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There is nothing the Legislature does - except, perhaps, when it is whoring for the telephone companies - for which it is less accountable to the voters.  Any other districting method would be an improvement. Even a roomful of chimpanzees with crayons. They, at least, would be innocent of malice and self-interest (Dyckman October 12, 2003). 

Introduction

“One of the most important factors in the 2002 elections was redistricting, which probably had more to do with the outcome of the elections than any traditional issue – more than education, roads or health care, and maybe even the economy” (Storey 2003).  Many journalistic accounts of the 2000 round of redistricting echo this sentiment as politicians, citizen groups, pundits, and journalists stressed the crucial role redistricting plays in the political system.  Politicians themselves generally acknowledge both the importance of redistricting and the potential partisan implications, but rarely as openly as a Democratic chairman preparing the new districting plan for a Democratic controlled county board in Illinois, who said, “We are going to shove it [the district map] up your f--- ass and you are going to like it, and I’ll f--- any Republican I can” (as quoted in Engstrom 2002).  While less colorful, many politicians across the country seem to echo these sentiments regarding the significance of redistricting.  To many politicians and pundits, the partisan implications of redistricting are one of the most meaningful issues on the political agenda.  However, reformers argue redistricting should not be an important partisan issue and push to remove the nastiness of the process by taking the power away from the legislatures and putting into the hands of redistricting commissions.  In this paper, I examine if commission maps appear to be significantly less partisan than those plans produced by the legislatures.  

The Potential Problems of Legislative Redistricting

The role of redistricting in the American political system has important normative and theoretical implications for the health of the American democratic system.  The normative basis for this study is driven by the democratic theory of elections and representation.  “The character of our democracy is at stake in how we elect our representatives as much as in which representatives we elect and what laws they enact” (Thompson 2002: vii).  In fact, democracy does not exist without elections.  For a democracy to endure elections must not only take place, but be held in a free, open, and competitive manner where citizens’ voices can be heard.  The American electoral system promotes these types of elections with two strong and viable parties competing with candidates able to not only represent their parties’ message, but their own individual views in hopes of persuading the voting electorate.  Voters, in turn, cast their ballots with the hope that their candidate will win, but with the knowledge that their vote will be counted and they exercised their rightful power in a democracy.   

However, some concern exists over the voter’s ability to control their democracy.  Redistricting presents one concern with the basic fear that elections may be made a process “in which the representatives have selected the people” rather than one “in which the people select their representatives” (Vera v. Richards; Thompson 2002).  The judges in Vera v. Richards expressed this sentiment in regards to gerrymandering in the 1990’s Texas congressional districts, but highlight a broader concern in legislative control over redistricting and one that is a general concern of popular sovereignty over elections.  The American electoral system is particularly vulnerable to this concern as control of redistricting is fundamentally a legislative action open to manipulation for partisan gain.  With the growing trend world-wide to use neutral redistricting commissions, the American approach remains politically controversial as most people simply accept redistricting as a political matter (Butler and Cain 1992).    

The idea of legislators having the power to undermine popular sovereignty is not a new idea limited to modern redistricting.  James Madison and John Locke are among other philosophers who have struggled with this problem.  Rawls expressed concern in the worth of political liberties for all citizens and the ability of redistricters to draw lines that both discourage certain people from seeking office and disadvantaging certain voters in determining electoral outcomes (Thompson 2002).  Locke’s concerns center on the ability of citizens to choose their representatives on equal footing, and suggested timely electoral reform so that the “people shall choose their representatives based on just and undeniably equal measures” (2nd Treatise, Chap 13, sect 157-158).  Locke’s view of timely reform based on equal measures captures the general idea behind redistricting of representation by equally populated districts redrawn every ten years.  

Perhaps James Madison best espoused the concerns of legislative control over popular sovereignty in his writings and speeches around the time of the Federal Convention.  Madison trusted the normal process of representation in situations where representatives share a common interest with their constituents, not one in which they “have a personal interest distinct from that of their constituents” (Thompson 2002; Farrand 1966).  Madison saw a conflict of interest between representatives and constituents in decisions that involved future membership in the representative institution.  Madison recognized when representatives decide questions of their fate or that of their party that a potential, while not necessarily definite, conflict exists with their constituents.  Madison saw the most danger in the desire for incumbent legislators to protect their institutional practices and arrangements regardless of constituent desires.  Thompson (2002) provides an excellent treatment of Madison’s writings on the topic and produces what he calls the Madison Proviso.  The Madison Proviso states “no democratic institution should have the final authority to determine the rules or settle the disputes about its own membership” (Thompson 2002: 134).  

From the Madison Proviso, redistricting has the potential to influence popular sovereignty in several important ways.  When faced with redrawing their district boundaries legislators may favor individual incumbent protection, but they can also attempt to improve the partisan control of their own fortunes and even attempt partisan collusion to protect institutional stability.  The most common concerns revolve around a conflict of interest that legislators have in preserving their seats and electoral safety and party leaders have in preserving or attempting to gain their dominance in the legislature.  Another potential conflict with constituent desires exists when party leaders work together to protect all incumbents against outside challenges in an attempt to keep their leadership coalitions in place.  Each of these conflicts can be seen in redistricting today with the incumbent protection and partisan gains the most common; however, in the latest round of redistricting, Tennessee presents a good example of partisan collusion where the controlling Democrats agreed to a bipartisan incumbent protection plan in hopes of gaining concessions from the Republicans on their ongoing budget battle (Cheek and de la Cruz 2002).  Regardless of which outcome legislators attempt to protect, this may be taking power away from the voters and their popular sovereignty over elections.  This power did not go unnoticed by the editors of the Chattanooga Times Free Press:

It's against the law to steal your vote.  For the most part, legislators of honor would not do it just as a matter of conscience, even without law. But strangely, there are many political partisans who have no hesitation whatsoever about taking action that steals the representation that your vote is supposed to assure you. They do it by rigging election districts to produce predetermined results (January 3, 2002). 

Dyckman (October 12, 2003) summed up quite succinctly the normative threat presented here, “You didn’t choose your legislators.  They chose you.”  Legislative control of redistricting presents a frightening normative threat for the health of the American democratic system, but is this a real or perceived threat?  Are legislators able to take their control of the redistricting process and manipulate electoral boundaries to essentially gain their desired outcomes, whether it is to protect themselves, makes gains for their parties, or keep institutional stability between the parties.  Or, is this democratic threat simply theoretical due to the practical limitations and constraints found within the system and process of redistricting.  
Commissions as an Alternative Redistricting Method


Redistricting commissions are the most common alternative to legislative redistricting.  At the very least, commissions take the direct power of redistricting out of the legislators’ hands by vesting it into a body designed to be free of the conflicts of interests inherent with legislative redistricting.  In fact, this is what most of the rest of the world, with single member constituencies at least, has done and for the most part these countries moved from legislative to commission control with little controversy and, in turn, the commissions have generally redrawn district boundaries with minor political disputes (Butler and Cain 1992).    


However, most supporters of commissions do not claim they are a panacea of reform that completely removes all the legislative evils from the process by producing fair and equitable maps for all involved.  Rather, the common view is the move to commissions is a viable and practical, but not perfect, solution for removing the inherent conflict of allowing legislators to pick their own constituencies (Kubin 1997; Morrill 1981).  Senator Derek Schmidt (R-Independence, KS) recently summed of this view when discussing a proposal in Kansas to move towards the use of a redistricting commission, “It seems to us that’s backwards.  The constituents ought to be choosing us.  There is an inherent conflict of interest in allowing those of us in public office to draw our own districts, and we’re trying to mitigate that conflict” (Grenz February 10, 2003).  


For a more detailed discussion of the benefits and failings of commissions see Kubin (1997), but it is suffice to say for this paper that commissions are the most common and seemingly practical alternative to legislative redistricting.  While supporters of commissions admit it is not a perfect solution and one that is open to many of the dangers of legislative redistricting, it should at the very least mitigate the power of the legislature in the process.  Theoretically, at least, the hope is that commissions will be fair and neutral bodies that do not draw lines for partisan gain but rather produce maps that are fair towards both parties and, more importantly, take better account of constituency sovereignty (Butler and Cain 1992; Kubin 1997).

The Use of Commissions in the States


Currently, twenty-two states use commissions in some form during state legislative redistricting, and of those twenty-two, twelve enacted the plans used in the 2002 elections.  Table 1 shows these states along with the responsibility of the commissions, who enacted the plans in those states, and what type of membership is used.  States use commissions in three main capacities: as the main body in charge of the process, as advisory bodies to the legislature, and as backups in case the legislature fails to complete the process.  Twelve states put the initial authority in the hands of a commission (nine of the twelve enacted plans) while four states use them in an advisory manner and six are used as backups (half of which enacted plans).  There are also three main forms of membership used for the commissions: for the purposes of this paper, I refer to these as the bipartisan tiebreak method, general partisan methods, and the statewide official method.  Ten of the states use a bipartisan tiebreak method in which the parties appoint an even number of members and those members then select a chair of the committee.  Six of the states use the general partisan method in which there are either an odd number of members appointed from various offices or an even number without the appointment of a chair.  Colorado is a good example in which of the eleven members appointed two each comes from the party leaders in the legislature, three from the executive, and four from the judiciary.  The partisan split could be 9-2 if the executive and the judiciary appoint clearly partisan members to side with two of the members from the legislature.  Finally, six states use the statewide official method in which the members come form various elected statewide offices.  The most common being the governor, secretary of state, and attorney general.  Oregon is an interesting case since it does not have an official commission, but if the legislature fails to act as it did in 2002, then the process falls completely to the Secretary of State’s office.  Of these methods, the bipartisan tiebreak method is the closest to balancing the bipartisan hopes of this process with the other two methods clearly having partisan advantages to the majority.  For a description of the memberships see appendix 1 and for a detailed discussion of the perceived strengths and weaknesses of these methods see Kubin (1997). 

[Insert table 1 here]


Despite the clear partisan differences in the makeup of these commissions and the varying roles the commissions serve in the process, I will proceed in this paper under the assumption of commission proponents that commissions present a less partisan option for redistricting than legislative control and compare commission outcomes to legislative outcomes with the working hypothesis that commission plans should show less features of partisan gerrymandering than legislative plans.  

Data and Methods


The data for this paper comes from my larger data collection project (i.e. still a work in progress) which is part of Gerald Wright’s Representation in America’s Legislatures grant.  I focus on the redistricting plans used for the 2002 elections in six states (twelve chambers), three commissions (Idaho, Ohio, and Texas) and three legislative (Georgia, Michigan, and Wyoming).  I have matched each state with a geographic proximate state, I am assuming Texas is part of the south for this paper and not a world unto itself.  Of these six states, Republicans are in charge of either the process or the majority party in all of the states except for Georgia in which the Democrats controlled the process and the legislature prior to the 2002 elections.  Of the three commission states, the Republicans had the membership advantage in Texas and Ohio while Idaho used the bipartisan tiebreak method.  


To compare the outcomes of the plans in these states, I extract measures of partisan gerrymandering using precinct level data from pre and post redistricting that produces the amount of physical change a district underwent along with the partisan change.
  The basic data structure has all the precincts matched to the appropriate state legislative districts in both time points and the 2000 presidential vote for the old and new districts.  From this, I can aggregate to the appropriate levels of analysis, both chamber and district levels.  

Cranor, Crawley, and Scheele (1989; hereafter C.C.S.) have one of the few political science studies that fundamentally addresses the question of district change in trying to determine the amount of gerrymandering in a redistricting plan.  However, Desposato and Petrocik (2003) use similar but more sophisticated methods to examine the question of incumbency and redistricting.  C.C.S. uses precinct level data to examine the controversial 1980’s Indiana legislative redistricting plan by attempting to understand the methods used by the majority party in designing a gerrymander, and to do this relied on precinct level data that matches the data I have across the states.  They determined the legislative districts of a precinct before and after redistricting along with a base vote measure for each precinct, in their case the statewide office of Public Instruction and in my cases, it will be vote for president in 2000.  


As with C.C.S., using precincts allows for aggregation to the appropriate district levels of old and new districts and the important ability to determine which precincts (and their base vote) shifted between districts.  These data compute into the proportion of votes subtracted, added, or stayed the same because of redistricting, and allows for a comparison of pre- and post- redistricting in assessing the degree of partisan shifts.  This is similar to Cain’s (1985) “displacement” or the degree to which a strategic trade of voters for partisan advantage takes place.  This is the basic method I use for determining the amount of change in a districting plan as it provides the shift in base votes between old and new districts, the amount of physical precinct change, and the simple ability to know where the new districts originate.  However, this last point presents slight problems for analysis as pointed out by C.C.S. and Cox and Katz (2002).  Aggregating from the precinct level allows for the determination of the “parent” district from which the new districts originated.  If for example, district 1 did not change during redistricting and the numbering scheme stayed the same (some states completely changed their numbering patterns) then its parent is the old district 1.  However, most new districts are derived from multiple districts and the parent district is simply the old district that makes up the majority of the new district.  However, in some cases, a new district is made up of small proportions of many districts and determining a “parent” district becomes problematic.  In this paper, I follow Cox and Katz (2002) and compare new districts to their parent district, no matter how fragmented, for determining partisan change. 


The measure of partisan change used comes from the 2000 presidential vote with the assumption that the districts with the higher percentages of the Gore vote in a state are the more “liberal” districts within that state.
  The use of a lower ballot statewide office or registration data is also commonly used for determining the partisanship of a district.  However, I do not use this as the presidential vote represents the most comparable measure across the states and, practically, is the easiest office for which to accumulate the data.  Further, Wright and Winburn (2002) show presidential vote loads onto one factor with down ballot races and represents the same fundamental partisan dimension.

Analysis


The analysis presented here is an initial overview of the differences between legislative and commission plans rather than a fully specified systematic analysis.  However, this overview provides enough information to start a conversation about the differences and outcomes of the plans.  It is important to note I am missing several key components in the data: the population shifts within states, the rules regarding redistricting in each state, and the goals of those in charge of drawing the maps.  I am currently in the process of adding these for a more complete and systematic analysis.  For this paper, I offer a descriptive overview of the chamber level outcomes and a slightly more rigorous, but initial, look at district level outcomes.  The measurements used, I argue, offer reasonable assessments for the potential of partisan gerrymanders and the differences between the plans.  The working assumption is that commission plans if they are achieving the outcomes most associate with them should have less partisan gerrymandering than the legislative plans.


Table 2 compares the overall partisanship of the districts within each chamber from both the old and new plans.  I code the districts into four categories: liberal, moderate liberal, moderate conservative, and conservative with the definitions being liberal districts are those that are more than 10% above the state’s average Gore vote, moderate liberal districts fall between the average and 10% above the average, moderate conservative districts are those between the state average and 10% less than the average vote, and conservative districts are more than 10% below the state average.  Table 2 provides the percentage of a chamber’s total districts that fall into each category (see appendix 1 for the details on the number of cases in each category).  The terms liberal and conservative are relative to each state.  For example, the most “liberal” district in Idaho only voted at 40% for Gore, but within Idaho, this district represents the hotbed of Democratic voters.  

[Insert table 2 here]


The results in table 2 show little difference between commission and legislative plans based on the concentration of liberal and conservative districts within a chamber.  Just over half of the commission districts fall into the moderate category while nearly 49% of the legislative plans are moderate.  When compared to the old plans both types show around a 5% increase in moderate plans.  In this comparison, there is virtually no difference between commission and legislative plans and no clear support for partisan gerrymandering in either as both show decreases in the liberal and conservative districts as compared to the old plans.


The next test compares the amount of physical change the districts underwent.  If widespread partisan gerrymandering is taking place then we should see a lot of physical district change as the partisans attempt to match population shifts with partisan changes by redrawing the districts to fit their needs.  Table 3 shows the same categories of district types based on the 2002 districts and percent of the districts left intact from the old plan.  Once again, there is little difference between the commission and legislative plans as both left 65% of the new districts intact overall and have virtually no distinctions between the plans in how they changed districts based on its partisanship.  

[Insert table 3 here]


Table 4 shows the final chamber level tests, which shows the amount of partisan change between the new and parent districts.  At the chamber level, even when broken down into the four partisan categories, neither plan shows dramatic shifts in district partisanship.  Only liberal legislative districts showed a partisan swing greater than 1% change and this is mostly due to the Democratic Georgia remappers attempting to crack some of the heavily Democratic districts into moderate districts to try to hold onto the majority.  These results are similar to the first two tests in that there does not appear to be any significant difference between the partisan swings in commission and legislative plans.  Overall, there is very little aggregate change in the districts across all the partisan categories.

[Insert table 4 here]


I now test the intactness and partisan change of the plans at the district level to see if the difference in plan types is important for district level change.  In future analysis these models will be more theoretically and analytically specified as the focus will be specifically on individual district change.  However, the purpose here is on the broad question of commission versus legislative outcomes.  I run two OLS models with the dependent variables being the percent of the district left intact in the first and the percent partisan change the dependent variable in the second.  My independent variables include the type of redistricting process (1=commission, 0=legislative), party control of the state (1=Democrat, 0=Republican), standardized partisanship of the parent district (% Gore – state average), and I include the intact measure in the partisan model.  If commission plans are less partisan than legislative plans than I expect less physical (positive sign) and partisan change (negative sign) in the districts.


Table 5 shows that the type of plan used does produce a negative coefficient in each model but is only barely reaches statistical significance for the physical change model and does not in the partisan change model.  This suggests commission plans actually made more physical changes to the districts than did legislative plans.  Overall, the models suggest that Democrats produced more change to the districts and districts that come from the most liberal parent districts underwent more physical change and did became slightly more conservative.  These results are tentative at best and I am not drawing any strong conclusions from these models but simply use them as a check against the descriptive chamber level findings.     

[Insert table 5 here]


Initially, at least, there is not much evidence that commissions produced plans that look significantly different from legislative plans.  Once again, these are tentative findings but show over several tests that the results of the plans look very similar.  I have not shown whether or not partisan gerrymandering is taking place or not within these plans, but only that there is essentially no difference between the two types of plans.

Conclusion


Clearly, this initial analysis shows few differences for commission and legislative plans.  However, I have much work to do before I can present with confidence that commission plans do not substantively differ from legislative plans.  Specifically, this paper does not show whether partisan gerrymandering took place in either plans although these broad measures suggest that chamber wide partisan gerrymandering is not that likely.  For my concluding remarks, I will speculate as to what I expect to find as I delve deeper into this question.  First, redistricting is a complex process and I suspect the best way to uncover the findings is a more focused analysis at the district and candidate level and that the aggregate chamber outcomes will mask much of the underlying variation.  Second, commissions are partisan and I do not think will show any significant variation from legislative plans on the question of partisan gerrymandering even when the question is fully parsed out.  The one exception to this may be the states with the bipartisan tiebreak systems, but partisanship is probably not missing on these commissions but rather the system forces more compromise.  It will be interesting to see if commission states take a different approach to incumbent protection than legislative plans.  Finally, my initial inclination is that other factors such as population shifts and constitutional and statutory rules on redistricting within each state will be more of a constraint on partisan gerrymandering than the use of commissions.  While I have more questions than answers at this point, this paper shows generally that commission plans do not look much difference than legislative plans.  This suggests that commissions may not be best solution for dealing with the problem of the abuse of power in legislative redistricting.     

Appendix 1: REDISTRICTING COMMISSIONS COMPOSITION (only those commissions which enacted a plan in 2002)

Alaska

Membership: 5

Members: 
2 appointed by governor



2 appointed by the legislature



1 by the chief justice



Must be at least one from each of the 4 regions of the state without regard 

to political affiliation.  



Members cannot be public employees or officials

​​​​​​​​​​​

Arkansas

Membership: 3

Members: 
Governor (chair)



Secretary of State



Attorney General

Colorado

Membership:
11

Members: 
Speaker or designee 


     
Senate Majority Leader or designee


   
Senate Minority Leader or designee



House Minority Leader or designee



3 executive members appointed by the Gov.



4 judicial members appointed by chief justice 

Hawaii

Membership:
9

Members: 
President of the Senate


     
House speaker


   
Minority party in each house



All appoint 2 members



The 8 members select a 9th
Idaho

Membership:
9

Members:  The 2 largest parties in House and Senate each appoint 1 member,


       The 2 parties with most votes for Governor each appoint 1 member

                   Members may not be elected or appointed officials


       Members then choose chair

​​​​​​​​​​​

Illinois (Backup, but used)

Type: Backup

Membership:
8

Members: 
President of the Senate


     
Senate Minority Leader



House Speaker 



House Minority Leader



Each select 1 legislator and 1 non-legislator



No more than 4 from the same party

New Jersey

Membership: 10

Members: 5 each appointed by state chairs of two largest political parties.

Ohio

Membership: 5

Members: 
Governor



State Auditor



Secretary of State



One person chosen by speaker of the House and leader of the Senate from the 

same political party as the speaker



One person chosen by the leaders of the other party in the two houses

Oregon (Backup but used)

Members: Secretary of State 

Pennsylvania

Members: 5

Membership: 
Senate and House majority and minority leaders or their designees

One member selected by other four serves as chair.  If can’t select a fifth, the 

State Supreme Court does within 30 days

Texas

Members: 5

Membership: 
Lieutenant Governor



Speaker of the House



Comptroller of Public Accounts



Attorney General



Commissioner of General Land Office

Washington

Members: 5 (4 voting and 1 non-voting that serves as chair)

Membership: 
Senate and House majority and minority leaders each appoint one member



These four appoint a nonvoting member to serve as chair



Commissioners may not be an elected public or party official, or a registered 

lobbyist

Note: All information from State Redistricting Profiles 2000 

Appendix 2: Number of Districts in Each State

	New Plans
	Total
	Liberal
	Moderate Liberal
	Moderate Conservative
	Conservative

	Idaho House *
	35
	2
	16
	14
	3

	Idaho Senate *
	35
	2
	16
	14
	3

	Ohio House
	99
	23
	11
	41
	24

	Ohio Senate #
	17
	4
	4
	4
	5

	Texas House ^
	149
	42
	14
	43
	50

	Texas Senate
	31
	9
	2
	14
	6

	Commission Plans
	366
	82
	63
	130
	91

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Georgia House +
	147
	32
	20
	39
	56

	Georgia Senate
	56
	14
	10
	13
	19

	Michigan House
	110
	21
	12
	37
	40

	Michigan Senate
	38
	9
	3
	20
	6

	Wyoming House 
	60
	8
	20
	22
	10

	Wyoming Senate #
	15
	1
	8
	4
	2

	Legislative Plans
	426
	85
	73
	135
	133

	
	Total
	Liberal
	Moderate Liberal
	Moderate Conservative
	Conservative

	Old Plans
	
	
	
	
	

	Idaho House
	35
	5
	11
	15
	4

	Idaho Senate
	35
	5
	11
	15
	4

	Ohio House
	99
	23
	13
	34
	29

	Ohio Senate
	33
	7
	6
	12
	8

	Texas House
	150
	47
	12
	36
	55

	Texas Senate
	31
	9
	4
	9
	9

	Commission Plans
	383
	96
	57
	121
	109

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Georgia House
	180
	48
	11
	45
	76

	Georgia Senate
	56
	15
	2
	16
	23

	Michigan House
	110
	25
	12
	38
	35

	Michigan Senate
	38
	6
	7
	16
	9

	Wyoming House 
	60
	9
	18
	23
	10

	Wyoming Senate
	30
	2
	15
	9
	4

	Legislative Plans
	474
	105
	65
	147
	157


Notes:

*Idaho House and Senate Districts are the same boundaries.  Two house members and one senate member are elected from each district. 

#Data only included for half the senate districts that had elections in 2002.

^Missing precinct data for one Texas House district.

+Georgia moved to using some multi-member districts in 2002 hence the decrease in thirty-three districts from 2000.

References

Butler, David and Bruce Cain. 1992. Congressional Redistricting: Comparative and Theoretical 

Perspectives. New York: MacMillan.

Cain, Bruce. 1985. “Assessing the Partisan Effects of Redistricting.” American Political Science 

Review 79: 320-333.

Cheek, Duren and Bonna de la Cruz. 2002. “Passed House Remap Plan Easier on GOP.” The 

Tennessean: January 11.

Cox, Gary and Jonathan Katz. 2002. Elbridge Gerry’s Salamander: The Electoral Consequences 

of the Reapportionment Revolution. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Cranor, John, Gary Crawley, and Raymond Scheele. 1989. “The Anatomy of a Gerrymander.” 

American Journal of Political Science 33: 222-239.

Desposato, Scott W. and John R. Petrocik. 2003. “The Variable Incumbency Advantage: New 

Voters, Redistricting, and the Personal Vote.” American Journal of Political Science 47: 
Dyckman, Martin. 2003. “In Florida, We Don’t Choose Our Legislators, They Choose Us.” St. 

Petersburg Times: October 12.

Engstrom, Richard. 2002. “The Post-2000 Round of Redistricting: An Entangles Thicket within 

the Federal System.” Publius: The Journal of Federalism 32: 51-70.

Farrand, Max. 1966. The Records of the Federal Convention of 1787.  New Haven: Yale 

University Press.

Grenz, Chris. 2003. “Panel Would be Picked from Pool.” The Topeka Capital-Journal. February 

10.

Kubin, Jeffrey C. 1997. “The Case for Redistricting Commissions.” Texas Law Review 75: 837-

872. 

Locke, John. 1988. Two Treatises of Government, Second Treatise. editor: Peter Laslett. 

Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Morrill, Richard. 1981. Political Redistricting and Geographic Theory. Washington D.C.: 

Association of American Geographers.

“Stealing Your Representation.” 2002. Chattanooga Times Free Press: January 3.

Storey, Tim. 2003. “2002 State Legislative Elections.” Spectrum: The Journal of State 

Government 76: 7-11.

Thompson, Dennis. 2002. Just Elections: Creating a Fair Electoral Process in the United States. 

Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

Vera v. Richards. 1994. 861 F. Supp. 1304,1344 (S.D. Tex.)

Wright, Gerald. and Jonathan Winburn. 2002. “Patterns of Constituency-Legislator Policy 

Congruence in the States.” Paper Presented at the Annual State Politics and Policy Conference. Milwaukee, WI: May 24-25.
Wright, Gerald, Tracy Osborn, and Jonathan Winburn. 2004. “Parties and Representation in the 

American Legislatures.” Paper Presented at the Annual Midwest Political Science Association Conference. Chicago: April 15-18.

Table 1: The Use of Commissions in the States

	State
	Purpose
	Enacted
	Type

	Alaska 
	Primary
	Enacted
	bipartisan tie

	Arizona 
	Primary
	Court
	partisan

	Arkansas 
	Primary
	Enacted
	statewide

	Colorado 
	Primary
	Enacted
	partisan

	Connecticut 
	Backup
	Legislature
	bipartisan tie

	Hawaii 
	Primary
	Enacted
	bipartisan tie

	Idaho 
	Primary
	Enacted
	bipartisan tie

	Illinois 
	Backup
	Enacted
	partisan

	Iowa 
	Advisory
	Legislature
	bipartisan tie

	Maine 
	Advisory
	2004
	bipartisan tie

	Maryland 
	Advisory
	Governor
	partisan

	Mississippi 
	Backup
	Legislature
	statewide

	Missouri 
	Primary
	Court
	partisan

	Montana 
	Primary
	2004
	bipartisan tie

	New Jersey 
	Primary
	Enacted
	bipartisan tie

	Ohio 
	Primary
	Enacted
	statewide

	Oklahoma 
	Backup
	Legislature
	statewide

	Oregon 
	Backup
	Enacted
	statewide (SOS)

	Pennsylvania 
	Primary
	Enacted
	bipartisan tie

	Texas 
	Backup
	Enacted
	statewide

	Vermont 
	Advisory
	Legislature
	partisan

	Washington 
	Primary
	Enacted
	bipartisan tie


Table 2: Percentage of Districts in Each Partisan Category

	New Plans
	Liberal
	Moderate Liberal
	Moderate Conservative
	Conservative

	Idaho House
	5.71%
	45.71%
	40.00%
	8.57%

	Idaho Senate
	5.71%
	45.71%
	40.00%
	8.57%

	Ohio House
	23.23%
	11.11%
	41.41%
	24.24%

	Ohio Senate
	23.53%
	23.53%
	23.53%
	29.41%

	Texas House
	28.19%
	9.40%
	28.86%
	33.56%

	Texas Senate
	29.03%
	6.45%
	45.16%
	19.35%

	Commission Plans
	22.40%
	17.21%
	35.52%
	24.86%

	
	
	
	
	

	Georgia House
	21.77%
	13.61%
	26.53%
	38.10%

	Georgia Senate
	25.00%
	17.86%
	23.21%
	33.93%

	Michigan House
	19.09%
	10.91%
	33.64%
	36.36%

	Michigan Senate
	23.68%
	7.89%
	52.63%
	15.79%

	Wyoming House 
	13.33%
	33.33%
	36.67%
	16.67%

	Wyoming Senate
	6.67%
	53.33%
	26.67%
	13.33%

	Legislative Plans
	19.95%
	17.14%
	31.69%
	31.22%

	
	Liberal
	Moderate Liberal
	Moderate Conservative
	Conservative

	Old Plans
	
	
	
	

	Idaho House
	14.29%
	31.43%
	42.86%
	11.43%

	Idaho Senate
	14.29%
	31.43%
	42.86%
	11.43%

	Ohio House
	23.23%
	13.13%
	34.34%
	29.29%

	Ohio Senate
	21.21%
	18.18%
	36.36%
	24.24%

	Texas House
	31.33%
	8.00%
	24.00%
	36.67%

	Texas Senate
	29.03%
	12.90%
	29.03%
	29.03%

	Commission Plans
	25.07%
	14.88%
	31.59%
	28.46%

	
	
	
	
	

	Georgia House
	26.67%
	6.11%
	25.00%
	42.22%

	Georgia Senate
	26.79%
	3.57%
	28.57%
	41.07%

	Michigan House
	22.73%
	10.91%
	34.55%
	31.82%

	Michigan Senate
	15.79%
	18.42%
	42.11%
	23.68%

	Wyoming House 
	15.00%
	30.00%
	38.33%
	16.67%

	Wyoming Senate
	6.67%
	50.00%
	30.00%
	13.33%

	Legislative Plans
	22.15%
	13.71%
	31.01%
	33.12%


See Appendix 2 for notes about the number of cases in each cell.

Table 3: Percent of Districts Left Intact

	
	Overall
	Liberal
	Moderate Liberal
	Moderate Conservative
	Conservative

	Idaho House
	56.07
	31.53
	49.40
	62.47
	78.14

	Idaho Senate
	56.07
	31.53
	49.40
	62.47
	78.14

	Ohio House
	77.69
	66.59
	76.83
	81.21
	82.70

	Ohio Senate
	82.64
	76.08
	72.57
	92.85
	87.78

	Texas House
	56.83
	51.96
	49.45
	54.70
	64.80

	Texas Senate
	64.86
	68.40
	76.07
	63.79
	58.33

	Commission Plans
	64.20
	58.05
	56.52
	66.88
	71.24

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Georgia House
	64.39
	58.87
	60.15
	71.07
	64.40

	Georgia Senate
	58.46
	61.44
	57.89
	64.14
	52.67

	Michigan House
	70.04
	64.05
	75.15
	69.39
	72.24

	Michigan Senate
	64.25
	57.32
	87.39
	65.70
	58.29

	Wyoming House
	64.90
	44.17
	56.06
	71.02
	85.74

	Wyoming Senate
	64.16
	27.27
	60.03
	69.38
	88.68

	Legislative Plans
	65.12
	58.65
	62.29
	69.09
	66.78


Table 4: Percent of Partisan Change Between New Districts and Parent Districts

	
	Liberal
	Moderate Liberal
	Moderate Conservative
	Conservative

	Idaho House
	-5.71
	.16
	.32
	1.04

	Idaho Senate
	-5.71
	.16
	.32
	1.04

	Ohio House
	-.03
	-.16
	-.65
	-.57

	Ohio Senate
	-1.21
	-1.82
	-.24
	-1.09

	Texas House
	-.84
	-2.75
	.50
	-.45

	Texas Senate
	-1.27
	-.41
	-.69
	-3.94

	Commission Plans
	-.92
	-.87
	-.05
	-.65

	
	
	
	
	

	Georgia House
	-5.26
	-1.62
	1.39
	-.93

	Georgia Senate
	-7.27
	-2.35
	3.00
	-1.16

	Michigan House
	.40
	.09
	-.57
	-.55

	Michigan Senate
	-3.39
	-.84
	.43
	-2.89

	Wyoming House
	-.45
	.61
	-.44
	-.43

	Wyoming Senate
	-2.16
	1.82
	-.08
	.09

	Legislative Plans
	-3.51
	-.42
	.52
	-.89


Table 5: Influence of Type of Redistricting on District Level Change

	Independent Variable
	Intactness of District
	Partisan Change in District

	Type of Redistricting (1=C, 0=L)
	-.029*
	(.017)
	-.115
	(.446)

	Party Control of State (1=D, 0=R)
	-.047**
	(.019)
	-1.32**
	(.510)

	Standardized Partisanship of Parent District
	-.002***
	(.0004)
	-.146***
	(.012)

	Percent District Intact
	
	
	-.279
	(.951)

	Constant
	.671***
	(.013)
	-.204
	(.729)

	
	
	
	
	

	N
	792
	
	792
	

	Adj. R^2
	.04
	
	.17
	


Notes: 

OLS regression

Standard Errors in Parentheses

*** p < .01

 ** p < .05

  * p < .10

� Phrase attributed to Dyckman (October 12, 2003).  Please note this is a work in progress as part of my dissertation on state legislative redistricting.  Any comments or suggestions are welcome.  This project is made possible by Gerald Wright and the Representation in America’s Legislature Project (NSF Grant: SES-0094635).  I would also like to thank Brian Schaffner, Tracy Osborn, and Mike Wagner for help on the RAL project, our work together, and my work individually.  





� My full data collection has many more components (most notably 2002 election data and information about the candidates), but these are the relevant areas for this paper.


� For a more complete discussion of this assumption, see Wright, Osborn, and Winburn (2004).
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