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Serving Two Masters

Redistricting and Voting in the U.S. 
House of Representatives

Michael H. Crespin
University of Georgia, Athens

This article explores the consequences for representation after a redistricting by reexamining the finding that members 
of Congress will alter their voting behavior to fit their new district. Specifically, it applies partisan theories of congres-
sional organization to test if members are changing their behavior on all or just some votes. The results indicate that 
representatives adjust their roll call behavior to fit their new districts on votes that are visible to their constituents. 
However, when it comes to votes that are important to the party for controlling the agenda (i.e., procedural votes), 
members do not respond to changes in the district.
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Given partisan theories of congressional organiza-
tion, what are the consequences for electoral 

accountability and representation after a congressio-
nal redistricting? The Downsian (Downs 1957) model 
predicts, and previous scholars (Glazer and Robbins 
1983, 1985; Stratmann 2000; Boatright 2004) have 
demonstrated, that members of Congress will modify 
their voting patterns in predictable ways in response 
to changes in district boundaries. That is, when their 
districts become more liberal (conservative), mem-
bers vote in a more liberal (conservative) fashion if 
they wish to secure reelection. In this article, I ques-
tion if this result applies to all types of votes or if it 
only pertains to votes that are visible to the district. 
I argue that when questions about representation and 
electoral accountability are set within partisan theo-
ries of congressional organization, then the previous 
findings are only partially correct.

In brief, Cox and McCubbins (1993, 2002, 2005) 
contended that parties control legislative outcomes 
through agenda control by pressuring members to 
vote with the party on procedural matters. This is an 
effective technique because it is difficult for constitu-
ents to trace voting on procedure to changes in real 
policy (Arnold 1990). If parties can influence how a 
member votes, then members may not modify their 
behavior to fit their new district on procedural mat-
ters. If members in altered districts are not adapting 
to new positions on procedural votes, then there may 

be negative consequences for representation at the 
district level.

It is possible to think about representation and par
tisan theories of congressional organization in the 
context of Fenno’s (1978) work on homestyle. When 
it comes to explaining Washington activity, members 
may have to explain “wrong” final passage votes to 
their constituents if they want to secure reelection. 
However, there is another part of Washington work, 
procedure voting, that voters usually ignore and the
refore does not have to be explained to constituents 
since as former Minority Leader Robert Michel once 
stated, “It is all ‘inside baseball,’” (Smith, Roberts, 
and Vander Wielen 2007, 209). This does not mean, 
however, that members are free agents on procedural 
votes. If members frequently vote against the party 
on procedure, they still have to explain; only now 
they have to explain to their party leaders. To explore 
this issue, I will build on previous work to argue that 
party and reelection pressures are asymmetric. That 
is, members are more likely to succumb to party pres-
sure on certain types of votes and reelection (district) 
pressure on others.

In the following sections, I briefly review the rel-
evant literature on representation, congressional 
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organization, and the previous research that exam-
ined how members change behavior after a redistrict-
ing. Then, I present my theoretical expectations 
taking into account the asymmetric pressure mem-
bers feel on different types of votes. Finally, I provide 
an empirical test of hypotheses drawn from the theory 
and discuss any implications for the findings.

Electoral Accountability 
and Representation

Most of the previous research on representation 
argues that constituent opinion enters into the voting 
calculus of elected officials. In fact, a basic principle 
of representative democracy is that elected officials 
must pay homage to their districts if they wish to 
secure reelection. Political scientists have also devel-
oped rich theories to describe the role of parties in 
legislatures. However, these two bodies of literature 
rarely discuss how the behavior of parties in the Con
gress can influence the representational link between 
an individual member and his or her district.

The Downsian model, in its simplest form, pre-
dicts that parties will converge to the district median 
to win elected office (Downs 1957). Others (Froman 
1963; Fiorina 1974; Mayhew 1974; Arnold 1990) 
have theorized that members of Congress will pay 
attention to their district when they are deciding how 
to vote on the floor and subsequently how it will 
influence their reelection chances. Fenno (1978) pos-
ited reelection, along with institutional and policy 
goals, contribute to the decision-making calculus. 
When asked questions about representation on sur-
veys, a larger group of members indicated that their 
district plays a part in roll call decision making 
(Clausen 1973; Kingdon 1981; Sullivan et al. 1993). 
More recently, scholars (Ansolabehere, Snyder, and 
Stewart 2001; Canes-Wrone, Brady, and Cogan 2002; 
Carson 2005; Erikson and Wright 2005; Bovitz and 
Carson 2006) have demonstrated empirically that 
members are held accountable at the ballot box based 
on their legislative behavior.

Going even further, and directly on point for this 
article, some of the accountability literature tests if 
representatives are able (or choose) to adapt to cha
nges in their district as a result of redistricting. While 
Poole and Rosenthal (1997) have argued that mem-
bers do not change their voting behavior over their 
careers, one exception to this rule has been when a 
member’s district changes as a result of redistricting 
(Glazer and Robbins 1983, 1985; Stratmann 2000; 

Boatright 2004). These scholars found that members 
are indeed responsive to changes in their district.1 
Through research designs that compare behavior before 
and after a redistricting, they all conclude that as a 
district becomes more liberal or conservative, so does 
the representative. Based on these results, it appears 
that some members do not just happen to “fit” their 
district, rather many are willing to adjust their behav-
ior if their district changes. This finding fits nicely 
within the Downsian framework, which assumes can-
didates will move to the ideological position in their 
district that allows them to win office.

What if we move beyond the Downsian model and 
assume that other factors, such as the party, can influ-
ence a member’s voting behavior? In this previous 
research, the authors used different measures 
(conservative coalition scores, ADA scores, and 
DW-NOMINATE) that scaled different types of votes 
into one measure of behavior to place members on an 
ideological scale. If we believe the partisan theories 
of congressional organization, then we might not 
expect members to respond to their new constituen-
cies on all votes. As I detail in the following section, 
the party pressures members to toe the line on proce-
dural matters but members are generally free to vote 
with the district on final passage. Although this previ-
ous research takes an important first step on explain-
ing changing voting behavior after a redistricting, it 
might be important to account for pressures beyond 
those stemming from the district. If we take into 
account other pressures, then members may not be as 
responsive as the previous research indicates.

Theories of Congressional Organization

In comparison to the literature on electoral account-
ability and representation, a substantial segment of 
the congressional organization literature argues that 
party plays a consequential role in deciding legislative 
outcomes.2 If we are to believe this body of work, then 
party must surely play a part in helping members to 
decide how to vote.

Cartel theory tells us that the key to legislative suc
cess in Congress is not necessarily trying to enforce 
party discipline on substantive votes but rather in con
trolling the agenda (Cox and McCubbins 1993, 2002, 
2005). Once a bill has made it out of committee, 
much of the agenda control, both positive and nega-
tive, is practiced through the Committee on Rules.3 The 
committee’s primary job is to write special rules to 
determine which bills will make it to the floor and in 
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what form. The ideas behind partisan theories of gov-
ernment are consistent with the views of David Dreier 
(CA-26), former chair of the Committee on Rules, 
who has stated that the “role of the Rules Committee 
is to pass our party’s agenda.”4 Beyond special rules, 
other agenda-setting procedural votes include moving 
the previous question and the motion to recommit (see 
Finocchiaro and Rohde [2008] and Roberts [2005], 
respectively). Broadly speaking, if the majority party 
is defeated on either of these votes the outcome can be 
the status quo at best, or at worst the minority party 
gains agenda-setting power.5 Parties, then, act as pro-
cedural cartels by making sure that no legislation 
reaches the floor that could possibly split the party or 
move the status quo in ways that are unfavorable to 
the party. Any legislation that does come to the floor 
will therefore have enough majority party support to 
pass because it makes the party better off (Cox and 
McCubbins 2005).

To make certain that only the “correct” legislation 
receives a floor vote, rank-and-file members are exp
ected to support the party on procedural votes. Dreier 
suggested that majority party members are expected to 
vote with the party on procedure and whipping is gener-
ally not necessary.6 In response to members voting 
against the party on a procedural vote, current App
ropriations Chair David Obey (D-WI) stated, “There are 
minimal dues we pay in this place. You get your seat 
from your district. You get your committee assignment 
from your party.”7 Pearson (2005) also demonstrated 
Oleszek’s (2004, 141) theoretical conjecture that leg-
islative rewards can induce high levels of party unity on 
agenda setting votes.

Although the majority party has more rewards at 
its disposal, minority party members have incentives 
to maintain unity on procedural votes. For example, 
if they can win on a motion to recommit with instruc-
tions to report forthwith, then it is possible that their 
substitute bill will receive floor consideration. A 
Democratic senior staffer in the minority leader’s 
office during the 109th Congress stated that the 
“Democrats try to get 100 percent unity on these mot
ions.” He further stated that pressure for cohesion on 
procedural votes does not necessarily come from the 
leader’s office, but rather from the party itself 
through peer pressure.8 As such, procedural unity is 
not necessarily a concern of just the majority party. 
While the majority may hold more tools to enforce 
loyalty, the minority has many reasons to maintain 
unity at the agenda setting stage.

Cox and McCubbins (2005, 66) argued that “party 
pressure can affect members’ decisions on procedure 

more than their decisions on substance.” This gives 
members more freedom to vote their district on sub-
stantive votes but not on procedure. This freedom is 
important to members because it can be difficult to 
explain a wrong final passage vote to the electorate but 
easier on procedural matters. If the party is able to cor-
rectly structure the agenda, then most members do not 
need to be pressured on final passage votes because the 
party will only allow legislation to come to the floor 
that will pass based on the preferences of its members 
without a great deal of arm twisting. Of course, this 
does not mean that party does not try to pressure mem-
bers on final passage votes, only that the party is rela-
tively more successful when it comes to keeping 
members in line when it comes to voting on procedure.9 
The party may try to apply pressure on final passage 
votes for a few important pieces of legislation each 
year, but for the most part, pressure is not necessary.

In sum then, because pressure is high from the 
party on some votes but low on others, this suggests 
that party pressure is really asymmetric depending on 
the type of vote under consideration. In terms of 
reelection pressure, that is, pressure from a member’s 
constituency, it should be high on final passage votes 
but lower on procedure. In contrast, pressure from the 
party is generally low on final passage votes but 
higher on procedure. This does not imply that voting 
with the party means voting against the district for all 
members all of the time. For some members, the 
party’s goals and district needs coincide so voting 
with the party on procedure can be seen as vote for the 
district too. So, we should not assume that a vote with 
the party is necessarily antidistrict. However, if and 
when the wishes of the party and the constituency 
conflict, a member is expected to vote with the party 
on procedure most of the time in exchange for the 
freedom to vote with the district on final passage.

It is important to remember that the relative degree 
of pressure is comparable and does not mean, for 
example, that party pressure on final passage votes is 
nonexistent, only low when compared to procedural 
votes. The comparative point is demonstrated by the 
high percentage of procedural party unity votes (89.1 
percent) versus final passage votes (38.7 percent; 
Crespin, Rohde, and Vander Wielen 2002).10 Reelection 
pressure is high on final passage votes because they are 
more visible and easily explained to constituents. 
Meanwhile, party pressure is higher on procedure bec
ause these votes are necessary to assure proper agenda 
control. If constituents are paying attention, it is pos
sible for a member to explain away a “wrong” vote on 
procedure more easily than one on final passage. 
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Members can also try to appeal to the leadership if they 
need to vote against the party on final passage because 
the vote is important to the district. If the procedural 
table is set correctly, then losing a few votes at the final 
passage stage should not cause the bill to fail.

What should behavior look like after a redistrict-
ing once we take into account party pressure? If the 
party applies strong pressure on procedural votes but 
members are relatively free to vote their district on 
final passage, then we would expect members to 
respond to changes in the district after a redistricting 
on final passage votes but not necessarily on proce-
dural votes. Although not directly related to the redis-
tricting work cited previously, we can also test a 
secondary hypothesis and see if changes in the party 
have a greater effect on procedural voting compared 
to voting on final passage.

Data and Research Design

To test my hypotheses, I rely on a research design 
closely related to previous work by Rothenberg and 
Sanders (2000) and Boatright (2004). In this quasi-
experimental research design, a member’s district—
and the ideological characteristics therein—is allowed 
to vary while the party affiliation is held constant.11 In 
their analyses of behavior change, they argued that it 
is necessary to calculate measures of behavior for two 
time periods, one before the exogenous shock (in this 
case redistricting) and one afterward. I used the first 
session of the 107th Congress (2001) as the preredis-
tricting period and the first session of the 108th (2003) 
as the postredistricting stage. In the first session of the 
107th, states were only beginning to formulate redis-
tricting plans while by the first session of the 108th 
Congress every multidistrict state with the exception 
of Maine had enacted its new plan. If I compared the 
entire 107th Congress to both sessions of the 108th, it 
is likely that some of the behavioral shift will be 
missed since members will have begun to change 
their behavior in the second session of the 107th in 
time for the 2002 elections.12 Furthermore, I only 
included members who were incumbents and ran for 
reelection to the 108th Congress.

To measure changes in member behavior, I use 
Poole and Rosenthal’s (1997) W-NOMINATE pro-
gram to estimate a measure of voting behavior for 
two subsets of votes, final passage and partisan pro-
cedural. I then subtract the member’s NOMINATE 
score for the 108th Congress from the score for the 
107th to create two separate dependent variables, 

∆final passage and ∆partisan procedural.13 Since 
NOMINATE ranges from –1 (liberal) to 1 (conserva-
tive), this means that a positive change in scores cor-
responds to a shift to the left and a negative difference 
means the representative moved to the right.14

I based the coding for the vote types on a categori-
zation by Crespin, Rohde, and Vander Wielen (2002) 
and applied it to the Rohde (2004) data set, which 
codes votes by type.15 All bills and resolutions that had 
a recorded final passage vote are included in the final 
passage category since they can be more easily linked 
to policy outcomes. While one could argue that some 
resolutions carry little legal force, a member still has to 
take a position on the particular issue. Also, if a vote 
on a resolution (or any vote for that matter) is lopsided 
but still included in the analyses it will not contain 
much information and will not greatly influence the 
NOMINATE scores.16 Meanwhile, procedural motions 
that enable partisan advantage such as voting on spe-
cial rules, the motion to recommit, or moving the pre-
vious question make up the procedure category.

To estimate comparable measures of behavior, I used 
a “bridging” technique that allows for comparison of 
ideal points over time (see Rivers [2003] and Bailey 
and Chang [2001]). The technique calls for using two 
members from the wings of each party as glue to 
bridge the two sessions together to ensure compara-
bility. In this case, I used Tom Delay, who Politics in 
America describes as possessing a “conservative 
zeal,” and Jose Serrano, the most liberal member of 
the House according to National Journal. Both ses-
sions are then estimated using one roll call matrix to 
obtain ideal points for each member for the first ses-
sions of the 107th and the 108th Congress with the 
same method used for both vote type categories.17

To gauge district change I employ two measures; 
one political measure is the standard change in the 
presidential vote in the district (Glazer and Robbins 
1983, 1985; Stratmann 2000; Boatright 2004) and 
another variable that more generally captures the 
degree of district continuity after redistricting based 
on new population. The first measure, ∆presidential 
vote, is the difference between the two-party Dem
ocratic share of the vote in 2000 and the share of the 
vote recalculated to the new district boundaries for 
the 2002 elections. Since this measure spans a redis-
tricting, it was necessary to match up the correct 
districts corresponding to where members stood for 
election before and after redistricting.

I created the second measure of district change by 
using geographic information systems to spatially 
intersect district boundaries for the 2000 and 2002 
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congressional elections. I then overlaid these new areas 
on top of census tract boundary files. After this step, the 
census tracts are deemed new (drawn into the incum-
bent’s district), removed (drawn into a new district and 
no longer remaining in the incumbent’s district), or 
continuous (remain in the district pre- and postredis-
tricting). Next, the population of the tracts that is new 
to the incumbent’s district is divided by the total district 
population, and the result is the percentage of the popu-
lation that is new to a member’s district.18 This mea-
sure, percentage new population, is included in the 
model separately and also interacted with the change in 
presidential vote to capture political and population 
change in the district. The interaction allows for a vari-
able that measures both direction and magnitude of 
change. As districts receive a greater percentage of new 
constituents, I expect it to be more difficult for mem-
bers to gauge the political makeup of the new geo-
graphic constituency, so it is necessary to include both 
measures of political and population change in the 
model. To test for changes in the party, I created a vari-
able that measures the change in the party median from 
the first session of the 107th Congress to the first ses-
sion 108th for each subset of votes. Finally, to test if 
members from states that did not redistrict are changing 
their behavior on final passage votes, I included a vari-
able, no redistricting, coded one for states that did not 
redistrict and zero otherwise.19 Given that the district 
boundaries for these members remained the same, I do 
not expect their behavior to change.

Due to the possibility of correlation across error 
terms and to correctly test my hypotheses, I estimated 
the model using Zellner’s seemingly unrelated regres-
sion (SUR; Zellner 1962, 1963; Zellner and Huang 
1962).20 Here the two equations are:

∆Final Passage = β0 + β1∆Presidential Vote +  
                           β2 Percentage New Population +  
                           β3∆Presidential Vote × 
                           Percentage New Population +  
                           β4Party Median +  
                           β5 No Redistricting + μ1	 (1)

     ∆Procedural = γ0 + γ1∆Presidential Vote +  
                            γ2 

 Percentage New Population +  
                            γ3 ∆Presidential Vote × 
                            Percentage New Population +  
                            γ4Party Median + μ2.	 (2)

If members are responding to their new district to a 
greater extent on final passage votes compared to 
procedural votes, then the combined effect of the 
district variables should be greater (and in the correct 

negative direction) in the final passage equation com-
pared to the procedural equation (Hypothesis 1). To 
test the secondary hypothesis that members are vot-
ing with their party but not their district on proce-
dural votes, then the coefficient on the party variable 
should be larger (and positive) in the procedural 
equation compared to the final passage equation 
(Hypothesis 2).

Results

Table 1 displays the results from the SUR regression.21 
An advantage of the SUR model is that it allows for joint 
hypothesis tests between coefficients across the different 
equations. I initially tested Hypothesis 1 by performing a 
Wald test to see if the combined effect of the district 
change variables was greater on final passage votes com-
pared to partisan procedural votes.22 The null can be 
rejected at the .01 level with a c1

2 = 6.31. This result indi-
cates that members may only be adapting their voting 
behavior on votes that are visible to the district but not on 
procedural votes that are important to the party. I can also 
reject the null for Hypothesis 2 since a similar Wald test 
on the difference between the party median variables in 
both equations can be rejected at the .01 level with c1

2 = 
55.47. This result lends support to the secondary hypoth-
esis that members will move with their party but not their 
district on procedural votes. Because these two variables 
are on the same scale, the coefficient of .934 means the 
change is nearly one to one. Finally, the coefficient on the 
no redistricting variable is not significant.

Due to the interaction terms for the district change 
variables, it would be incorrect to interpret the individ-
ual constitutive terms as if they are unconditional mar-
ginal effects (Aiken and West 1991; Brambor, Clark, 
and Golder 2005). This means that I cannot necessarily 
say that the negative coefficient on ∆presidential vote 
corresponds to a decrease on the dependent variable. 
Instead, the marginal effect of ∆presidential vote is now 
conditional, so the correct marginal effect for this vari-
able is β1 + β3 × Percentage New Population. We can then 
plug in the coefficient values for β1 and β3 and vary the 
values for percentage new population to obtain the con-
ditional effect of ∆presidential vote. When percentage 
new population is one standard deviation below its 
mean (4.30), the marginal effect is –.017 + .0004 × 
4.30 = –.015. The effect when percentage new popula-
tion is at its mean (21.9) is –.00824, and one standard 
deviation above the mean (39.51) is –.0012.

Substantively, these results tell us a few things. 
First, members are moving in the expected direction 
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but not by very much. The small change is consistent 
though with other studies that also use NOMINATE 
measures to gauge change associated with redistricting 
(Boatright 2004). Second, the results tell us that the 
marginal effect of political change dissipates as the per-
centage of new population increases.23 This decreasing 
effect is likely indicative of the growing uncertainty 
about district characteristics as more new constituents 
are drawn into the district. Fenno (1978, 6) found 
support for this notion in his district travels as one 
congressman remarked about his redistricted territory:

Let me pull over to the curb and look at the map. I 
can’t tell whether this area is in the district or not. It 
could be, but I’m not sure. That must have been 
some redistricting when the congressman who repre-
sents the district can’t even tell whether he’s in it 
or not.

If the members elected to serve in a district do not 
know who is in and out of their district, then this 
implies that there may be a learning curve for mem-
bers becoming acquainted with new parts of their 
district when the boundaries change by large amounts. 
So, it should not be too surprising to find that mem-
bers are not able to adapt quickly to their new dis-
tricts when they represent a substantially new subset 
of constituents.

In sum, I find that representatives generally change 
their behavior in accordance with theoretical expec-
tations on votes that are visible to their constituents 
or their potential opponents. This gives support to the 
simple Downsian hypothesis and previous research 
that elected officials will alter their behavior to secure 
reelection goals. In contrast, members do not change 
their behavior on all votes. I fail to find evidence that 
members are adapting with their district on the proce-
dural motions that are important to the party. This 
indicates that some of the previous research may be 
missing an important part of the story related to redis-
tricting and changes in representation.

Discussion and Conclusion

Why should we care if members are not voting with 
their district on all votes? If members are only adapting 
to their new district on final passage, but not procedural 
votes, how then does this influence representation? If 
the goals and the district and the party coincide, then 
voting with the party on procedure should not matter in 
terms of representation. However, if members are vot-
ing with the party and against the district on procedure, 
members may be doing their districts a disservice. For 
example, if a piece of legislation that is “bad” for the 

Table 1
Asymmetric Pressure, Behavior Change, and Redistricting

	 Seemingly Unrelated Regression Coefficient (Standard Error)

	 Final Passage Votes	 Partisan Procedural Votes 
Variable	 Equation (1)	 Equation (2)

District pressure change
∆Presidential vote (2000 Democrat Vote in	 -.0168*	 .0064
      Old District – New District)	 (.0053)	 (.0055)
Percentage new population	 .0006	 -.0001
	 (.0004)	 (.0004)
∆Presidential Vote × Percentage New Population	 .0004*	 -.0001
	 (.0001)	 (.0001)

Party pressure change		
∆Party median	 .1322	 .9342*
	 (.1140)	 (.0221)
No redistricting	 -.0404	 —
	 (.0543)
Constant	 -.4356*	 -.0145
	 (.0592)	 (.0114)

R2	 .04	 .84
χ2	 14.79*	 1877.71*

Note: N = 353. Dependent variable = 107th Congress first session NOMINATE minus 108th Congress first session NOMINATE. 
Negative coefficient for ∆presidential vote corresponds to a shift to the right. Only members serving in both Congresses and not retiring 
or running for higher office in the 2004 elections are included.
*p < .05.
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district is up for consideration and enough members 
were to vote against their party on a special rule and it 
was voted down, then the particular legislation may 
never make it to the floor and the preferred (to the indi-
vidual member) status quo outcome is achieved. If 
members are not voting with their districts on all votes, 
then one could argue that members are shirking in their 
roles as representatives. The results from this article 
suggest that previous research on member responsive-
ness after a redistricting is still largely correct but per-
haps incomplete. That is, when a district changes, 
members respond accordingly on most votes as we 
might expect. However, once we take into account par-
tisan theories of congressional organization, we discover 
that members are not responsive to the new district on 
agenda-setting procedural votes.

The results also suggest that elected representatives 
serve two different but not necessarily mutually exclu-
sive constituencies while in Congress—their district 
and their party. Fortuitously for members of Congress, 
but not necessarily for constituents, the current House 
of Representatives is structured in such a way that 
members can get away, and even ahead, while working 
for both groups. Members can secure reelection goals 
(Mayhew 1974) by voting with the district on final 
passage. However, they can increase their power 
within the chamber (Fenno 1973) by remaining loyal 
on procedure. Members are encouraged to vote with 
the party on agenda-setting matters and, as indicated 
by Pearson (2005), are rewarded by the party for their 
efforts. These rewards can include committee chair-
manships, noncontroversial legislation receiving con-
sideration under suspension of the rules, and while 
harder to trace, it is likely that some pork barrel proj-
ects are exchanged for loyalty. In fact, Appropriations 
Chair David Obey (D-WI) recently stated,

When people are consistently hitting the red button on 
procedural votes, that gets to me. I announced yester-
day in caucus that anybody who wants to routinely 
vote against the leadership on procedural grounds, 
don’t ask me to see their visiting firemen when 
they’re in town.24

Obey went on to state that once the procedural table 
is set, he does not care how members vote on the final 
passage stage of this particular piece of legislation.

What does this system of trade-offs mean in terms of 
representation? This question, unfortunately, is harder 
to answer. For some members in some districts, party 
goals and district goals have substantial overlap so there 
are few trade-offs to be made. For other members, such 
as those from more moderate (or extreme) districts, 

members have to make some difficult votes. The results 
here demonstrate that members are not always voting 
with districts on procedural votes, and this could result 
in legislation that otherwise would have failed passing 
in the lower chamber. While the public may give the 
Congress low approval ratings in general, they consis-
tently return their respective representatives at rates over 
90%. Based on this fact, members must be doing some-
thing right. One possibility is that the rewards from 
party loyalty are enough to offset any “wrong” votes. 
Crespin, Finocchiaro, and Wilk (2006) argued that some 
members actually do better at the polls when they vote 
with the party and against their district on procedure. In 
contrast, voting against the district on final passage is 
detrimental on Election Day. So, a few votes thrown the 
party’s way can get enough goodies for the district to 
keep members in office. A cynic might ask if these 
goodies like naming a post office after some local dig-
nitary or passing a resolution praising a sports accom-
plishment is worth a bad piece of legislation becoming 
law. Yet, a pragmatist could argue that logrolling is the 
only way to get ahead in the House.

Appendix

Final Passage Votes

Passage of a bill
Final passage of conference report
Final passage of joint resolution
Passage over presidential veto
Suspension of rules for a bill
Suspension of rules for a joint resolution
Suspension of rules for conference report
Motion to suspend the rules and concur
Amendments to the constitution
Final passage of resolution
Adoption of concurrent resolution
Suspension of rules for concurrent resolution
Suspension of rules for a resolution
Adoption of first part of resolution
Adoption of second part of resolution

Partisan Procedural

Budget waivers
Motion to end debate
Motion to rise from the committee of the whole
Motion to disagree
Passage of rules (special rule)
Motion to recede
Motion to order previous question
Election of speaker
Motion to recommit
Motion to instruct conferees
Motion to recede and concur
Previous question on special rules
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Notes

  1. See Poole (1998) for a critique of Glazer and Robbins 
(1983).

  2. Of course, partisan theories are not without their critics; 
see, for example, Krehbiel (1993, 1999, 2000).

  3. The majority party maintains a nine to four advantage on 
this committee (Aldrich and Rohde 2000) so once the leadership 
and the committee decide to act on a piece of legislation, it would 
take three majority defectors along with all of the minority mem-
bers to vote down a rule at the committee stage. This high party 
ratio caused James McGovern (MA-3) to remark that “Those of 
us on our [Democratic] side have very little to say about what 
amendments will be made in order,” Rules Committee hearing on 
H.R. 9, the renewal of the Voting Rights Act, June 20, 2006.

  4. Personal interview, Washington, D.C., July 12, 2006.
  5. The majority can “lose” on a motion to recommit if it is 

not voted down.
  6. Personal interview, Washington, D.C., July 12, 2006.
  7. Mike Soraghan, “Obey Lays Down the Law on Procedural 

Votes,” TheHill.com, March 14, 2008. The political science lit-
erature is ripe with members discussing voting on procedure. For 
example, John Dingell of Michigan once stated, “If you let me 
write the procedure, and I let you write the substance, I’ll [beat] 
you every time” (Oleszek 2004, 12).

  8. Personal interview, Washington, D.C., March 3, 2006.
  9. Sometimes the party can pressure members on final pas-

sage. In the 108th Congress, for example, House Republicans 
held open the vote on the Medicare bill for three hours while the 
leadership successfully pressured C. L. “Butch” Otter (ID) and 
Trent Franks (AZ) to vote yes to secure passage. Jackie Koszczuk 
and Jonathan Allen, “Late-Night Medicare Vote Drama Triggers 
Some Unexpected Alliances,” CQ Weekly, November 29, 2003.

10. A party unity vote is defined as a majority of one party 
voting against a majority of the other.

11. This experiment is in effect the mirror image of Nokken 
(2000, 2005) and Nokken and Poole (2004), who held districts con-
stant but allowed party to move for party switchers. Their findings 
confirmed the notion that a member’s voting behavior will change if 
he or she switches parties, even as the district remains constant.

12. It may be the case that members begin to change during 
the first session of the 107th Congress. However, any change at 
this point would fail to show up in my analysis and this type of 
behavior would bias the results away from my expectations.

13. The appendix lists the types of votes in each category. In 
the first session of the 107th Congress, there were 230 final pas-
sage votes and 85 partisan procedural votes. For the first session 
of the 108th Congress, there were 283 final passage votes and 
176 partisan procedural votes.

14. For example, John Dingell (D-MI) was at –.326 in the 
108th Congress and –.532 in the 107th Congress, therefore 
–.532 − –.326 = –.206 means he shifted to the right.

15. Krehbiel and Woon (2002) argued that final passage and 
procedural votes should not be haphazardly separated into differ-
ent categories. However, since I have different theoretical expec-
tations for each type of vote (i.e., party and reelection pressures), 
I feel these categories are appropriate.

16. Roll calls need at least 2.5% of the vote on the minority 
side to be included in the analysis.

17. A more detailed explanation of the technique is available 
at http://prq.sagepub.com.

18. See Crespin (2005) for a more detailed treatment of this 
measure. It is possible that other measures may theoretically bet-
ter capture district preferences. However, to measure change in 
preferences after redistricting, we need a measure from the 107th 
Congress that can be reaggregated up to the new districts for the 
108th Congress. Since congressional districts cross county boun
daries, the measure has to exist at a geographic unit such as a 
census tract. The ∆presidential vote and percentage new popula-
tion variables fit these criteria.

19. This variable includes Maine, which did not redistrict 
until 2003.

20. An alternative modeling approach might be to combine the 
two equations into one and use dummy variable interactions com-
bined with joint hypothesis tests. However, since voting on proce-
dure and final passage are not independent of one another, it is quite 
possible that the independent and identically distributed assumption 
would fail and ordinary least squares would not be appropriate.

21. The residuals from the two equations are correlated at 
–.377. The χ2 for the Breusch-Pagan test of independence = 
50.23, therefore I can reject the hypothesis that the correlation is 
zero at p < .01.

2. This Wald test lets us reject the null that (β1 + β2 + β3) = 
(γ1 + γ2 + γ3). An alternative and simpler hypothesis test indicates 
that we can reject the null that (β1 + β2 + β3) = 0, c1

2  = 9.3, r = 
.002 

 
but we fail to reject the null that (γ1 + γ2 + γ3) = 0, c1

2  = 1.33, 
r = .25. I also estimated a model with state fixed effects to deter-
mine if individual states were influencing the results. They were 
not. Since the change in party median variable only takes on two 
values in each model, I could have substituted a simple dichoto-
mous party variable. I attempted this and the conclusions drawn 
were quite similar.

23. An examination of the standard errors indicates that the 
result is not significant when the conditional marginal effect is 
positive, except when percentage new population is over 73 per-
cent. In terms of actual data, the effect is in the expected direction 
for 79.9 percent of the cases and not in the expected direction for 
1.1 percent.

24. Mike Soraghan, “Obey Lays Down the Law on Procedural 
Votes,” TheHill.com, March 14, 2008.
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