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Abstract
The 2008 election marked an end to the longstanding gap in the level of black and white voter turnout, offering
furtherevidence thatminority empowerment affects voter turnout In this article, the authors move beyond a dyadic
conceptualization of empowerment and argue that the level of descriptive representation within the legislativebody
as a whole is crucial to understanding how context affects voter turnout.They findAfrican Americans and Latinos are
more likelyto vote when residing in states with increased descriptive representation inthe state legislaturemeasured
by the percentage of black or Latino lawmakers.
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The 2008 presidential election was historic inpart because
of the electionAmerica's firstAfrican American president.
The 2008 election also witnessed a significant increase in
minority participation andmarked an end to the longstand
inggap in the level of black andwhite voter turnout.Black

behavior is affected by political empowerment has cen
tered on African Americans and dyadic representation in
Congress (Bobo and Gilliam 1990; Gay 2001; Kousser
1999; Tate 1993, 2001, 2003). These studies provide

voter turnoutincreasedfrom 60 percent in 2004 to 65 per
cent in2008. Latino turnoutrose from 47 percent to 50 per

mixed evidence for the contention thatAfrican Ameri
cans who enjoy (dyadic) descriptive representation in
legislative bodies are more likely to participate in elec

minorities topublic office and voter turnout?
We draw on the rich subnational variation across the
fiftystates to testwhether minorities residingwithin polit
ical jurisdictionswhere theyare descriptively represented

and increasing expectations about minority influence
in government (Segura and Bowler 2005). Most empir
ical research has tended to support the contention that

cent.White non-Hispanic turnoutwas 67 percent in 2004
and 66 percent in 2008. The black-white gap went from 7
percent in 2004 to 1 percent in 2008 (Lopez and Taylor
2009). Was increasedminority turnoutan anomaly because
of something about theObama campaign, orwas it indica
tive of a more general relationship between the election of

are more

likely to vote. We conclude by comparing the
increase inminority turnout from subnational
descriptive representation over the past decade tominor
average

ity turnoutnationally in 2008, informingour understand
ing of race and turnout in the 2008 presidential elections.

Minority Empowerment, Collective
Representation, and Turnout
In recent years, scholars have paid increased attention to
the consequences of minority representation in elected
offices. The bulk of work conducted on how political

tions (Bobo and Gilliam 1990; Gay 2001; Tate 2003;
Griffin and Keane 2006; Griffin and Newman 2008; Ban
ducci, Donovan, and Karp 2004, 2005; Swain 1993).
The logic behind the empowerment hypothesis sug
gests thatdescriptive representation is likely to increase
voter turnoutamong racial/ethnicminorities bymaking it
easier forminorities to gather informationabout elections

empowerment affects civic engagement by making par
ticipation easier. For example, Leighley (2001) finds that
empowerment (descriptive representation) among African
Americans increases levels ofmobilization, although the
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same isnot trueforLatinos. Residence inmajority-minority
congressional districts,which is closely linked todescriptive
representation,has been shown to increase the political
knowledge, efficacy, and interestof African Americans
(Banducci, Donovan, andKarp 2004) aswell as Latino turn

out (Barreto, Segura, andWoods 2004). Pantoja and Segura
(2003) find the presence of Latino representatives in the
stateassembly, state senate, and/orU.S. House is associated
with lower levels of political alienation among Latino con

stituents,even iftheeffect is somewhatmodest.
However, studies thathave examined this relationship
thus far (e.g., Bobo and Gilliam 1990; Gay 2001; Griffin
and Keane 2006) are limited by their dyadic conceptu
alization of representation. The empowerment literature
focuses largely on representation in local government or

on the constituent-legislator relationshipwithin majority
minority congressional districts.Few scholars have empir
ically studied the effects of state-level representation on

turnout rates for racial and ethnicminorities (for excep
tions, see Barreto, Segura, andWoods 2004; Pantoja and
Segura 2003). Collective representation in state legisla

tureshas been almost completely overlooked.
We argue thatminority representationwithin a legisla
tureproduces effects beyond district-level representation
thatmay increase participation rates forAfrican Americans
and Latinos. This occurs because collective representation

is necessary for translatingdescriptive representation into
substantive policy outcomes (see Griffin and Newman
2008), while dyadic representation is not.While having a
same-race representative may increase rates ofmobili

zation and provide psychological benefits (Barreto 2007;
Bobo and Gilliam 1990; Gay 2001), this kind of dyadic
representation is unlikely to result in significant changes
to public policy unless it is coupled with substantial
minority representationwithin the chamber as a whole.
In otherwords, descriptive representation in a dyadic
in a district with a minority elected
sense?residing

official?may or may not be coupled with significant
descriptive representationwithin the legislature as awhole.
Yet collective representation iswhat scholars have linked
to shifts in policy within theUnited States. This is espe
cially truewhen examining the states,where studies have
consistently linked the overall percentage of minorities
within the legislature to levels of substantive representa
tionforLatinos (Preuhs 2006,2007) andAfricanAmericans
(Haynie 2001; Owens 2005). Increased black representa
tion in government promotes policy outcomes beneficial
tominority groups in areas such as civil service employ

ment (Eisinger 1982), welfare (Bratton and Haynie 1999;
Fording 2003; Owens 2005), and criminal sentencing pol
icy (Welch, Combs, and Gruhl 1990). If there is a link
between the overall, or collective, level of descriptive
representation in state legislatures and substantive policy
outcomes for racial and ethnic groups, we might expect

a link between collective descriptive representation and
votermobilization. To date, however, no studyhas exam
ined thispossibility.
Studies of local governments, such as school boards
and city councils, have also found thatan increase in the
descriptive representationofminorities does tend to result

in the enactment of policies which favor minorities,
although the impact ofminoritymayors ismore uncertain
1994; Leal, Martinez-Ebers, and
(Kerr and Mladenka
Meier 2004; Marschall 2005; Meier et al. 2005; Mladenka

1989a, 1989b). Outside of subnational government,
however, evidence is mixed regarding the notion that
there is a direct translation of descriptive representation
into substantive outcomes. There is considerable disagree
ment regarding the contention that the substantive repre
sentation ofminorities is best achieved by the creation of
minority-majority districts and the election ofminorities
to Congress (Cameron, Epstein, and O'Halloran
1996;
Griffin and Newman 2008; Lublin 1997; Swain 1993;
Hero and Tolbert 1995). The disconnect between collec
tive levels of descriptive representationat the federal level

and positive substantive outcomes weakens the causal
mechanism throughwhich we expect collective descrip
tive representation to affect turnout.For reasons we detail
in thenext section, there is good reason to believe that the
election ofminorities to subnational legislatures does not
produce the same trade-offbetween descriptive and sub
stantive representation that occurs at the federal level

because ofmajority-minority districts.While beyond the
scope of thisarticle, futureresearchersmay wish to extend
our argument to the local level.

Collective Descriptive Representation
in Legislatures and Turnout
Research on racial/ethnic politics in the states provides
some support for the argument thatminority representation
at the state levelmay be linked to voter turnout.Statewide
levels of racial/ethnicdiversity are a significantpredictor
of policy outcomes and rates of participation forminority
group members. African Americans do relatively better
in termsof policy outcomes (defined as graduation ratios,
incarceration ratios, and suspension ratios) in stateswith

higher racial diversity (Hero 1998; Hero and Tolbert 1996).
Hero (2003, 2007) also finds thatblack-white voter reg
istration ratios and black-white turnout ratios are higher
in stateswith greater racial and ethnic diversity.
But a limitation of this literature is the exclusive use
of aggregate state data, which does not allow us tounder
stand how state-level contextual factors interactwith or

affect individual decisions to vote. Nor does this research
test the effect of representation in state government on
minority participation. We know that overall turnout
rates are lower in stateswith increased racial and ethnic
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diversitybecause of registrationbarriers (Hill and Leighley
1999). But arewhites demobilized indiverse states, or do
racial and ethnicminorities have lower turnout? It is pos
sible that minorities are mobilized while whites are
demobilized, a pattern thatwould result in lower aggre
gate turnout (see Gay 2001).
Descriptive representation in state legislaturesand large

in-grouppopulation size may promote participation among
minorities, and the two conditions tend togo together.Larger
minoritypopulations establish thepotential forplaying a role
in thepolitical system; however, a high level of statewide

descriptive representationprovides theactualmechanism for
changing substantivepolicy in a way thatbenefitsminority
populations. In otherwords, minority group size is a neces
sary but not sufficientcondition for linkingcontext to turn
out. Empowerment is unlikely to occur in areas of low

minority group size. However, high group size,when com
bined with low levels of empowerment (as was the case for
much of the twentiethcentury) is not expected to produce
changes in the attitudesof blacks thatare linked to greater
turnout.
We argue empowerment or descriptive representa
tion in legislatures is a necessary and sufficientcondition to
increaseminority political participation.
In short,empowerment increases voter turnoutamong

minorities by increasing feelings of trustand efficacy; the
literatureon minority representationwould suggest that
that ismost likely to do so when conditions within the
legislature arefavorable for the translation of descriptive

representation intosubstantive outcomes (e.g., when there
is a largerminority delegation within the legislature as a
whole). A black legislative caucus or Latino caucus, com
mon

in legislatures with largerminority delegations, is
one potential avenue for the translationof descriptive rep
resentation into substantive policy (King-Meadows and
Schaller 2006; Orey, Overby and Larimer 2007). Larger
minority delegations also increase thepossibility of hold
ingpositions of seniorityor institutional influence,which
is key tomaximizing the policy benefits associated with
descriptive representation (Preuhs 2006). Collective rep
resentation may also increase minority turnout through
large-scale statewide mobilization campaigns or other
activities thatfacilitate participation.
Studies

of black participation acknowledge
the
a
of
for
black
presence
"policy-motivated" approach
participation. Platt (2008) argues that blacks are more
likely to participate when they have greater access to

policy makers generally. The overall level of black rep
resentation in electoral institutions is likewise linked to
lower rates of protest by blacks, who are more likely to
favor conventional forms of participation under such cir
cumstances (Jenkins, Jacobs, and Agnone 2003). These

studies parallel works in urban politics, which note
that the attitudinal benefits of black incorporation occur

only when descriptive representation is coupled with

PoliticalResearch Quarterly 63(4)

substantive policy changes (Marchall and Ruhil 2007;
Marchall and Shah 2007).
Last, we argue for theneed to account for statewide or
collective representation because of the symbolic impor
tance attached to collective representation. Put sim
ply,Weissberg (1978, 547) writes that"it is unlikely that
one's 'best' representationwill come from the individual
one votes for (or against)." Beyond dyadic represen
tation, collective representation may be important for

minority participation. Substantive policy benefits, sym
bolic representation, and increased mobilization efforts
may drive higher minority turnout rates in these state
contexts.

Data

Limitations

Much of the existing research on race and turnout has
been constrained by data and modeling limitations.Aca
demic surveys that have rich attitudinalmeasures (e.g.,
theAmerican National Election Study, Black National
Election Study) are ill suited formodeling the effects of
state electoral context, as such surveys are not designed
to capture representative samples in each state. It is also
difficult to obtain sufficientsample sizes of racial and eth
nic minorities using standard national surveys. The Black
National Election Study was last conducted in 1996.

a new Latino National Survey was recently
completed in 2007, itdoes not coincide with a national
election (see Fraga et al. 2006, forthcoming).Aggregate
data are well suited formeasuring state-level contexts
but ill suited for identifyingwhich individual voters are

Although

affectedby statevoting laws or contextual factors.Previous
research does not adequately account for interactive
effects of state-level phenomena, such as racial context or
descriptive representation, on individual voting decisions.
Rarely have studies modeled the effects of state contex
tual factors on individual-level turnoutofminority groups,
and even rareraremultiethnic tests examining thepolitical
behavior ofAfrican Americans and Latinos in one study
(for an exception, see Leighley 2001).

Large-Sample

Survey Data

We avoid some of themodeling problems inherent in this
type of research bymerging individual-level data from the
U.S. Census Bureau's Current Population Survey (CPS)
Voting and Election Supplement and theCooperative Con
gressional Election Studies (CCES) with detailed mea
sures of each state's descriptive representation.These very

large national random sample surveys include accurate
estimates of thepopulation as a whole. Compared to stan
dard surveys, our national data include large and repre
sentative samples ofAfrican Americans and Latinos. Of
the over 83,000 total sample of eligible voters in the 1996
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CPS, over 9 percent reported being African American
and 5 percent reported being of Hispanic origin.1 The
2006 CCES and 2008 CCES include 36,000 and 32,800
respondents, respectively. The CPS and CCES provide
a way to obtain large samples ofminority populations
over

time.

In addition, the CPS contains random samples from
each of thefifty states,with state samples ranging from a
low of almost one thousand respondents to a high of six
thousand respondents, necessary for testing state contex
tual factors.2We employ multilevel modeling (MLM) to
test the impact of state context on individual voter turnout

decisions using the 1996, 1998,2002 and 2006 CPS. The
baseline 1996 surveywas chosen for comparability to the
1996 Black National Election Study, on which much of
the previous literature on descriptive representation is
based (Tate 1993). The othermidterm election years were
chosen to test thishypothesis over time and in a midterm
election when state contextual factors shouldmatter more
in increasing turnout considering the absence of a presi
dential election. This data set allows for a rigorous empiri

cal test of the argument thatdescriptive representation in
state legislatures partially determines turnout for racial
and ethnicminority groups.As we discuss in greaterdetail
below, theCPS data are the best available for studying
voting given low overreporting of turnout.A limitation
of theCPS is that itdoes not provide sufficient zip code
or county identifiers inwhich tomatch respondents geo
graphically to congressional districts.As a follow-up, we

estimate models using the 2006 and 2008 CCES data.3
These data include large samples of black and Latino
respondents sufficientfor this analysis but also identifya

respondent's congressional district.
We filtered out respondents who were ineligible to
vote (noncitizens and those younger than eighteen years
of age) from theCPS and CCES samples tomodel whether
a respondent reported voting. Use of CPS data limits
overreporting of turnout in survey data, as the reported
turnout is only 5 percent over actual voter eligible pop
ulation turnout (McDonald and Popkin 2001).4 These
comparisons aid in validation of our dependent variable.
Vote-validated turnoutdata are used for the 2006 CCES
analysis, also providing confidence in the accuracy of our
findings.Vote-validated turnoutdata are not available for
the 2008 CCES, but reported turnout in the sample was
71 percent,marginally higher than actual turnout of eli
gible voters in the election.

Modeling

Multilevel Data

Our research question concerns a relationship between
contextual forces and individuals residing within states.
The termmultilevel refers to a hierarchical or nested data

structure; in our two-level study, individuals are nested
(or reside)within states.The lowest level (level 1) is formed
by individuals, while the highest level of aggregation
(level 2) is theAmerican states.Multilevel models are

needed because

the assumption of independence of all
observations is violated when data are grouped by states;
that is, observations from one state are generally more

similar than the observations from another state (Primo,
Jacobsmeier, andMilyo 2007). Multilevel models account
for thiswhile allowing us tomodel the interaction of key
individual-level factors with state-level measures of

representation (Bryk and Raudenbush 2002; Steenbergen
and Jones 2002). We employ cross-level interactions,
modeling the race of the respondent (individual level)
with state contextual factors, especially descriptive rep
resentation in their state legislatures.

State

(Level 2) Variables

Our primary explanatory variables measure descriptive
representation in state legislatures with data on the per
centage Latinos and African Americans in state legisla
turesover time (1996-2006) from theNational Association

of Latino Elected Officials (NALEO) and the JointCenter
forPolitical and Economic Studies, respectively.NALEO
has published a roster containing information on every
Latino elected official in theUnited States since the 1980s.
The JointCenter has collected similar data forAfrican
Americans since the 1970s. These rosters offer the best
source of data on the number ofminority officials at the
subnational level over time.5
Because of data availability and very low representa
tion in state legislatures forAsian Americans, we focus on
representation of African Americans and Latinos. Cross
level interactionsare used tomodel descriptive representa

tion in state legislatures forminority turnout decisions
(AfricanAmerican respondent x percentage black in state
legislature and Latino respondent x percentage Latino in
state legislatures). Barriers to voting are modeled with
state institutionalrules regulating voting, specifically the
number of days prior to the election needed to register to
vote (traditional closing date). Values range from zero in
seven states to thirtydays before the election.We predict
respondents residing in stateswith more restrictiveclosing
dates with have a lower probability of voting. To measure
state socioeconomic contexts,we measure the percentage

of high school graduates with data from theU.S. Census
Bureau (various years) ineach respondent's state (see Oliver
andMendelberg 2000). We also measure the competitive

ness of elections in the respondent's state assuming
respondents in states with active political campaigns
will be more likely to vote. These include the competi

tiveness of the presidential election, senatorial races, and
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gubernatorial races in a respondent's state as well as the
number of ballot initiatives appearing on the state's bal
lot.6Higher values for themargin of victory variables
in a
indicate a more competitive election.7 Residence
statewith more competitive elections andmore ballot ini
tiatives should increase the probability of voting (Cox
1989; Smith and Tolbert 2004)

andMunger

Individual (Level

I)Variables

and

At the individual levelmany factorshave been found tobe
importantpredictors of voting.8 Our models also include
standard demographic controls given known participation
gaps based on gender, race, age, income, and education.9

expect that higher-educated, wealthier, older indi
viduals aremore likely tovote than thosewho are younger
with lower education and income. An advantage of the
CPS data beyond standard surveys is detailed employ

We

ment information.10
We expect those with higher-status
occupations to have an increased probability of voting.
Government workers have been found tohave an increased
probability of voting. The concept ismeasured with a vari

able forwhether the respondent is a government employee
(federal, state, local) coded 1,with all others coded 0. The
models also control formilitary veteran (or currently in
themilitary) and residentialmobility, which are important
predictors of voting.11 Because marriage and children
increase community ties (oftenwith homeownership) we
include binary variables formarried respondents (coded 1,
all others 0) and thosewith a child younger than the age
of eighteen residing at home (coded 1, all others 0).12 The
residential community type is included in themodels
through dichotomous variables for suburban and urban

residents.13

to analyze the probability of voting.
We use MLM
Multilevel models allow for parameter estimates to vary
across aggregate units, allowing for valid estimates of
contextual effects. Using thismethod we may derive
more accurate statistical estimates than standard analy
ses restrained at one level of analysis. We allow themodel
intercepts to vary by state as well as coefficients for a

respondent's race/ethnicity.Thus, ourmodels include ran
dom (or varying) effects that allow for heterogeneity in
the interceptsand the slopes for race and ethnicity across
the states.Our multilevel models consist of an individual

level equation (level 1) and a state-level equation (level 2).
The level 1 and level 2 equations are the following:
Logit (PYjj)

=

+
+
p014 (Urban Resident)
p013 (ResidentialMobility)
+
+
poi6 (Management)
P015 (Suburban Resident)
+
+
+
p019 (Sales)
P018 (Service)
p017 (Professional)
+
+
P021 (Farming) p022 (Transpor
P020 (Secretarial)
tation)+ P023 (AfricanAmerican x Percentage Black
State Legislature) + P024 (Latino x Percentage
Latino State Legislature) + p025 (Asian x Percentage
Asian Population) + e

=
+
+
y0 Yoo Pi (Percentage Black Legislature)
p2
+
Latino
Legislature)
(Percentage
p3 (Percentage
Asian Population) + p4 (RegistrationClosing Date) +
+
p6 (Percentage
P5 (Exposure Ballot Measures)
+
School
Graduates)
High
P7 (Competitive Presiden
tial Race) + P8 (Competitive Senate Race) + p9
(Competitive Governors Race) + ?.

CPS

Results: Collective

Minority Representation

Table 1 offers empirical tests of our argument that the
turnout decisions of African Americans and Latinos
partially resultfrom collective descriptive representation
in state legislatures in the 1996 presidential election (col
umn 1), 1998midterm election (column 2), 2002 midterm

election (column 3), and 2006 midterm election (column 4)
using theCPS survey data. These models include our key
cross-level interactionsof black respondents and the per
centage black in state legislatures and Latino respondents
multiplied by the percentage Latino in the respondent's

state legislature.
Holding all other factors constant,we see in row 1 that
African Americans residing in states with a higher per
centage of black lawmakers in the state legislature are
significantlymore likely to vote than an identicalAfrican
American residing in a statewith less representation in the
legislature. This findingholds over time (1996-2006) and
election type (congressional and presidential). The impor
tance of descriptive representation in legislatures is not
limited toAfrican Americans, as row 2 shows thatLatinos

residing in stateswith high levels of descriptive represen
tation in the state legislature are significantlymore likely
to vote, ceteris paribus, in all four elections studied. In
short,subnational or collective descriptive representation
appears

to increase turnoutfor both Latinos and African

Americans.

y0 + P01 (African American)

+

po2

(Latino)+ P03(AsianAmerican)+ p^ (Age)+ P05
+
(Age Squared)+ P06(Income)+ P07(Education)
+
+
+
P08(Male) p09(Married) p010(Children) p011
(Government Worker) + P012 (Military Veteran) +

The appendix reports a replication of Table 1 control
in the legislature.
ling for the percentage Democrat
We control forDemocratic legislatures tomake sure our
measures of Latino and black representation are not
merely proxyingmore Democratic
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Table I. ProbabilityofVoting forBlacks and Latinos and StatewideDescriptive Representation (HierarchicalLinearModeling
andCurrent Population SurveyData)
1996

b(S?)
Cross

level interactions:

0.030

Legislature
Latino Respondent

(0.006)
0.018

Percentage

Latino

State

-0.005

respondent

0.053

.012

(0.008)
0.020

.952

-0.254

respondent

-0.807

respondent

.011

black

Percentage

Latino

in state

legislature

-0.001

legislature

Senator

competitiveness
race competitiveness

.850

-0.014

.083

-0.003

Number

of initiatives state ballot

.271

(0.387)
0.207

.002

(0.082)
0.017

date

to register

to vote

Percentage highschool graduates

-0.009

(0.003)
0.007

controls

p < \z\

-5.245

(level

-0.014

.000

0.040

.000

.011

(0.007)
0.007

.086

-0.008

(0.004)
.921

(0.081)
.001

-0.251

(0.101)
.001

(0.066)
.000

-0.859

.087

-0.003

(0.006)
0.001

-0.215

.002

(0.066)
.000

-1.000

.584

-0.007

.852

-0.004

(0.092)

.547

.015

-0.257

.000

(0.093)
.222

(0.005)

(0.003)

.603

(0.008)

.898

0.319

.000

0.100

.209

(0.111)
0.289

.005

(0.068)
0.116

.121

(0.079)
0.248

.017

.006

(0.097)
0.042

.000

(0.073)
0.048

.001

(0.099)
0.050

.000

(0.009)
.006

.178

-0.007

(0.004)
0.001

(0.013)
.106

.926

.000

-5.326

-0.004

(0.004)
0.019

(0.012)
.231

.073

(0.010)

(0.009)

(0.555)
Individual-level

p<\z\ 6(S?)

.861

(0.005)

Level 2 intercept

.013

(0.006)

(0.006)
Closing

2006

(0.003)

(0.008)

0.432

-0.014

.001

(0.120)

(0.061)
race competitiveness

Governor

-0.326

-0.887

(0.003)

State context (level2)
President

-0.005

-0.282

.000

(0.006)
in state

0.003
(0.007)
0.008

(0.087)

(0.101)
Percentage

.000

(0.108)

(0.095)
Asian

p<\z\ b(SE)

(0.005)

(0.088)
Latino

b(S?)

.000

(0.007)

Legislature
Base terms
Black

p<|z|

2002

x state context

Race

Black respondentx PercentageBlack State
x

1998

.000

(0.743)

-6.878

.374

-0.003

(0.003)
0.020

.140

(0.013)
.000

(0.909)

.000

-6.818

(1.129)

I)

Education

0.224

.000

0.186

.000

0.212

.000

0.206

.000

Income

(0.007)
0.064

.000

(0.006)
0.051

.000

(0.006)
0.055

.000

(0.006)
0.046

.000

.000

(0.004)
0.068

.000

(0.003)
0.043

.000

(0.003)
0.042

.000

.004

(0.004)
0.0003

.000

(0.004)
0.00004

.308

(0.003)
0.0001

.022

Age

(0.004)
0.043

Age squared

(0.004)
0.0001
(0.00004)

Male

-0.132

(0.00004)
.000

-0.053

(0.00004)
.008

-0.047

(0.0001)
.009 -0.058

.001

Married

(0.020)
0.315

.000

(0.020)
0.312

.000

(0.018)
0.403

.000

(0.016)
0.325

.000

Urban

(0.031)
0.086

.049

(0.030)
0.009

.849

(0.020)
0.070

(0.025)
.178 -0.021

.598

(0.052)

(0.040)

(0.044)

(0.046)

(continued)
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I. (continued)
1996

b(SE)
Suburban

-0.045

Residentialmobility(5 yearsat residenceor more)

(0.028)
0.093

veteran

Military

Government

(0.030)
0.531

(0.028)
0.451

employee

2002

1998

p<\z\
.131

b(SE)
-0.109

.000

(0.047)
0.657

.001

(0.020)
0.027

.000

(0.028)
0.078

(0.035)

p<\z\ b(SE)
.022

-0.103

.000

(0.036)
0.587

.334

(0.025)
0.079

.000

(0.022)
0.454

(0.020)

2006

p<\z\ b(SE)
.005

-0.070

p<\z\
.025

.000

(0.031)
0.794

.000

.001

(0.029)
0.126

.000

.000

(0.028)
0.452

.000

(0.029)

(0.036)

Occupation
Management

0.234

.000

0.164

.000

0.252

.000

0.223

.000

Professional

(0.040)
0.252

.000

(0.043)
0.232

.000

(0.032)
0.195

.000

(0.028)
0.254

.000

Technician

(0.043)
0.247

.00

(0.041)
0.143

.022

Sales

(0.069)
0.200

.000

(0.062)
0.035

.378

0.192

.000

0.176

.000

Secretarial

(0.033)
0.278

.000

(0.040)
0.292

.000

(0.041)
0.173

.000

(0.032)
0.227

.000

Protection

(0.035)
0.161

.070

(0.044)
0.562

.000

(0.075)
-0.076

.065

services

(0.089)
Service

-0.026

390

(0.031)
-0.191

Transportation

(0.055)
Laborers

-0.197

(0.066)
0.175

Farming
Random

effects: Variance

Asian respondent (u3)
Log likelihoodfunction
Level IN
Level 2 N

-0.167

.020

-0.138

(0.070)
0.250

.018

-0.054

0.073

.012

(0.029)

(0.030)
.001

(0.046)
.003

-0.071

(0.033)

.283

(0.050)

-0.130

.010

(0.050)

.049

.001

0.273

.000

0.079

(0.075)

(0.071)

(0.064)

(0.131)
.058

.547

component

Level I intercept(u?)
Black respondent (u1)

Latino respondent (u2)

(0.035)

(0.041)
.001

(0.029)

(0.033)

.032

.082

.057

.069

.103

.075

.053

.088

.132

.046

.030

.156

.546

99318

95920

109372

105850

70,523
50

68,364
50

77,619
50

75,188
50

.239

.183

The dependent variable iswhether the respondent voted, coded as I ifyes and 0 otherwise. Hierarchical linearmodels estimated using HLM 6.0.
Random coefficient models using a Bernoulli distribution and logit link function. Population-average model with unstandardized
logistic regression
coefficients and robust standard errors in parentheses. Models were run to convergence, without centering around the mean.

minority state lawmakers areDemocrats. We testwhether
themodels measure descriptive representation or partisan
representation, as Democrats are the party presumably
providing themost substantive representation tominorities
(Hero and Tolbert 1995). The key interaction terms?a
Latino residing in a state with increased Latino

representation in the legislature or a black respondent
residing in a statewith increased black representation in

the legislature?remain statistically significant in all four
election years. Even after controlling for the percentage
Democrat in the legislature,higherminority representation
leads to higher turnout for black and Latino citizens.
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Figure I. Probabilityof votingfora black respondentwith

black in state legislature interaction,
1998
percentage
Bolded line = black respondent; nonbolded line = white respondent.
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Figure 2. Probabilityof votingfora black respondentwith

black in state legislature interaction, 2002
percentage
Bolded line = black respondent; nonbolded
line = white respondent.

at http://prq.sagepub.com/
appendix (available
1 controlling for the per
Table
supplemental/) replicates
state.
in
black
the
Our primary results
centage
population
for
the
remain; controlling
percentage black population in
the state, an African American residing in a state with
increased black representation in the legislature ismore
likely to vote over the four elections in our study. The

midterm election, we see that theprobability of anAfrican
American voting increases dramaticallywith representation
in the legislature. The probability of a nonblack (whites,
Asian Americans, Latinos) voting falls asAfricanAmericans
control a greater number of seats in the legislature. Thus,
the data from 1998 suggest that nonminorities may be

fromminority population size.We return to thisbelow.
We translateourMLM estimates from Table 1 into sim
ulations of theprobability of voting (see Figures 1 and 2)
to demonstrate how the effectof state-level representation
on individual turnoutvaries by a respondent's race/ethnicity.

with more descriptive representation in the state legis
lature but no change for nonblacks (whites) or a slight
decline. There is a 10 percentage point increased proba
bility of voting for a black respondentwhen varying black
representation in the legislature fromminimum tomaxi
mum values (when blacks control 25 percent of the legis
lature).The base termforanAfrican American respondent
is negative and statistically significant in the midterm
election. Since African Americans have been shown to
have higher turnout thanwhites holding socioeconomic
status constant (Leighley and Nagler 1992), this negative

coefficient for percentage black population is not signifi
cant, except for in one year, and the sign is negative, not
positive. This means minority representation in the legis
laturehas an independent effecton minority turnoutrates

These simulations are displayed as graphs that illustrate
theprobability of an individual voting at different levels of
black or Latino representation in the state legislature,hold
ing all other variables in themodel constant at theirmean
ormodal values. The figures show that increasing the per
centage of blacks or Latinos in the legislature has a large
positive effect on turnoutof that racial group, but not on

whites. For example, Figure 1 shows theprobability of an
African American voting in the 1998 midterm elections is
50 percent, all else equal, if the individual resides in a state
with no descriptive representation.An identical individual
residing in a state inwhich 25 percent of the legislature is
African American is predicted to have a 72 percent prob
ability of voting, a 22 percent difference.14The 95 percent
confidence interval tell us the probability of a black vot

ing is distinct from nonblacks when African Americans
compose 8 percent of the legislature and above. In this

demobilized by increased minority representation (see
Gay 2001).
Figure 2 replicates the simulations forAfrican Ameri
cans in the 2002 midterm election. A very similar pattern
is shown with an increased probability of voting in states

and statistically significant coefficient in 1998 indicates
blacks residing inhomogeneous stateswith very low state
wide descriptive representation are demobilized. This
finding is consistent with research showing substantive
policy outcomes forAfrican Americans may be worse in
racially homogeneous states (Hero 1998). Graphs based
on the 1996 and 2006 data are very similar to those shown
in Figures 1 and 2 and are available online. Varying
black representation fromminimum tomaximum values
increases the probability of an African American voting
by 15 percentage points in 1996.
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We find a very similar pattern for Latinos (results
available online). The probability of a Latino voting in the
1996 election increases by 10 percent points when com
paring a Latino residing in statewith no Latinos in the leg
islature to one residing in a statewhere Latinos compose
30 percent of the legislature. There is no change fornon

Hispanics. These are larger turnout increases thanwhat
we saw nationally in the 2008 presidential elections with
Obama as a candidate. In the 1998 midterm election, a
Latino residing in a statewith no Latinos in the legislature
has only a 43 percent probability of voting,while a Latino
from a statewith maximum levels of descriptive represen
tationhas a 55 percent probability of voting, a 12 percent

point difference, all else equal. Changes in the collective
level of descriptive representation forLatinos within the
state legislature not only increase the probability of vot
ing forLatinos but also can change a marginal nonvoter

(less than 50 percent probability of voting) into a voter
(noting the shift above 50 percent in our last example).
The analysis of theCPS data over time shows bothAfrican

Americans and Latinos benefit from collective represen
tation in the legislature, although the results are slightly
less pronounced forLatinos. This may be because Latino
turnoutrates are considerably lower than those ofAfrican
Americans.

Checks and
Outlier
States
Dropping
Robustness

The models reported in Table 1 are robust to changes in
model specification, including dropping respondents living
in stateswith very high (top 20 percent black or Latino
populations) or very lowminority populations (i.e., outlier
effects). The analysis was also run to untangle the effects
of minority population size from the effects of minority
representation in state legislatures. To furtherclarify the
relationship between collective descriptive representation
we generated figures similar to thosepresented
and turnout,
earlier for subsamples of respondents from the bottom
50 percent of states in terms ofminority representation
in the legislature.These graphs showminority turnoutdoes
not increase substantially for those residing in stateswith
very lowminority representation; rather, the line predict
When thesemodels are replicated with a
ingvoting is flat.

subsample of respondents from the bottom 80 percent of
states in terms of minority representation, the predicted
probability ofminority turnoutincreaseswith minority rep
resentation in the legislature. In 1996, for example, when
deleting respondents from the stateswith the top 20 per
cent black population,we effectivelyremoved respondents

from eight Southern states (Mississippi, Alabama,
Louisiana, South Carolina, Maryland, Georgia, North
Carolina, Florida) with black populations ranging between

16 percent and 36 percent, plus two non-Southern states
(Illinois and New York). Blacks residing in states with
increased black representation in the legislature aremore
likely to vote, even when living outside of the South with

traditionally high black populations. Similarly, Latinos
residing in stateswith increased collective representation
in the legislature are generally more likely to vote, even

living in states with modest Latino populations.
The fact that the results remain when themodels are esti
mated outside of Southern states suggests thatminority
representation in the legislature may be more impor
when

tant than population size. Our results, then, are not con
fined only to stateswith the largestminority populations:
collective descriptive representation increases turnoutfor
minorities even when minority populations are of a mod
est size.

An online appendix lists the top ten states in terms of
thepercentage black in the state legislature and percent
age black in the population for 1996, 1998, 2002, and
2006. Some states (e.g., Alabama, Florida, New York,
Ohio, and Illinois) overrepresent blacks in the legislature
relative to theirpopulation size, while others underrep
resentAfrican Americans in the legislature. The findings
we report here are also robust when using the natural
log of percentage minority in the legislature to account
for diminishing effects of increased representation and
combining the percentage Latino and black representa
tives serving in the state legislature. Results from these
additional model
in an
specifications are available

online appendix.15

Results CCES:

Dyadic and Collective
Minority Representation
Table 2 replicates theCPS analysis using theCCES data
topredict theprobability of black and Latino turnout,rela
tive towhites or non-Hispanics, respectively, in the 2006

midterm and 2008 presidential election. The advantage of
these data is thatwe can identifywhether the respondent
resides in a majority-minority congressional district and
include variables forwhether the respondent is represented
by a Latino or African American member of Congress
(dyadic representation).Our primary explanatory variable
is identical to theCPS analysis: an interactiontermbetween
respondents' race/ethnicityand the percentage ofminori

ties within in the state legislature. Consistent with the
literature (Tate 1993; Griffin and Keane 2006; Barreto,
Segura, and Woods 2004), we also employ cross-level
interactions for Latino respondents residing in a Latino
congressional district and black respondents residing in a

black congressional district.These two sets of interactions
(descriptive representation in Congress and state legis
latures) are our primary explanatory variables. We use as
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Table 2. ProbabilityofVoting in2006 and 2008 forBlacks and Latinos: StatewideDescriptive Representation and
Congressional District,CCES Data
Majority-Minority
Model I (2006)

P(S?)
Black Respondent x PercentageBlack inState Legislature
Percentage

black

Latino Respondent
Percentage
Black

Latino

congressional

Black Respondent

x

.036

(1.075)
-1.523

legislature
Latino

Percentage

in state

P<\z\

in State Legislature

(0.006)
0.057

representative
x Black
Congressional

(0.872)

-0.003

(0.010)
0.007

legislature

Representative

.081

(0.102)
0.089

.760
.257
.577
.599

(0.169)

Latino

congressional

Latino

Respondent

Black

in state

2.256

Model 2 (2008)

-0.017

representative
x Latino Congressional

.914

(0.158)
Representative

-0.004

.981

(0.169)
respondent
respondent

-0.385
-0.697
-0.001

Age squared
Education
Income

(0.010)
0.001

.627
.490

(0.19)

-0.311

(0.198)
0.507

.117
.112

.006

-0.735

.418

(0.179)
.001

(0.181)

.000

-0.647

.952

-0.060

.001

(0.191)
.001

.001

(0.022)
0.121

.000

(0.027)
0.102

.001

.000

(0.007)
0.288

.001

.690

(0.071)
0.158

.016

.000

(0.066)
0.957

.001

Democrat

Republican

(0.048)
0.422

.000

(0.076)
-0.089

Liberal

(0.077)
0.223

Conservative

(0.074)
0.290

.250

-1.650

(0.114)
1.138

.001

.001

(0.135)
-0.040

.708

.003

(0.107)
0.177

.022

.000

(0.077)
0.082

.531

(0.069)

X1

0.06

(0.13)
0.132

.000

(0.068)
0.541

Pseudo R2
Log likelihood

.001

(0.003)

(0.001)
0.324

Married

N

-0.014

.000

(0.048)
0.027

Intercept

.001

(0.01)

(0.000)
0.402

Male

veteran

(0.005)
0.046

.001

(0.010)
0.001

(0.010)
0.667

Military

-0.19

-0.145

(0.163)
Age

.001

(0.012)

.007

(0.141)
respondent

0.044

P<\A

(0.319)

(0.139)

Latino
Asian

-0.373

P(S?)

(0.130)
.000

(0.223)
24,252

-1.054

.001

(0.234)
23,985

.135

.130

7724.532
4272.501

11073.29
2249.11

The dependent variable is individual turnout in the 2006 and 2008 elections. Cooperative Congressional
Election Study (CCES) 2006 and 2008
conducted by Polimetrix (http://web.mit.edu/polisci/portl/cces/index.html). Unstandardized
logistic regression coefficients with robust standard
errors inparentheses. Standard errors adjusted by clustering cases by state. Models estimated using Polimetrix survey weights.
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Figure 3. Probabilityof votingfora black respondentwith

black in state legislature interaction, 2008
percentage
line = white respondent.
Bolded line = black respondent; nonbolded

our dependent variable a postelection survey thatasked if
the respondent voted in the 2006 election. The models
control for several standard individual-level predictors of
turnout.16

Table 2 shows thatAfrican Americans residing in states
with increased black representation in state legislatures
are more likely to vote in both the 2006 election and

the 2008 election, even when controlling forwhether the
respondent resides in a congressional districtwhere he or
she is descriptively represented in a dyadic sense. This is

consistent with the CPS analysis reported in Table 1.
Over twelve years and six different surveys, we find the
same statistically significant relationship. The substan
tive effectof collective representation in state legislatures
on black turnout is large, as reported inFigure 3. A black
respondent residing in a statewith no descriptive repre
sentation has a .57 probability of voting in 2008, all else
equal. The same respondent residing in state where 20

percent of the seats are held by black lawmakers has a .77
probability of voting, a .20 difference.We argue this is
because high levels of statewide descriptive representa
tionwithin the state legislature provide substantive pol

icy outcomes directly benefitingminorities (Owens 2005;
Preuhs 2007). Collective representationmay also lead to
mobilization drives within these states and increase sym
bolic representation.
Table 2 includes both cross-level interactions (minor
ity representation in state legislatures and in Congress).
In linewith some pervious works (Tate 1993; Gay 2001),
residence in a minority-held congressional district is not
a predictor of increased black turnout in either themid

termor thepresidential election. Combined with theCPS
analysis over time, themodels provide compelling evi
dence that black turnout is increased with collective

5

10

15

Percent Latino

20

25

30

35

inState Legislature

Figure 4. Probabilityof voting fora Latino respondentwith
Latino in state legislature interaction, 2008
percentage
line = white respondent.
Bolded line = black respondent; nonbolded

representation in state legislatures, but not necessarily at
the federal level.
Table 2 finds thatLatinos residing in stateswith high
levels of Latino representation in the legislature aremore

likely to vote in the 2008 presidential election but not in
the 2006 midterm election. Again, the substantive mag
nitude of this effect is substantial (see Figure 4), increas
ing theprobability a Latino will vote by 35 percent when

varying the Latino delegation in the state legislature
from minimum (0) to maximum (40 percent) levels.
Latinos represented by a Latino member of Congress are
more likely to vote in the 2008 presidential election (90
percent confidence interval) but not in themidterm elec
tion.These findings are consistent with work by Barreto,
Segura, andWoods (2004) showing descriptive represen
tationmatters forLatino turnout.The difference between
Latinos and blacks in terms of dyadic representation in
Congress may be because Latinos are less susceptible
to Lublin's

(1997) paradox regardingmajority-minority
congressional districts. Studying descriptive representa
tion for both Latinos and blacks reveals similarities and
differences.
Of course, Latinos in theUnited States aremuch more
heterogeneous because of thepresence of large immigrant
populations. Cain, Kiewiet, and Uhlaner (1991) argue that
later generations of Latinos are more likely to develop
strong attachments to theDemocratic Party because first

generation Latinos sufferfrom relatively lower levels of
political knowledge. DeSipio and Uhlaner (2007) also sug
gest thatgenerational status influences vote choice among
Latinos. As a result,we argue thatthe impact of descriptive
representation on Latino turnout should be greatest for

relatively assimilated citizens (second- or third-generation
Latinos).
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Table 3 replicates the 2006 analysis on a subsample of
We
only Latino respondents in the 2006 CCES survey.17
compare theprobability of voting for first-, second-, and
third-generationLatinos while varying descriptive repre
sentation in state legislatures and inCongress. We create

As Weissberg (1978,547) writes,
majority-minoritydistricts.
"If we accept collective representation as meaningful for
citizens, several somewhat puzzling attitudes and kinds
of behavior become more understandable."
Logic suggests thatminority group size is a necessary

second-generation Latino multiplied by the percentage
Latino in the state legislature and a second-generation
Latino multiplied by whether he or she has a Latino con
gressional member. We do the same for third-generation

of representation in the state legislature and Congress. We
would not expect to see the spillover benefits on turnout
shown in this analysis under these conditions. Descriptive
representationhas long been considered thenecessary link
that gives minorities access to and representation in gov
ernment,which in turn should boost participation (as we

separate binary variables for second- and third-generation
Latinos (coded 1,others coded 0). Like theCPS data, non
citizens are omitted for all analyses of theCCES data as
they cannot vote. We use cross-level interactions of a

Latinos. Column 1 of Table 3 indicates second-generation
residing in states with increased Latino repre
sentation in the legislature are not more likely to vote in

Latinos

2006 than first-generationLatinos (reference category).
Column 2, however, shows that third-generationLatinos
residing in stateswith more descriptive representation in
the legislature aremore likely to vote (p < .05, one-tailed
testgiven our directional hypothesis).

Conclusion
National media headlines creditedObama's victory in the
2008 presidential election in part to the dramatic increase
in the number of blacks and Latinos who turned out on
election day. Black turnoutrose 5 percent over 2004 levels,
and Latino turnoutrose 3 percent over the previous presi

dential election. This analysis puts these estimates in con
text, suggesting the turnout increases are to be expected
when minorities hold elected office, and by somemeasures

minority turnout in 2008 may be relativelymodest.
Leveraging the rich variation inminority delegations
across the fiftystates and over thepast decade, the analy

sis provides some of the firstevidence that subnational
descriptive representation (black and Latino delegations)
increases turnoutforAfrican Americans and Latinos over
the past ten years in both midterm and presidential elec
tions.African Americans and Latinos are more likely to
vote as the percentage of minorities serving in the state
legislature grows, but the same is not trueforwhites. The
substantivemagnitude is large, rangingfrom a 10 percent
to 40 percent increased probability of voting. Representa
tion in state legislatures is largely overlooked in the pub
lished literature (for an exception, see Barreto, Segura,
andWoods 2004). Large-sample surveys merged with

state contextual data and appropriate statistical model
ing formultilevel data give us confidence in the accuracy
of the results. These findings, which stress the impor
tance of collective representation, may explain some

of themixed and null findings about the importance of
descriptive representation in Congress resulting from

but not sufficientcondition for increasingminority turn
out. Before thepassage ofVoting Rights Act (VRA), many
Southern states had high black populations but low levels

test in this article).Minority representation in the legisla
ture is a necessary and sufficient condition to increase

minority political participation. The findings we report
here are consistent with the empowerment literaturebut
expanded to include state legislatures.

When meaningful descriptive representation occurs,
minority groups have the ability to affect state policy out
comes, incorporatingminority populations into thepoliti
cal system (Key 1949). Descriptive representation may
also confer symbolic benefits, such as reducing levels of

political alienation among racial/ethnicminorities (Pan
toja and Segura 2003). It appears that increased political
participation may be a second-order consequence of the
substantive and symbolic benefits minorities receive

from descriptive representation in state legislatures.
Turnout of racial and ethnicminorities is also important
for normative reasons. New research shows that elected
officials respond more to the preferences of voters than

nonvoters, confirming long-held fears that socioeconomic
and race biases of the electorate hold consequences for
public policy (Lijphart 1997; Griffin andKean 2006). Non
voters are disproportionate nonwhite, poor, and unedu
cated.While African American turnouthas been found to
be slightlyhigher than thatofwhites under certain condi
tions (Leighley andNagler 1992), turnoutrates forLatinos
are considerably lower, holding other factors constant.

Since racial and ethnic groups generally hold different
political opinions (Claassen 2004) and support different
political parties, elected officials disproportionately rep
resent those who participate, potentially leading to poli
cies biased against nonvoters. Understanding minority
turnout is necessary forunderstanding the representative
ness of our democratic institutions.
Interestingly,our findings show onlymodest evidence

for the contention thatminority empowerment lowers
the rate of participation among whites (Wolfinger and

1980; Verba, Schlozman, and Brady 1995).
living in a district represented by a black elected
official has been consistently linked to lower levels of

Rosenstone
While
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3. ProbabilityofVoting in2006 forLatinos

Table

IModel

p(SE)
Latino x Percentage

Second-generation

in State Legislature

Latino

-0.026

Model 2

p<|z|

Percentage
Latino

in state

Latino

congressional

Latino

in State

representative
Latino x Latino Congressional

Second-generation

Legislature

legislature

Representative

p<|z|

.187

(0.019)
Latino x Percentage

Third-generation

(3(SE)

0.030

.10

0.009

.435

(0.018)
-0.008

.304

(0.011)
-0.049

.778

(0.008)
0.081

.577

(0.174)
0.165

.540

(0.145)

(0.270)
Latino x Latino Congressional

Third-generation

Latino

Second-generation

-0.287

Representative

0.509

.151

-0.162

(0.227)
-0.006

Age

(0.031)
0.001

Age squared

(0.0004)
0.252

Education

Income

Male

.474

0.001

.088
.000

.001

(0.054)
0.125

.001

(0.038)
0.384

(0.037)
.005

0.395

.004

Republican

(0.218)
0.297
(0.502)
-0.189

Liberal

(0.296)
0.353

Conservative

Government

(0.138)
.882

(0.240)
0.474

.029

.554

(0.218)
0.279

.566

(0.487)
.523

-0.199

.213

(0.263)
0.167

.587

(0.267)
0.163

.594

(0.307)
0.575

(0.306)
.024

0.578

.023

(0.255)

(0.255)
.012

-1.248

.036

(0.597)
2,112

.13

.13

Log likelihood

674.27

673.34

X2

1546.33

921.30

is individual turnout in the 2006 elections. Cooperative Comparative
Election Study 2006 conducted by Polimetrix.
logistic regression coefficients with robust standard errors in parentheses. Standard errors adjusted by clustering cases by state.
estimated using Polimetrix survey weights.

The dependent
Unstandardized
Models

.505

.179

2,112

Pseudo-R2

.893

.028

(0.588)
N

-0.032

(0.298)
0.332

-1.481

Intercept

.854

.000

(0.238)
0.480

worker

-0.006

(0.030)
.094

(0.054)
0.128

Democrat

veteran

.110

(0.0004)
0.250

-0.035

Military

-0.515

(0.322)
.853

(0.137)
Married

.225

(0.161)

(0.354)
Latino

Third-generation

(0.320)
0.195

.370

variable
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engagement among whites (Bobo and Gilliam 1990; Gay
2001), residing in a state with a large black delegation
does not seem to produce the same effect.Gay (2001)
argues the low level of political competiveness that typi
fies most areas of minority empowerment partially

explains the relatively low rate of participation among
whites. Since most whites inmost states live in areas that
are not represented by a minority official, collective
minority representation may boost minority turnout
without loweringwhite turnout.That is,minority partici
pation may increase because of the policy benefits that
collective representation offers,while white turnoutmay
be minimally affected as themajority ofwhites continue
to reside in relatively competitive nonmajority-minority
districts.Of course, this is just one possible explanation,
and futureresearch is needed on thispoint.
Following Pitkin (1967), scholars have long noted the

distinction between descriptive and substantive represen
tation.While some have raised concerns about whether
or not descriptive representation is likely to translate into
substantive outcomes (Williams 1998), recent studies
of race and representation in state legislatures have found

this link (Owens 2005; Preuhs 2007). As scholars of
local politics have long known, whatever trade-offexists
between descriptive and substantive representation does
not appear to importperfectly to subnational governments.

Scholars know less about how descriptive representation
affects the political behavior of minority groups, and
research looking atminority delegations in state legisla
tures is rare.While research in this field has explored the

influence of in-group size and dyadic empowerment,
scholars have failed to consider thepossible effectof col
lective descriptive representation in state legislatures.
Minority turnout increases in the 2008 presidential elec
tion are predictable when understood in terms of the
effectof subnational descriptive representation.
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