Pitkin 1967), scholars tend to argue that MMDs inhibit minority representation, thereby effecting legislative composition.  In other words, by diluting minority voting strength within a district, multimember districts dilute the number of minorities likely to serve in a particular state legislature, thereby effecting descriptive representation.  It follows that a loss or decline in the number of minorities serving in legislative bodies also tends to negatively effect “substantive” representation, or the likelihood that the policy interests of minorities will be effectively represented in the policy outputs of the governing body. 

For example, if a minority nonwhite candidate is running against two majority white candidates in a “straight voting” double-member district, then a majority of voters are likely to split their vote between the two white candidates, leaving the minority candidate to finish third and without a legislative seat (Gerber et al 1998).  However, if the district is divided into two single-member districts, one comprising a majority of white voters and the other a majority of nonwhite voters, then the minority candidate is likely to win office.
  Therefore, minorities, particularly African Americans, stand a much better chance of being elected to state-wide legislative bodies in single-member districts as opposed to multimember districts (Moncrief and Thompson 1992; Jewell 1982).  

The diluting of minority interests is exacerbated by the nature of political competition within multimember districts.  Measuring the incumbency advantage in fourteen states using free-for-all multimember elections, Cox and Morgenstern (1995) find that the incumbency advantage in MMDs is significantly lower than in single-member districts.  While this may favor minority interests by reducing the advantage of majority incumbents, Cox and Morgenstern also find that in districts in which the incumbency advantage is larger, incumbents are much more responsive to constituents in terms of providing casework services (1995: 330; Cox and Morgenstern 1993); suggesting that legislators in single-member districts are more responsive to constituents’ policy interests than legislators in multimember districts.  Furthermore, existing evidence also suggests that legislators in single-member districts serve longer terms than legislators in MMDs (Moncrief and Thompson 1992), with turnover rates being slightly higher in MMDs as compared to single-member districts (Niemi and Winsky 1987).  In other words, not only are MMDs less competitive and dilute minority vote strength, but legislators in MMDs are at a disadvantage in terms of responding to the needs of their constituents.  Thus, even if a minority candidate were to obtain office in a multimember district, they tend to lack the resources necessary to be an effective representative of the electorate.

Despite a diluting of minority representation and political competition, evidence also suggests that MMDs tend to facilitate ideological extremes, creating more diverse legislatures in terms of party ideology (Adams 1996; Cox 1990).  As Cox (1990) argues, increasing the magnitude of a district and the number of candidates per district, while decreasing the number of votes per voter, creates “centrifugal” forces leading to ideological dispersion.  By allowing for ideological extremes, legislatures employing MMDs permit more opportunities for ideologues and non-centrists to influence the decision-making agenda.  However, a high degree of ideological dispersion also reduces the likelihood of achieving party cohesion due to a reduction in the level of bargaining across parties (Adams 1996).  In other words, multimember districts, due to a lack of effective electoral competition, are less likely to produce policy outcomes consistent with their entire constituency as compared to single-member districts.  

In spite of widespread evidence suggesting that MMDs inhibit minority representation, there is mounting evidence that MMDs tend to enhance the opportunities for female representation (King 2002; Arceneaux 2001; Hogan 2001; Moncrief and Thompson 1992; Darcy, Welch, and Clark 1985).  Examining states that have “reformed” from MMDs to single-member districts, King (2002) finds that single-member districts have detrimental effects on female representation.  In other words, states that convert from multimember districts to single-member districts have a damaging effect on female “descriptive” representation.  As King suggests, this effect is significant because “women pursue a different agenda than men, proposing and enacting proportionately more legislation on family, education, and welfare issues” (162).  In other words, King’s argument suggests that the effects of electoral structures on descriptive representation are likely to carry over into the policy process, ultimately shaping policy outcomes.  

By diluting minority interests, multimember districts dilute the degree of competition within an electoral system.  V.O. Key (1949) and others (see e.g. Soss, Schram, Vartanian, and O’Brien 2001) consistently find that as the degree of competitiveness within a political system declines, so too do the policy advantages for the less fortunate.  In other words, a diluting of minority interests is likely to affect the policy choices of states by determining legislative priorities, even when controlling for female representation.  Thus, it follows, that multimember districts will tend to be less favorable in terms of establishing provisions relating to social and welfare policy as opposed to single-member districts.  Minorities, in particular African American legislators, are likely to have different policy preferences and different policy priorities in terms of introducing legislative bills; favoring increases in welfare spending as well as programs to aid the poor and combat urban-area problems (Richardson and Cooper 2003; Bratton and Haynie 1999; Lublin 1997: 73).  Therefore, if minorities are disproportionately affected by MMDs, then the interests of minorities are unlikely to reach the decision-making agenda, ultimately effecting policy outcomes.  

Ultimately, despite conflicting arguments regarding female and minority representation in MMDs, the effects on descriptive representation are likely to carry over to policy priorities (Niemi, Carey, and Powell 2000).  As presented here, existing evidence points to an established link between “descriptive” representation, the legislative composition in government, and “substantive” representation, the policy interests of the electorate (Gerber et al 1998; Lublin 1997; Pitkin 1967).  In other words, the demographic composition of a particular legislative body is likely to effect whether the policy interests of the electorate are accurately represented.  Thus, if MMDs have a disproportionate effect on minority interests, then MMDs are likely to have a disproportionate effect on policy outcomes considered significant to minorities.  

The purpose of this study is to examine whether a diluting of minority interests in terms of descriptive representation carries over to a dilution of minority interests as measured by policy outcomes, i.e. substantive representation.  While existing research alludes to the effects of multimember districts on policy outcomes, their findings are based solely on results pertaining to descriptive representation.  If it is found that multimember districts, through diluting minority representation, also dilute minority policies, then a stronger argument can be made regarding the detrimental effects of multimember districts on minority representation.  

Methods

In order to determine the impact of electoral structures on policy outcomes, I focus on welfare policy in the American states, particularly provisions relating to Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) for a single year, 1999.  The choice of this particular policy is not without merit.  Welfare policy is generally considered to instill varying levels of support across demographic groups; with minorities, particularly African Americans, and women favoring increases in welfare spending (King 2002; Bratton and Haynie 1999; Lublin 1997).  In other words, welfare policy is likely to represent a significant policy priority for both minorities and women, providing an interesting test as to whether multimember districts dilute minority policy interests despite favoring female representation.  

In order to address the relationship between descriptive representation and substantive representation in multimember districts, my primary dependent variable in this study will be policy outcomes, defined as provisions stemming from TANF, with my primary independent variable being electoral structure, or the type of election districts within a state.  The model presented will focus on the relationship between district type and the level of state welfare policy generosity, including measures for both female and minority representation.  Following a more in-depth discussion of the dependent variable, I review the independent variables included in this study.

Stemming from the Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996 (PRWORA), TANF represents a system of block grants yielding states a high degree of autonomy regarding the administration of public assistance (Finegold and Weir 2002; Soss et al 2001).  Given the enormous discretionary power of states under TANF, the resulting provisions of a state’s welfare policy serve as critical indicators of a state’s policy priorities with regards to the policy interests of the electorate.  Under TANF, states are able to choose a variety of means, increasing (or decreasing) the severity of sanctions, imposing family caps, extending time limits, providing transportation credits, pregnancy assistance, child care assistance, etc., “so long as they toe the line in meeting federally prescribed ends” in terms of moving individuals from “welfare to work” (Soss et al 2001: 383).  

In other words, states are free to choose between providing non-cash benefits, increasing the level of cash benefits, or some combination of both.  As Soss et al (2001) find, the means for achieving welfare policy goals varies according to the social and political context of individual states; with states differing in the degree to which they impose punitive sanctions.  Thus, welfare policies in the American states provide cues as to how states define target populations as well as how states respond to the needs of minorities.  Moreover, by understanding the context of state welfare policies, it is possible to make predictions regarding the degree to which electoral structures act as determinants of state policy outcomes. 

In selecting policy outcomes for analysis, I emphasize the level of generosity in a state’s welfare policy.  Ten measures regarding the generosity of a state’s welfare policy are chosen for analysis and are listed in Appendix 1.  Generosity measures are operationalized as dichotomous variables; where 1 = state has a generous policy or extends a particular provision beyond federal minimum requirements under TANF, and where 0 = state does not extend policy beyond federal minimum requirements under TANF.  After compiling ten generosity measures for all states, 
 I create a composite score labeled “State Generosity,” by adding the total number of generous provisions for a state out of the ten measures selected for examination; creating a single score between 0 and 10, where 10 = state having generous policies in all provisions examined, and where 0 = state does not offer any generous policies in the provisions selected for analysis.

Independent variables

The primary independent variable in this study distinguishes states according to electoral structures.  Since the purpose here is to determine the impact of district type on policy outcomes, I initially establish a dichotomous variable for states employing multimember districts in either chamber of their respective state legislature, where 1 = state with multimember election districts, and where 0 = state entirely comprised of single-member election districts.

<Insert Table 1 here>

As Table 1 illustrates, thirteen states still utilize multimember districts as a means for determining legislative composition.
  To develop a model of policy outcomes based on electoral structure, states with multimember districts are further subdivided according to chambers.  As shown in Table 1, four states have at least two multimember districts in their upper chamber, with twelve states maintaining at least two multimember districts in their lower chamber.
  Given the increase in cost associated with running for higher levels of office, minorities and females are more likely to serve in the lower chamber of a state legislature as opposed to the upper chamber (Richardson and Cooper 2003).  For instance, Darcy et al (1994) find that as the cost of running for office increases, the probability of women running for office decreases.  Given a dilution of minority voting strength in MMDs, increasing the cost of obtaining electoral office is likely to significantly reduce the probability of minorities achieving higher office, thereby effecting policy outcomes.

In order to address chamber effects, I create two dummy variables for states in order to provide for a more precise measure of district structure.  The first dummy variable where 1 = “uppermmd,” I define as states with multimember districts in their upper chamber.  The second variable where 1 = “lowermmd,” I define as states with multimember districts in their lower chamber.  I expect a significant negative relationship between “state generosity” and “uppermmd” and a negative, although less significant relationship between “state generosity” and “lowermmd.”  Richardson and Cooper (2003) argue it is also necessary to further distinguish between MMDs according to institutional arrangements; separating free-for-all MMDs from MMDs using both free-for-all and cumulative voting (CV) systems.  For the purposes here, I am less interested in the type of multimember district as opposed to the overall effect of district type (i.e. single-member vs. multimember) on policy outcomes.

Regarding internal chamber effects, I include variables measuring partisanship of the upper and lower chambers of state legislatures, operationalized as the proportion of Democrats in each chamber. 
  I expect there to be a positive relationship between the proportion of Democrats in each chamber and the level of generosity in a state’s welfare policy.  However, I also include a dummy variable for southern states, where 1 = southern state
 and where 0 = non-southern state.  Hogan (2001) finds that women are less likely to achieve office in states with traditionalistic cultures; suggesting that southern states tend to disfavor the interests of females, and minorities in general.  Further, given the predominance of court rulings regarding the dilution of minority vote strength among southern states, I expect the positive relationship between the proportion of Democrats in a chamber and a state’s generosity factor to be somewhat mitigated by the inclusion of southern states.  Nevertheless, I expect “% Democrats Lower chamber” to achieve a higher level of significance than “% Democrats Upper chamber,” though I expect both coefficients to be positive.  Finally, the existing literature also suggests that more liberal states tend to be more likely to elect minority and female representatives (Arceneaux 2001).  Therefore, I include a measure of citizen ideology,
 where a higher number indicates a more liberal state.  I expect there to be a positive and significant relationship between the ideology of the state population and the generosity factor of a state’s welfare policy.

Demographic factors also serve to shape welfare policy choices in the states (Soss et al 2001).  Brown (1999) and Lieberman (1999) argue that the historical antecedents to the existing welfare system tend to disproportionately push African Americans into public assistance programs, establishing the basis for racial stereotypes regarding welfare.  Indeed, Gilens (1999) argues that media stories tend to overrepresent the number of African Americans in poverty, creating distinct racial attitudes among white Americans towards welfare policy; stereotypes that Gilens argues are likely to extend to Hispanics given their increasing population.  Further, Soss et al (2001) find that welfare policies remain “racialized,” with the severity of sanctions increasing among states with higher proportions of African American welfare recipients (390).  Therefore, I include measures for both the proportion of African Americans and Hispanics per state, where “%Black” = the percent of African Americans per state, and where “%Hispanic” = the percent of Hispanics per state.  I expect there to be a significant negative relationships with these two variables and state welfare generosity.
  Finally, I include a measure for the total number of caseloads for each state, where “Total Caseloads” = total number of TANF recipients, both families and individuals, per state for the fiscal year 1999.  I expect there to be a negative and significant relationship between total caseloads per state and state generosity. 

Finally, I include measures for female and minority representation, where “%Women Legislators” = the percent of women in a state legislature, and where “#Black Committee Chairs Lower (Upper) chamber” = the number of African Americans serving as committee chairs in each chamber of the state legislature.
  Committee chairs serve to illustrate whether the dilution of minority representation in MMDs incapacitates minority policy interests despite a high degree of control over the policy agenda; thereby, providing an indirect measure of the effect of descriptive representation on the policy process.  Further, given that women and minorities tend to have similar policy priorities, favoring increases in social and welfare spending (Richardson and Cooper 2003; Bratton and Haynie 1999; Lublin 1997), I expect there to be a positive relationship between %Women legislators and state generosity and between #Black Committee Chairs and state generosity.  By including these two variables I hope to illustrate that despite controlling for increases in female representation, MMDs still result in policy outcomes that disadvantage minority interests.

Ultimately, the model I am estimating using multivariate linear regression for the year 1999 is as follows:

State Generosity with female and minority representation = B0 + B1 UpperMMD + B2 LowerMMD + B3 Number of African American Committee Chairs in Upper chamber + B4 Number of African American Committee Chairs in Lower chamber + B5 Southern + B6 Total Caseloads + B7 %Black + B8 %Hispanic + + B9 %Democrat Lower chamber + B10% Democrat Upper chamber + B11 Citizen Ideology + B12% Women legislators + e

Where:

· UppperMMD = state with multimember election districts in the upper chamber in 1999

· LowerMMD = state with multimember election districts in the lower chamber in 1999

· #Black Chairs Upper Chamber = Number of African Americans serving as committee chairs in 

the upper chamber of the state legislature in 1999 

· #Black Chairs Lower Chamber = Number of African Americans serving as committee chairs in 

the lower chamber of the state legislature in 1999

· Southern = southern state

· Total Caseloads = Total number of TANF recipients, both families and individuals, per state FY 1999

· %Black = percent of state population that is African American in 1999

· %Hispanic = percent of state population that is Hispanic in 1999

· %Democrat Lower chamber = Percent of lower chamber that is Democratic following 1998 election results

· %Democrat Upper chamber = Percent of upper chamber that is Democratic following 1998 election results

· Citizen ideology = Where a higher number indicates a more liberal state

· %Women Legislators = Percent of state legislature that is female in 1999

The above model is further analyzed according to two individual factors relating to the generosity of a state’s welfare system, child care extension and time extension.
  These findings are presented along with the findings from the model listed above.  These latter two provisions are calculated using dichotomous variables for both, where 1 = state with child care extension or time limit extension beyond federal minimum requirements, and 0 = state with child care or time limits meeting minimum federal standards only.
  Thus, the results in presented in the model for child care extension and time limit extension are based on a logit analysis, whereas the results presented in the model examining state generosity are calculated using a multivariate linear regression analysis.

Results 


As Table 2 indicates, the level of generosity in a state’s welfare policy is negatively related to states which employ multimember election districts in their upper chamber.

<Insert Table 2 here>

States which have all single-member election districts in the upper chamber of their respective state legislature tend to have significantly more generous welfare policy provisions than states containing multimember districts in their upper chambers.  In other words, the composite measure of state generosity is significantly reduced in states employing multimember election districts in their upper chamber; ultimately resulting in policy disadvantages for minorities in such states.  This result is highly significant (p<.01) and provides strong empirical backing for the notion that the electoral structures of a state effect policy outcomes of the state; i.e. that the diluting of minority interests in terms of descriptive representation carries over to the diluting of minority interests in terms of substantive representation.  

Table 2 also presents evidence for two separate provisions which are used in calculating the composite state generosity factor; “child care extension” and “time extension.”  Given the binary nature of these two variables, the results in Table 2 for child care extension and time limit extension are presented using a logit analysis.  Both child care extension and time limit extension exhibit a significant (p<.01 and p<.05) and negative relationship with upper chamber multimember districts, providing further evidence regarding minority policy disadvantages in states with MMDs in their upper chamber, as well as the inability of minorities to effectively pursue an independent policy agenda.  As Table 2 indicates, the odds of a state with multimember districts in their upper chamber extending child care limits or time limits beyond federal minimum requirements are significantly decreased as compared to states comprised entirely of single-member districts.  In other words, by diluting minority descriptive representation, Table 2 suggests that MMDs also tend to dilute policy interests considered significant to minorities, or minority substantive representation.  


Moreover, Table 2 illustrates the importance of controlling for chamber effects.  Although there is a significant negative relationship between state generosity and upper chamber MMDs, there is a positive, though insignificant relationship between state generosity and lower chamber MMDs.  Additionally, although not significant, this relationship holds across “child care extension” and “time limit extension;” i.e. the odds of a state extending child care or time limits beyond federal minimum requirements increases in states with multimember districts in their lower chamber.  Given that state legislatures have become more prestigious and professionalized in recent years (King 2000; Mooney 1994; Squire 1992), and that women tend not to enter political races where the cost of running is high (Darcy et al 1994), the results provide further evidence that chamber effects not only shift legislative composition but also have a significant effect on policy outcomes.  Because MMDs tend to be less competitive than single-member districts, and that this effect is likely to be more pronounced in upper rather than lower chambers, the effects on policy outcomes are likely to vary according to the chamber of analysis. 

In other words, there may be less inter-party competition in the upper chamber than the lower chamber, resulting in fewer minorities gaining office, leading to less generous welfare policy.  That is, states with less inter-party competition are more likely to have stricter welfare requirements (Soss et al 2001), implying less generous welfare provisions.  More importantly, however, the fact that chamber effects produce radically opposing relationships among multimember districts as measured by state generosity, strongly suggests that minorities are much more successful at gaining election to lower office as opposed to higher office, and that this effect results in significantly different policy outcomes; though further research is necessary.  Moreover, Table 2 provides solid empirical backing for the notion that the disproportionate effects of MMDs on minority legislative composition results in less generous welfare policy provisions, an effect that is highly significant and distinct according to the chamber of analysis; implying that upper chamber multimember election districts significantly dilute minority substantive representation. 


Table 2 also provides evidence of a complex set of ideological influences.  As expected, there is a positive, though not significant, relationship with state generosity and the proportion of Democrats in the lower chamber, as well as an increase in the odds of a state extending child care provisions given an increase in the proportion of Democrats in the lower chamber; implying that a higher proportion of Democrats results in more favorable welfare policy provisions.  Moreover, there is a significant positive relationship between citizen ideology and state generosity as well as an increase in the odds of a state extending time limits given more liberal citizen ideology; again suggesting that the more liberal a state’s population, the more likely the state is to adopt generous welfare policy provisions.  These findings lend support to the notion that policies in more conservative states tend to become more paternalistic (Mead 1997).

However, Table 2 also reveals a significant negative relationship between the proportion of Democrats in the upper chamber and state generosity.  In other words, as the proportion of Democrats in the upper chamber increases, welfare state generosity tends to decrease.  Though this relationship is not as predicted, it may be due to the limitations of the study.  Given that this represents a measure of state policy at a single-time (1999), chamber effects may be incomplete; ignoring factors such as turnover rates and term limits that may act as intervening variables, potentially contributing to the unexpected relationship found here.  States with term limits and high turnover rates provide more opportunities for minority interests to be represented, while the opposite would dilute ideological extremes, limiting the potential for diverse policy outputs.  Finally, although this relationship is in the opposite direction predicted, the relationship is only mildly significant (p<.10) as a predictor of composite state generosity, while the proportion of Democrats in the lower chamber remains positive across the model and is highly significant (p<.01) with child care extension.


Though not significant, Table 2 also suggests important relationships between state generosity and demographic variables of the state.  A higher proportion of the state population that is African American or Hispanic tends to result in less generous welfare policies.  As Table 2 indicates, there is a mildly significant negative relationship between percent Hispanic and state generosity.  Given the “racialized” stereotypes of African Americans, and likely Hispanics (Gilens 1999), a negative relationship between the proportion of minorities in the state and the level of state welfare generosity is expected.  


Finally, Table 2 adds a further dimension by controlling for the proportion of women in the state legislature as well as minority representation.
  If women tend to have different policy priorities (Bratton and Haynie 1999), favoring increases in social and welfare spending, then the proportion of women in the state legislature is likely to have a positive relationship with state welfare generosity.  Furthermore, given that women tend to fare better in MMDs than African Americans (Darcy et al 1994; Moncrief and Thompson 1992), one would expect the relationship between MMDs and state generosity to dropout or become less significant.  As expected, and as Table 2 indicates, there is a positive, although not significant relationship between the percentage of women in a state legislature and the generosity of a state’s welfare policy, suggesting that a higher proportion of women in the legislature tends to result in more generous welfare policies.  Further, Table 2 suggests that the odds of extending child care beyond federal minimum increases by almost 20% given a one unit increase in percent women legislators; a result that is statistically significant (p<.05).  However, given the lack of statistical significance with regards to state generosity, this measure suggests that MMDs dilute minority policy interests to the point of diluting similar policy priorities among women despite favoring female representation.  

Table 2 also accounts for minority representation by including a measure of minority committee chair representation.  Measures controlling for minority representation, as measured by the number of African Americans holding committee chairs in the upper and lower chambers of a state legislature, do not exhibit any significant relationship with state welfare generosity.  Given that MMDs tend to dilute minority representation, this evidence suggests that despite controlling for minority representation, MMDs disproportionately effect minority interests.  Moreover, this finding provides further evidence that upper MMDs result in policy outcomes disfavoring the policy priorities of minorities.  In other words, the evidence suggests that MMDs dilute minority vote strength within state legislatures despite holding positions of authority, thereby disabling the policy agenda of minorities.

Despite conflicting evidence regarding female and minority representation in MMDs (see Richardson and Cooper 2003; Moncrief and Thompson 1992 for good reviews), the evidence presented in Table 2 suggests that upper chamber MMDs maintain a significant and negative relationship with state welfare generosity when controlling for both female and minority representation.  Furthermore, lower chamber MMDs maintain a positive, though not significant, relationship with state welfare generosity.  Thus, the dichotomous relationship between upper and lower chamber MMDs is highly robust; strongly suggesting that electoral structures and chamber effects remain critical in explaining state policy outcomes.

Conclusion
One of the fundamental goals of designing an effective electoral system is preserving a correspondence between the diversity of interests in the electorate and those represented by legislators.  As the evidence presented here suggests, electoral arrangements, particularly district type, significantly influence policy outcomes.  Existing research overwhelmingly concludes that states with multimember districts tend to be less competitive, thereby resulting in a dilution of minority interests as measured by legislative composition, or descriptive representation.  This study extends previous research by finding that MMDs also result in a dilution of minority interests as measured by actual policy outcomes deemed significant to minority interests, i.e. substantive representation.  In particular, given a dilution of minority interests, states with upper chamber multimember election districts tend to have less generous welfare policy provisions.  Moreover, despite the relative advantage of women in MMDs as compared to minorities (King 2002; Hogan 2001; Darcy et al 1994; Moncrief and Thompson 1992), there remains a negative and significant relationship between upper chamber multimember districts and state welfare generosity.  

Furthermore, this paper illustrates the importance of modeling for chamber effects.  As shown consistently throughout the model, while upper chamber MMDs tend to reduce state welfare generosity, lower chamber MMDs have a positive relationship with state welfare generosity.  In other words, given the dichotomous relationship between upper and lower MMDs, this finding suggests that the exorbitant costs of running for higher office contributes to the dilution of minority interests, resulting in a dilution of policy outcomes deemed significant to minorities.  Moreover, the findings presented here provide further support for previous studies illustrating the effects of social and political variables on welfare policy outcomes; particularly the “racialized” nature of welfare policy (Soss et al 2001; Gilens 1999).  Consequently, policies increasing the discretionary power of states are likely to result in policy variance across states due to varying political and social contexts.  

More importantly, however, this paper adds to mounting evidence regarding the dilution of minority interests in multimember districts.  Although the literature is filled with empirical evidence pertaining to the deleterious effects of multimember districts on descriptive representation, there remains a void in terms of scholarly research relating district type to policy outcomes in the American states.  Given that states with less inter-party competition tend to adopt stricter welfare policies (Soss et al 2001; Key 1949), states employing multimember election districts should be less likely to adopt generous welfare policy provisions.  Indeed, the policy disadvantages for the poor in “upper MMDs” hold across all three measures selected for examination, implying that upper MMDs tend to disproportionately effect the policy interests of minorities as measured by actual policy outcomes. 

Ultimately, although limited to a single policy, the evidence presented here suggests that further research is necessary regarding the relationship between district type and policy outcomes.
  Moncrief and Thompson (1992) conclude that “the electoral system is an important factor in determining electoral outcomes” (254).  The findings presented here suggest that the electoral system is critical in determining electoral outcomes and policy outcomes.  Empirical evidence suggests that inter-party competition acts an intervening variable between electoral structures and policy outcomes, with electoral structure, particular district type, determining the level of inter-party competition; thereby, implying that electoral structures remain fundamental to the policy process.  Thus, a broader argument can be made that the institutions within a state determine the outcomes of the state; in this case, electoral rules and institutions significantly effect policy outcomes. 

Moreover, this study suggests that beyond legislative composition, multimember districts have a significant and negative effect on policy outcomes deemed significant to minority interests.  Though not tested here, previous research suggests that multimember districts encourage the promotion of ideological extremes (Adams 1996; Cox 1990).  While multimember districts may promote greater ideological dispersion, the preliminary findings presented here, accompanied by existing research on descriptive representation, suggest that ideological dispersion does not guarantee the representation of minority interests as measured by legislative composition as well as actual policy outcomes.  Furthermore, the social and political context of state policies remains an influential and incomplete arena of research.  For instance, the unexpected finding regarding the proportion of Democrats in the upper chamber and state generosity remains to be thoroughly explained by the model presented here.  Combined with the evidence presented in this study, future research on electoral structures may wish to shift focus from descriptive representation to measures based on actual policy outcomes, or substantive representation.
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Table 1:
States with multimember districts (1999)

States*


Upper Chamber



Lower Chamber**


Nevada





Arizona


North Carolina




Arkansas


Vermont




Idaho


West Virginia




Maryland








New Hampshire








New Jersey








North Carolina***








North Dakota








South Dakota








Vermont








Washington








West Virginia

*Source: National Conference of State Legislatures (NCSL 1999)

**States entirely comprised of multimember election districts in either chamber include Arizona, North Dakota, South Dakota, Washington, and West Virginia (upper); the other states employ a mixed system utilizing both single-member and multimember election districts.

***North Carolina, Vermont, and West Virginia all have at least two multimember districts in both the upper and lower chambers of their respective state legislatures.  These states were coded as having both upper and lower multimember districts.

Table 2:
Measuring Policy Outcomes in Multimember districts under TANF (1999) 

        State Generosity

Child Care Extension


Time Extension

        Coefficient


Est. Coeff.
 Estimated

Est. Coeff.     Estimated 

        (Standard Error)

(Est. S.E.)
Odds Ratio

(Est. S.E.)      Odds Ratio

(Constant)
3.007


-5.997

.002


2.155

8.626



(1.570)


(2.896)




(2.772)


UpperMMD
-2.789***

-6.884***
.001


-5.629**

.005



(1.004)


(2.569)




(2.451)

LowerMMD
1.060


1.434

4.195


2.680*

14.584




(.643)


(1.197)




(1.554)

#Black Chairs
-.001


-.567

.567


.435

1.546

Upp. Chamber
(.223)


(.552)




(.415)

#Black Chairs
-.065


.813*

2.254


-.513

.599

Lo. Chamber
(.127)


(.485)




(.335)

Southern
.820


1.494

4.457


-1.553

.212



(.962)


(1.742)




(1.800)

Total 

.000**


.000

1.000


.000*

1.000

Caseloads
(.000)


(.000)




(.000)

% Black

-.042


-.156

.856


-.054

.947




(.047)


(.114)




(.092)

% Hispanic
-.074*


-.137**

.872


-.208

.812



(.037)


(.063)




(.140)

% Democrat
.036


.226***

1.254


.030

1.030

Lower chamber
(.030)


(.087)




(.048)

% Democrat
-.053*


-.198**

.820


-.067

.935

Upper chamber
(.031)


(.083)




(.053)

Citizen

.069***


.049

1.051


.102*

1.108

Ideology

(.022)


(.045)




(.053)

% Women
.043


.178**

1.195


-.159

.853

Legislators
(.046)


(.085)




(.108)

R-square
.541

       

-2 Log likelihood Ratio


37.52 (12 d.f)



36.99 (12 d.f)

N

41

      
49



     
45

***p<.01

  **p<.05

    *p<.10

Appendix 1:
Dependent Variable(s)

“State Generosity”

· Child care extension

1 – TANF child care protection is extended to single custodial parents beyond federal 

minimum requirement; i.e. children over the age of six (30 states)



0 – TANF child care protection meets federal minimum requirement only, prohibiting 

states from reducing or terminating cash assistance to single custodial parents with children under the age of six when a parent’s refusal to work is based on a demonstrated inability to obtain necessary child care (20 states)

· Explicit language

1 – Explicit language in state policy establishes benefits will be provided to all eligible families (33 states)

0 – Explicit language in state policy establishes that all benefit payments are subject to appropriation and funding for eligible families (17 states)

· Time extension

1 – Assistance can be extended to families beyond the 60 moth time limit for up to 20% of the caseload (25 states)



0 – State does not have time extensions (20 states)

· Good faith

1 – Time extensions based on the “good faith effort” of the family; i.e. state trusts the good faith of the adults in the family that they are actively seeking employment opportunities (20 states)

0 – State does not have “good faith effort” provision (30 states)

· Time exemption

1 – State permits time limit exemptions (when a month of assistance does not count for purposes of the time limit) on some level, i.e. disabled parent, caring for young child, pregnant adult (32 states)

0 – State does not permit time limit exemptions (18 states)

· Cash dividends

1 – State has a formal cash diversion program for families while state is processing applications (21 states)



0 – State does not have formal cash diversion program, families are forced to find other 

means of assistance while the state is processing the application (28 states)

· Emergency assistance

1- State provides emergency assistance to families in addition to family receiving TANF cash assistance (31 states)



0 – States does not provide emergency assistance to families receiving TANF cash 

assistance, but may provide emergency assistance to families eligible but not receiving TANF cash assistance or families not eligible for TANF cash assistance (19 states)

· Work requirement exemptions

1 – State permits individual work exemptions, exempting individuals from all work activities if: child care is unavailable (based on age), individual is pregnant (based on months), transportation services are unavailable (31 states)



 0 – State does not permit individual work exemptions for the three cases listed above (19 

states)

· Pregnancy assistance

1 – State permits pregnant women not caring for a child to be eligible for TANF cash assistance (32 states)

0 – State does not permit women caring for a child to be eligible for TANF cash assistance (19 states)

· Post employment services



1 – State provides some form of post employment service, i.e. case management, 

education and training, transportation (40 states)

0 – State does not provide any form of post employment service (10 states)

Appendix 2:
Independent Variables

Sources and Measures

· Multimember districts; National Conference of State Legislatures (NCSL), 1999; States are listed according to which chamber uses multimember election districts.

· Minority Representation; Based on the number of African Americans serving as committee chairs in both chambers of the state legislature; Source: 1999-2000 Directory of African American Legislators published by the National Black Caucus of State Legislators and the 2000 Council of State Government.  This measure was generously supplied by D’Andra Orey at the University of Nebraska.

· Female representation; Based on the percentage of women legislators in both chambers of a state’s legislature; Source: Statistical Abstract of the United States, 1999.

· Southern; Identifies which state is included as a southern state for all models; Source: Based on thirteen states of the confederacy

· Total Caseloads; Total number of TANF recipients, both families and individuals, per state FY 1999; Source: U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, Administration for Children and Families.

· % Black; Based on the percentage of African Americans per state; Source: Statistical Abstract of the United States, 1999.

· % Hispanic; Based on the percentage of Hispanics per state; Source: Statistical Abstract of the United States, 1999.

· % Democrats lower/upper chamber; Based on the percentage of Democrats in each chamber of the legislature following 1998 election results; Source: Statistical Abstract of the United States.

· Citizen Ideology; Based on longitudinal study of citizen ideology from 1960-1999; Source: Berry, William D., Evan Ringquist, Richard Fording, and Russell Hanson (1998). “Measuring Citizen and Government Ideology in the American States, 1960-1993.” American Journal of Politics. 42: 327-348.  Updated version is available in the ICPSR Publication Related Archive, study #1208.  

[image: image1.png]



� In requiring that apportionment be based on population not county lines, the U.S. Supreme Court, in Reyonds v. Sims (1964), also held that both houses of a legislature could use multimember election districts (Lublin 1997; Rush 1993).  Several court rulings in the 1970s through the 1980s challenged the use of multimember districts on the grounds that vote dilution of minorities is in direct violation of the Equal Protection Clause of the Fourteenth Amendment; see White v. Regester 1973, Sims v. Amos 1972, Thornburg v. Gingles 1986 (Gerber et al 1998; O’Rourke 1998: 205; Lublin 1997: 124).  In 1986, although upholding the use of multimember districts, the U.S Supreme Court institutionalized a three-part test to determine whether multimember districts dilute minority voting strength according to the following provisions: 1) the minority group must demonstrate that it is sufficiently large and geographically concentrated enough to constitute a majority in a single-member district, 2) it is demonstrated that the minority group is political cohesive, and 3) the minority group demonstrates that the majority consistently votes to block and defeat the minority candidate (Lublin 1997).  Subsequently, amendments to the Voting Rights Act and challenges against multimember election districts tend to focus on “descriptive” representation, or the effects of electoral systems on minority voting strength as well as factors contributing to minority vote dilution (Lublin 1997).





� In Connor v. Johnson 1971, the Supreme Court stated that “we agree that when district courts are forced to fashion apportionment plans, single-member districts are preferable to large multimember districts as a general matter” (402 U.S. 690, 692).


� The above example is taken directly from Gerber, Morton, and Rietz (1998).  The example assumes that voters are voting sincerely and along racial lines.


� Eight states (Connecticut, Iowa, Montana, Ohio, Pennsylvania, South Dakota, Texas, and Wyoming) had not established all ten provisions for the year selected in this study and were subsequently dropped from the empirical analysis on “state generosity.”  This reduced the overall N to 41, including the exclusion of Nebraska for purposes explained in a later footnote.


� All states listed in Table 1 maintain at least two multimember districts in either chamber of their respective state legislature.


� As Table 1 indicates, North Carolina, Vermont, and West Virginia all have at least two multimember districts in both chambers of their respective legislatures and are coded as such.


� I exclude Nebraska in all four models that are presented because Nebraska legislators are elected on a nonpartisan basis.


� States coded as “southern” include: Alabama, Arkansas, Florida, Georgia, Louisiana, Mississippi, North Carolina, South Carolina, Tennessee, Texas, and Virginia.


� I use Berry, Ringquist, Fording, and Hanson’s (1998) measure of citizen ideology.  This measure is based on longitudinal study of citizen ideology from 1960-1999 and is available in the ICPSR Publication Related Archive, study #1208.  The study also includes a measure of government ideology which is not included because the measure is based on policy outcomes of the state; the dependent variable in this study.


� Though not included in the final model, the original analysis did include a measure for the proportion of the state that is urban, where “% Urban” = the percent of a state that is metropolitan, as well as a measure for the proportion of the state that is living at or below poverty, where “%Poverty” = the percentage of the state population living in poverty.  Urban districts tend to favor African-Americans more than rural districts, with urban MMDs being more favorable than rural single-member districts (Moncrief and Thompson 1992); suggesting that a higher urban population contributes to the representation of minority interests.  However, a more urban state population is also likely to result in a higher proportion of the state population living in poverty.  Given that states tend to increase the severity of sanctions in the face of increasing caseloads (Soss et al 2001), I expected there to be a negative relationship between the percent urban and state generosity and between percent poverty and state generosity.  However, these measures did not produce statistical significance, and were subsequently dropped from the final analysis.  Additionally, percent urban and percent black, and percent urban and percent Hispanic are positively correlated (r = .29, p = .05; and r = .41, p = .01); suggesting that these supplemental controls (%Urban and %Poverty) produce no discernable difference in the model, and are dropped in the interest of parsimony.


� Soss et al (2001) find that states with stricter sanction policies under TANF also tend to be states with lower unemployment rates.  Although tested in the original model, unemployment rates did not achieve statistical significance.  Additionally, I included a measure for percentage of unmarried births per state.  Soss et al (2001) find the measure to be significantly related to the severity of sanctions in a state’s welfare policy.  The measure did not produce any statistical significance, and is subsequently dropped from the final analysis.  


� This latter data set was generously supplied by D’Andra Orey.


� Child care extension and time extension are selected as further units of analysis because they are generally argued to be two of the more salient and more controversial aspects in TANF and TANF reauthorization (Finegold and Weir 2002).


� Four states (Iowa, Montana, Pennsylvania, and Texas) had not established a provisions relating to time extensions for the year selected for analysis and are subsequently dropped from the models, reducing the N to 45 (Nebraska is also excluded from these analyses for reasons mentioned in an earlier footnote).See Appendix 1 for appropriate coding on “child care extension” and “time limit extension.”


� To further illustrate the effects of electoral structures on policy outcomes, female representation and minority representation were also modeled independently.  The findings of these two models remain consistent with the findings presented in Table 2 regarding the relationship between state generosity and upper chamber MMDs.  States with upper chamber MMDs tend to have significantly less generous welfare policy provisions.  Additionally, chamber effects remain consistent with the results of the final model, with upper chamber MMDs maintaining a statistically significant negative relationship with state generosity.  Lower chamber MMDs tend to have a positive relationship with state generosity, again suggesting that lower offices not only provide more opportunities for minorities to obtain office but also serve to influence the policy agenda.  The relationship between citizen ideology and state generosity also remains positive and significant.  In other words, beyond electoral structures, the social and political context of the state effects policy outcomes; findings that are highly consistent and hold across all models.








� Efforts at reform for preventing the dilution of minority voting strength tend to focus on encouraging the use of single-member districts as a means to enhance minority representation.  However, these efforts often result in deliberate racial gerrymandering, creating disfigured election districts as a means of linking “geographically dispersed groups of voters by race in order to maximize the number of districts in which minorities comprise of majority of the electorate” (Gerber et al 1998: 128).  As a result, minorities are condensed into single majority districts, whereas the remaining districts remain unchecked by minority interests.  Ultimately, states are caught in a quandary between maximizing descriptive representation through the creation of majority-minority districts, and maximizing substantive representation through the dispersion of minority interests across districts in order to dilute votes that potentially abrogate minority interests (Lublin 1997; Rush 1998, 1993).  While some have encouraged the use of cumulative voting (Bowler, Donovan, and Brockington 2003; Gerber et al 1998; Guinier 1994) as an alternative to racial gerrymandering, it remains to be seen whether this results in preventing the dilution of minority interests as measured by policy outcomes.  





� Source: Social Policy and Documentation Project (SPDP) and Center for Law and Social Policy (CLASP)


� Definitions on all variables relating to “state generosity” are taken directly from the SPDP (www.spdp.org).





