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Abstract: Theorists have iong argueci that democratic poiicymalzers respon(i, to politicai pressures from their
constituents. Although empiricai work generaiiy supports that broad contention, heterogeneity prevaiis both
in theoretical work and empiricaiiy across country-times over exactiy what comprises the constituency to which
poiicymaizers respon(i,. We suggest conceiving the potentiai bases of representation as a continuum from the
interests of the poiicymaizerys geographic constituency, her electoral district, d, to those of her party’s
supporters, her partisan constituency, p. The e]{)[ective constituency, ¢, to which democratic poiicymaizers
respon(i, would then be some convex combination of these geographic and partisan extremes, with the partisan
Weight summarized hy the ciegree to which parties act as units, i.e., of party unity, u. That is, heuristicaiiy, we
conceptuaiize c=u-p+ (1 - u) -d . Re-examination of the familiar Weingast—Shepsie—]ohnsen (WS))
model of distributive poiitics and poriz—harrei spenciing (the Jaw o][ 1/n) motivates the anaiysis and unclergircls
empiricai evaluation of our conception of eﬁ[ective constituencies. The postwar history of puhlic spencling in
cieveiopeci democracies seems not to supporta pure—eiectorai—clistrict WSJ model. However, the postwar history
of government spen(i,ing in the United States, where data best suited to evaluate our argument exist, does
support a WS/J model modified to reflect our conception of e]gective constituency. We conclude with some ideas
for exten(iing the notion of eﬁ[ectiue constituencies heyonci partisan and geographic bases of representation and
for incorporating more expiicitiy and clirectiy into empiricai specitication of puhiic—poiicy models certain
theoretical propositions that purport to eXpiain aspects of the poiiticai—economic institutional, structural, and
strategic context, such as the ciegree of party unity, that shape how poiicymaizers allocate their efforts across
distributive, redistributive, puhiic—good, and rent—seeizing activities. We offer several such arguments reiating
poiiticai institutional and strategic conditions to poiicyrnalzers7 Weight on each type of poiicy activity and show
how to embed and test such arguments within estimable empiricai models of puhiic spen(iing using the eﬁ[ective

constituency concept.
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Koiiman, Karen Long, Sieip Lupia, Eric Reinhar(it, Ken Shepsie, and Anne Wren for heiptui comments, criticisms, and

suggestions, in some cases offered without reaiizing or expecting we might use some comment in this way.



The Effective Constituency in Distributive Politics:
Geog’rapllic and Partisan Bases of Representation

Abstract: Theorists have 1ong argued that democratic policymalzers responcl to political pressures from their
constituents. Although empirical work generaﬂy supports that broad contention, heterogeneity prevails both
in theoretical work and empiricaﬂy across country-times over exa.ctly what comprises the constituency to which
policymatzers respond. We suggest conceiving the potential bases of representation as a continuum from the
interests of the policymalzerys geographic constituency, her electoral district, d, to those of her party’s
supporters, her partisan constituency, p. The e]{)[ective constituency, ¢, to which democratic policyma]zers
respond would then be some convex combination of these geographic and partisan extremes, with the partisan
Weigtlt summarized 1)y the clegree to which parties act as units, i.e., of party unity, u. That is, tleuristicaﬂy, we
conceptualize c=u-p+ (1 - u) -d . Re-examination of the familiar Weingast—stlepsle—Jotlnsen (WS))
model of distributive politics and porlz—t)arrel spending (the law o][ 1/n) motivates the analysis and unclergircls
empirical evaluation of our conception of e][][ective constituencies. The postwar history of pul)lic spencling in
clevelopecl democracies seems not to support a pure—electoral—clistrict WSJ model. However, the postwar tlistory
of government spending in the United States, where data best suited to evaluate our argument exist, does
support a WS/ model modified to reflect our conception of e]gective constituency. We conclude with some ideas
for extencling the notion of eﬁ[ectiue constituencies t)eyond partisan and geograptlic bases of representation and
for incorporating more explicitly and directly into empirical specitica.tion of pul)lic—policy models certain
theoretical propositions that purport to explain aspects of the political—economic institutional, structural, and
strategic context, such as the degree of party unity, that shape how policymaleers allocate their efforts across
distributive, redistributive, pulﬁ)lic—good, and rent—seelzing activities. We offer several such arguments relating
political institutional and strategic conditions to policym.atlzersy weight on each type of policy activity and show
how to embed and test such arguments within estimable empirical models of put)lic spencling using the eﬁ[ective

constituency concept.
I. INTRODUCTION:

Alttlough we approactl our central topic from a highly empiricaﬂy motivated and somewhat
narrowly focused theoretical reconsideration, the topic may be construed far more Lroacﬂy. At the
broadest level, we aim to provicle some purctlase on the question of whom clemocraticaﬂy elected
policymalzers see themselves as, ancl, more criticaﬂy, behave as if ttley are, representing. That is, we
seek more precise theoretical and empirical understan&ing of the constituency, a concept, we argue,
which manifests ditterently across representative democracies.

Discussion of the positively operative or normatively optimal bases of representation has long
interested a wide variety of political scholars with a great diversity of views. Pitkin, for example , notes:

“[W]riters clisagree on the appropriate role or conduct for a representative: should he act on his own
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jucigment of what is in the national interest, or should he be a faithful servant of his constituency’s
will?” (1969: p. 7) Notice that Pitkin means constituency as the electoral district in contrast to a
broader constituency of “the national interest.” BEdmund Burke’s (1774) speecii to the electors of

Bristol as ti'iey sent him to Parliament showed similar awareness of this ciuaiity of representation:

[T]iie i'iappiness and giory ofa representative is to live in the strictest union, the closest correspondence, and the
most unreserved communication with his constituents. Their wishes ougiit to have great weight with iiim; their
opinion, iiigii respect; their business, unremitted attention. It is his (iuty to sacrifice his repose, his pieasures,

his sa’cisiactions, to theirs ; and above aii, ever, and in all cases, to preier their interest to his own (p- 32).
Later in the same speecil, ilowever, Burke continues:

Parliament is not a congress of ambassadors from different and hostile interests; which interests each must
maintain, as an agent and advocate, against other agents and advocates; but parliament is a deliberative assemi)iy
of one nation, with one interest, that of the wi'ioie; wi'lere, not local purposes, not local preju(iices, ougiit to guiti.e,
but the generai good, resuiting from the generai reason of the whole. You choose a member incieeti; but when
you have chosen ilim, he is not a member of Bristol, but he is a member of par/iament (p- 33).

Our contribution at this piiiiosopiiicai level is (iecicieciiy modest. We mereiy suggest the utiiity of
viewing the range of potentiai bases of representation as some sort of continuum extenciing from pure
representation of interests defined i)y the electoral district, d, or geograp]zic representation, to pure
representation of the set of interests supporting the party, p, or partisan representation. In (ieiining
the latter extreme, notice, we have aireaciy made two irnpiicit assumptions. First, we impiy that the
broadest interest a representative might serve would reflect a partisan (i.e., still partiai) conception
of the national interest. Second, we also assume (ior nowl) that partisan representation subsumes
interest, icieoiogy, and icientity—group representation. Conceiving the possii)iiities thus, the question
becomes what determines the relative Weigiit of these poiar modes of representation in any particular
poii’cicai system. On this point, we acienowiecige and discuss the potentiai impact of several factors,
inciu(iing district- and national-level electoral competitiveness, partisan polarization, and various

other features of electoral and party systems, but focus for now on the (iegree to which parties act as

"' In future work we iiope to offer theoreticaiiy—iniorme(i empiricai speciiications (see i)eiow) that could model effective

constituencies with four en(i—points reﬂecting national, party, sociai-i(ientity group, or district interests.
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units, i.e., of party unity, u, as a useful summary statistic. We cieveiop this argument further below,
but, granting it for introciuctory purposes, it impiies that the eﬁ[ective constituency, ¢, to which a
poiicymaizer responcis is some convex combination of her electoral district and her party with the
relative weigiit on the latter increasing in party unity, ][or examp/e:2 c=u-p+(—-u)-d.

This eﬁ[ective-constituency conceptuaiization arises from our attempts to expiore the comparative
ernpiricai pre(iictions of the Weingast—Siiepsie—Joiinsen (1981: WS)) model of distributive poiitics
and porie—i)arrei spenciing (i-e., the law o][ 1/n), and its implications are peri'iaps most cieariy seen in
that speciiic theoretical and substantive context. WSJ demonstrate that, under certain conditions
reviewed below, overempi'iasis of distributive poiitics, in generai, and porie—iaarrei overspenciing, in
speciiic, increase with the number of constituencies. WSJ do not, i’iowever, ciistinguisi'i electoral
districts from constituencies, and Jciiey define distributive po/itics and porL-Larre/ spena]ing very narrowiy,
creating two mutuaiiy reiniorcing proi)iems for the comparative empiricist. First, data matciiing the
precision with which the ti'ieory clistinguisi'ies poriz—i)arrei/ distributive and other spending/ poiitics do
not exist. Indeed, all poiitics and spen(iing iiizeiy reflect some (varying) ciegree of distribution,
redistribution, pui)iic—goocl provision, and rent seeizing. Second, poiicymaizers will iiizeiy exhibit
varying responsiveness to their electoral districts relative to myriaci other potentiai constituencies across
different democratic settings. Moreover, these issues are insepai'ai)ie because the definition of
distributive spenciing i’iinges on identification of the poiiticaliy-reievant constituencies, and,
converseiy, the number of relevant constituencies (iepencis on the poiicy at issue. To escape this
dilemma, we suggest broader conceptions both of distributive spenciing and of the constituencies

poiicy-reievant thereto. From there, ex’cenciing WSJ's iogic is exceeciingiy straigi'itiorwarcl yet offers

*The ][or examp/e is important: ’ciieory does not necessariiy specify that the convex combination isa simpie iinear—weigii’cecl—

average; the suggestecl empiricai methods can easiiy incorporate other combinatorial forms.
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considerable gains in empirical “testabihty” and theoretical insigh’c.

We structure the paper to make these points thus. Part I1 Lrieﬂy reviews the simplest WSJ model
of distributive politics and porlz-]oarrel spencling. Cursory consideration of comparative work on
distributive politics and of postwar-average pu]olic-spencling in clevelopecl democracies then suffices
to suggest strongly that the narrow definitions of distributive porle—]oarrel politics and policies and of
constituencies as districts procluce empiricaﬂy misleading and theoreticaﬂy prol)lematic predictions.
Part 11T offers our proposecl solution and discusses several additional, complementary or alternative,
considerations. Part IV explains how to use the U.S. postwar history of pu]olic—spending and politics
to evaluate our argument, conducts the analysis, and discusses results. Part V concludes Ly returning
to the broader issues of representation mentioned above, considering extensions of the basic eﬁ[ective-
constituencies concept beyond partisan and geographic bases of representation, and showing how to
embed theoretical models of the political—economio institutional, structural, and strategic conditions
that determine the geographic , partisan, and other effective bases of representation within estimable
empirical models of pu]olic policies.

I1. “THE POLITICAL ECONOMY OF COSTS AND BENEFITS” REVIEWED AND RECONSIDERED

WSJ ask why representative 1egislatures routinely pass buclgets that mani£estly over—emphasize
distributive, or porL-éarre/ spending , projects. Their answer stresses the division of democratic polities
into electoral districts, noting that democratic representation everywhere is based on “a districting
mechanism that divides the economy into n clisjoint political units called districts” (p. 643), and
clefining “distributive po/icy [as] a political decision that concentrates benefits in a speciﬁc geographic
constituency and finances expenclitures through generalizecl taxation” (p. 644). They thus isolate

geographio location as the clistinguishing characteristic of distributive po]ioies and poli’cics: “Programs
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and projects are geograpliically targetecl, geograpl'iically fashioned, and may be in(iepenclently varied”
(p. 644). Given these definitions, and assuming legislators follow some log—rolling or universalistic
norm, WS/ demonstrate that overempliasis on distributive policies, ie., overspen(iing on porlz—laarrel
projects, is an increasing function of the number of electoral districts.

To be precise, start l)y inclexing the n electoral districtsi e [ln] . Then assume benefits, B, of any
particular porlz—l)arrel project concentrate in district i (tor analytic clarity: entirely s0) and increase
with the size or cost of the project, BiZf( C), which, with climinisl'iing returns (at least l)eyoncl some
point), gives [’ >0 and f7<0 as usual. By definition of a distributive policy, the costs accrue
more unitormly across all n districts (tor analytic clarity: entirely so): C,=C/n. The individual district
then faces a utility—maximization prol)lem, Max,_ ff( C)-C/n, for which the solution is simply
f(o)=v. The optimal project-size from the individual district’s view thus increases in the number
of districts.

If legislatures decide clemocratically, without log—rolling, universalist norms, or sicle—payments,
then all porlz—l)arrel projects lose legislative votes (n-1) to 1 because only receiving districts derive net
benefits, ][( C)-C/n, while others only pay costs, C/n. WS] argue, contrarily, that legislators could aclopt
a universalistic norm where all legislators vote for distributive hills (“I’ll vote for yours; you vote for
mine”), implying the legislature passes the clistrict-loy—clistrict optimal, leaVing porle—loarrel spencling
proportional to the number of districts. Riker (1962) shows, however, that optimal coalition—l)uilcling
strategies in majority—rule legislatures involve sicle—payments sufficient to induce l)are—majority
support (minimum-winning coa/itions) for distributive projects, meaning (n-1)/2 other legislators must
receive 7/ + €, which also implies overempliasis on porl2 proportional to the number of districts, but

much more marginally so.” Later scl'iolarsliip ) tliougli, deduced several reasons super-majoritarianism

3 Specitically, under universalism, all projects with B>C/n pass, whereas under majority—rule with si(le-payments, only
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may govern 1egis1ative clecision—malzing. Shepsle and Weingast (1981), e.g., note tha’c, given
uncertainty over memloersl'lip of minimum-winning coalitions, 1egis1ators prefer super-majorities to
insure against omission. Luebbert (1986) and Strom (1990) argue similarly regarcling government
formation that, with uncertainty over 1egislative support, which, e.g., secret ]oaﬂoting or lack of party
cliscipline may induce, coalition builders would seek super majorities. Others stress that 1egis1ative
procedures affect optimal coalition-size. Carruba and Volden (2000) show that, in fact, all coalitions
from minimum-winning to universal may form clepencling on openness to amendment and other
proceclural rules. Baron (1991) finds universalism on distributive bills unlilzely yet over-provision still
prevails toa degree mitigatecl by proceclural openness. Similarly, McCarty (2000) and Bracﬂaury and
Cain (2001) argue that, respectively, presiclents or second chambers dampen without eliminating the
1/n effect l)y—we in£er—adc1ing a legislative step in which veto or amendment may occur.

To these considerations, we would add that, if voters are rationaﬂy ignorant, C/n may be too small
for non—receiving—clistrict voters to appreciate even while receiving—clistrict voters reaclily notice their
benefit, ][( C)-C/n. Thus, with rationaﬂy ignorant voters, 1egislators could more easily forge universalist
log—roﬂs or other super-majoritarian agreements to support each other’s porlz—l)arrel requests via some
cooperative solution to their iteratecl—prisoners—clilemma game. Such cooperation is especiaﬂy hleely
because legislators (i) number relatively £ew, (i7) have relatively homogenous interests, and (i77) interact
repeatedly and indeﬁnitely (Axelrocl 1984). Similarly, voters’ rational ignorance facilitates side-
payment arrangements that £orge super-majorities behind distributive policies because 1egislators will
demand smaller payments to support others’ distributive proposals the greater the voters’ ignorance.
In the limit, rational ignorance revives universalist scenarios wherein distributive projects maximize

porlz—l)arrel benefits clistrict—l)y—clistrict. Moreover, the aggregate size of distributive inefficiencies or
projects with B >[(n+1)/2]*C/n pass.
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side—payment excesses about which voters may rationaﬂy remain ignorant also rises with the number
of districts over which such costs distribute. Thus, distributive politics generaﬂy and porlz-]oarrel
spending speciﬁcaﬂy increases with the number of districts, more strongly so as 1egis1ative behavior
tends more universalistic and less minimum-winning, which tenclency, in turn, heightens as rational

ignorance, winning-coalition uncertainty, or 1egislative—rule closure to amendment or veto rises.
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Figure 1: Bivariate Re/ationskips between the Size 0][ Government and the Number o][E/ectora/ Districts

The 1ogic is elegant, intuitive, and profouncl; unfortunately, the comparative evidence, which
Figure 1 illustrates surnrnarily, does not correspond. The top row plo’cs two measures of pul)lic

spending, general—government ﬁnal-consumption and current-dishursement as shares of GDP in

1985, against 1945-85 average numbers of electoral districts in 20 OECD countries.* The bottom

* Lane et al. (1991) provi(].es the data. General government includes all levels of government and pul)lic agencies with
separate accounting (e.g., social security); using central—governmen’c data makes no substantive difference. For eﬁectively

bicameral countries, we average numbers of districts (’cotal, all tiers) in each house. For unicameral countries, we use
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row does likewise with two revenue measures, general—government current-receipts and total-taxes.
The WS i law of 1/n preclicts a positive relationship between spencling (taxes) and numbers of districts
clearly not revealed in Figure 1 N Aclcling basic economic controls of unemployment, trade openness,
aggregate wealth or growtli, to these bivariate regressions makes no substantive difference, and more
sopl'iisticatecl empirical research elsewhere likewise finds little support. Franzese (2002: ch. 2-3),e.8.,
finds little or no signiticant relationship between numbers of districts and transfers or debt in postwar
samples of clevelopect democracies, and he controls for many other economic and political variables
and pays some attention to the complications for counting electoral districts of multiple—tier systems,
bicameralism, varying district-size, etc. In sum, evidence from comparative pul)lic tiscal—activity does
not support a simplistic application of WS /s model of electoral-district-based distributive politics.

Consider, furthermore, the model’s implications for the relative prominence of distributive politics
in different democracies. For example, the UK House of Commons has 651 electoral clistricts, the
U.S. House of Representatives has 435, and Italy’s Camera dei Deputati had (until recent electoral-
law cl'ianges) 32 in its first tier. The 1/n logic suggests that the UK should exhibit distributive, i.e.,
district-focused, politics most prominently, followed closely loy the U.S., and more clistantly l)y Italy.
Students of comparative clevelopecl democratic politics would generally agree to the contrary that the
actual ranleing is prol)al)ly the U.S., followed closely or possil)ly prececlecl l)y Italy, with the UK a

distant last. Regarcling the UK, Rose (19806) states unequivocally:

...the role of constituency [i.e., ciistrict] representation...is of little importance to government. MPs can devote
time to looleing after the concerns of individual constituents]..., ancl] this relationsliip can flatter an MP who

is a small fish in a loig pon(i at Westminster]..., l)]ut an MP cannot gain government favors for his constituency

numbers of districts in the primary house (total, all tiers). We consider the U.S. , Japan, Germany, italy, Belgium,
N ettierlands, Switzerlan(i, and Australia ettectively bicameral for these purposes. The substance of these results, liowever,
seemed in(iepen(ient of how we treated second chambers and of minor permutations in the set of countries considered
bicameral. Alternative approaclies to multiple—tier systems also altered little.

° Omitting the UK or otherwise transtorming the tiiglily skewed ED (e.g., /n(ED)), does not lielp. In tact, as one can

discern Visually, as one trims countries from the large-ED end of the sample, these relationstiips become more negative.
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Ly trading his vote in return for local Leneﬁts; the wlzip [i-e., the party|, not constituency interest, determines an
MP’s vote (pp. 100-1; emphasis added).

Contrarily, party—organizecl and -directed patronage and clientelism, complicatecl theoretical concepts
that include strong clistril:)utive—politics and porle—})arrel aspects inter a/ia, were 1ong—aclznowleclgecl
central features of Italian clemocracy (see, e.g., Banfield 1958; and Poweﬂ, Silverman, Graziano, and
Schneider et al. in Schmidt et al. 1977). Spotts and Wieser (19806), speaking of parliament’s
legislative role in Ttaly, clarify the extent to which MP’s local-service pervades the legislative agenda

(recaﬂ that local civil-service jo})s are the pre£errec1 currency of clientelistic payments in Italy):

...the Chamber and Senate have produce& a flood of 1egisla’tion that generauy well surpasses the output of other
Western European parliaments and the U.S. Congress[, L]ut the procluc’c tends to be narrow in scope,
clientelistic in nature, and fragmented in its treatment of national problems. The great majority of
these.../eggine, “little laws” [were] devoted to bettering the condition of government employees. Ftu 37% of

the legisla’cive proposals between 1963 and 1972, for example, concerned [various] civil service [...compensation

and jOl) conclitions] (p. 110-1).

In the U.S., meanwhile, district-oriented politics certainly plays a much larger role than in the UK
and perhaps even than in Italy, though also perhaps less “clientelis’cicaﬂy" s0.°

Thus, discrepancy between theory and comparative evidence is wide and seems not to derive from
lacking methodology or controls.” Contrarily, Gilligan and Matsusaka (1995, 2001) find support
in comparing U.S. states; Levitt and Snyder (1995) find indirect support in the pattern by spending
category of partisan effects on the district distribution of U.S. spending; Lee (1998, 2000) finds
Senate malapportionment to affect distributive politics consistently with the Jaw of 1/n; Alvarez and
Saving (1997) find that Representatives do derive electoral benefits from spending in their districts;
and Bickers and Stein (1996) find district spending associated with lower quality challengers. In our

view, these conﬂicting results do not suggest that the 1/n 1ogic only applies in the U.S,; ra’ther, they

® The contributions to Bog&anor (1985) contain more case-studies that may be relevant. In future worlz, we hope to use
these for a broader comparative—empirical study of the nature of representation and distributive politics.
! Recently, however, Brac”aury and Crain (2001) report some cross-sectional evidence for a bicameralism—dampenecl Jaw

of 1/n as per their hypothesis (see above).
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highlight an important substantive problematio that WSJ and many others (e.g., Burlze) ignore:
namely, conflation of the theoretical constituency with the empirical electoral district.
1. THE CONCEPT OF “THE EFFECTIVE NUMBER OF CONSTITUENCIES”

WSJ's Jaw o][ 1/n equates the physical boundaries of electoral districts with the concep’cual borders
of constituencies. We suggest that one instead conceive the number of constituencies in a political
system as lying on a continuum with only one of its enclpoints , that corresponcling to pure geographic
representation, at the number of electoral districts. Representative policymaleers certainly may see
themselves as representing and so act 1egislative1y in the interests of their electoral districts, implying
iclenti’cy of constituencies and districts; but, at the other extreme, they may view themselves and act
legislatively as representatives of the entire nation—as, e.g., presidents often claim—implying that only
one constituency, the nation, exists. More realisticaﬂy, executives or 1egisla’cors may be pure partisan
actors, representing the interests and i&eologies of their party’s supporters, which equates eﬁ[ective
constituencies and governing parties in number. Thus, the U.S. example could have any number of
eﬁ[ective constituencies from 1, if presi&ents {-uﬂy control policy and solely represent the entire nation
or, more realis’cicaﬂy, if partisan presiclents and 1egislators of one party share policy—control, or 2, if
presiclent and 1egislators act as purely partisan representatives with divided government, to 435, if
Congress completely controlled policy and each congressperson solely representecl her own district.®

Another example: the UK has 651 electoral districts and 2 parties, Tories and Labour (ignoring
smaller parties). Assuming each party represents some particular group of people and that each group
is somewhat distinct, the UK has minimaﬂy 2 constituencies, Tory- and Lal)our—supporters , of which

government usuaﬂy reflects only 1. Conversely, if the voters in each individual MP’s district define

*To complete the example, if the Senate comple’cely controlled policy and each Senator acted solely as a representative
of her district, there would be 50 eﬁ[ecﬁve constituencies.
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the constituency, the UK has maximaﬂy 0651 constituencies. Where along this range lies the eﬁ[ective
number o][constituencies is a function, we assert, of the degree of party unity in the UK

To clarify the intuition behind this assertion, imagine varying the &egree of party unity in the UK
The more apt is a unitary-actor characterization of the parties, the more an individual MP’s
legislative behavior is given Ly her party label.” This I)eing so, voters will also choose par’cy-la]aels more
than individual MPs. Therefore, individual MPs neither act as inclepenclent 1egis1ative actors nor have
much to gain l)y a]oancloning party unity to make some localistic appeal in their electoral districts.
Partisan constituencies come to the fore. Conversely, the party label becomes less meaning{-ul as the
independence of MPs as 1egislative actors increases. Absent meaning{-ul policy—labels , both as electoral
draws and as prescriptions for 1egis1ative behavior, individual MPs” electoral districts become more
relevant to them and constituency service (including distributive projects) becomes more important
to them and their supporters. Thus, the 651 electoral-district constituencies become dominant.

Therefore, the UK’s eﬁ[ective number o][ constituencies lies between 651 and 1, with the extremes
reﬂecting perfect par’cy—disunity (i-e., 1egis1ative and electoral irrelevance of party 1a1)e1) and per£ect
party-unity. More £tu, (i) eﬁ[ective constituencies lie on a continuum from pure partisan- to pure
geographic—representa’cion, (i7) therefore a convex combination of the numbers of governing parties,
P, and electoral districts, d, gives the eﬁ[ective number o][ constituencies, ¢, in a political system, and (i77)
the relative weight of p increases with the clegree of party unity, u, characterizing that system. We
aclopt the simplest possil)le convex-combination, a linear Weiglltecl—average: c=u-p+(1-u)-d with
ue0...1].

Thus, given any two countries with nearly equal numbers of parties and electoral districts, more

fewer) effective constituencies exist in the system with lesser (greater) party-unity. So, distributive
y g party y

! We use party unity as an empirical summary statistic here, so we need not assume it or en(logenize it theoreticaﬂy.
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politics may be much more prominent in the U.S. than UK, clespite their roughly equal numbers of
governing parties (1-2) and electoral districts (435-651), because the UK has far greater party unity,
maleing its eﬁ[ective number o][ constituencies raclicaﬂy lower.

Applying our conceptualization to the 1/n 1ogic to distributive politics and porle—]oarrel spencling
is exceedingly straightforwarcl. First, redefine distributive policies as those that concentrate benefits
within a single eﬁ[ective constituency but spreacl costs more evenly across all constituencies. Then,
“distributive overemphasis and porle—]oarrel overspencling77 so defined increase with the number of
eﬁ[ective constituencies rather than districts. A trivial coroﬂary is important to the empirics evaluating
this re—conceptualization below: holcling constant the numbers of parties and of electoral districts,
distributive poli’cics and spencling decrease with party unity. Before proceecling , however, we conduct
several further thought—experiments to illustrate how eﬁ[ective numbers of[ constituencies clepencl on
considerations loeyoncl numbers of electoral districts and governing parties and clegrees of party unity.

Consicler, for instance, two hypothetical UK’s, each with 2 parties, 651 electoral clistricts, and
the same degree of party unity. These two UKs, however, differ in the ideological distance between
their 2 parties. For concreteness, think of party icleologies on a single 1e[‘l:—rig1'1’c dimension; in one
of these UKs, the left and right parties are closer together than in the other. We expect the UK with
the more-distinct party—icleologies to appeal less to the porlz—barrel precisely because electoral
competition in that UK will be more ideological. In the polarizecl UK, representatives and candidates
compete, to considerable clegree on icleological-par’cisan bases, as members of two opposing teams.
Conversely, in the UK with little ideological distance between parties, electoral competition has less
icleological content. There loeing no broader “team” on which to base competition, distributive politics

comes forward in the UK with less partisan—polarization. Thus, it should exhibit rela’cively more
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distributive spen(iing. The Irish party system may exempiify a case of such relative absence of
icieoiogicai conflict between the parties (on economic dimensions) iostering greater empilasis on
distributive poiitics. 10

Electoral competitiveness of the districts may also enter. Imagine two other i’iypoti'ieticai UK,
each with 2 parties, 651 districts, and the same ciegrees of party unity and of partisan icleoiogicai
poiariza’cion. One UK, however, has 651 competitive electoral districts while the other has 651
uncompetitive districts. Le., all districts in the competitive UK have either Labour or Tory expecting
a 51% to 49% victory; in the uncompetitive UK’s districts, either Tory or Labour expects a 100%
to 0% victory. If voters reward poriz—i)arrei district projects with votes, both parties will have greater
incentives to allow their candidates to promise, and their MP’s to deliver, district projects and services
in the more competitive UK Moreover, in the ciistrict—competitive UK, distributive overempilasis
increases with national-level competitiveness also because winning a marginai district is more critical.
Thus, distributive poiitics and porie—ioarrei spenciing increase with electoral cornpe’ci’civeness.11

Notice the similarity of how partisan poiariza’cion and electoral non-competitiveness (iampen
ciistrii)utive—poiicy incentives to the role of party wunity, u, in eﬁ[ective constituencies:
c=u-p+(1—u)-d. As party unity, partisan icieoiogicai—proximity, and/or electoral competitiveness
decline, districts weigil more in eﬁ[ective constituencies. One could, therefore, repiace the constant u
in this heuristic model with a function reﬂecting the factors that pusil (iemocraticaiiy elected
poiicymaieing represent more their partisan than their geograpi'iic constituencies, which would include
party unity (or, aiternativeiy, some set of factors that induce it) but also partisan poiarization, D, and

electoral competitiveness, e. The new heuristic would be ¢ = f(u,p,e)-p+{1—f(u,p,e)}-d, with

'"'We thank Anne Wren for clescri]aing the Irish case to us in these terms.
"'We thank Andrea Bassanini and Carles Boix for empilasizing this case to us.
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()Sf(-)él,12 d />0, o /do>0, and df |de<0. We return to this extension of the
conceptualization in the conclusion and future research.

Notice that incentives for distributive overemphasis cleriving from electoral competitiveness in
these hypothetical UK'’s, all of which conducted pure single—member-simple—plurahty elections, are
geographical. In systems with 1arger clistrict—magnitucles , electoral competitiveness would also foster
distributive overemphasis, but constituencies would hlzely have less geographic than partisan base.
Thus, using the extended heuristic a]oove, J / de should be conditional on the electoral system, s,
with 92 f /&e&s <0 and with df |de>0 in 1arger—magnitu&e systems and df /de <0 in smaller (see
also Long 2002). " The discussion above suggests national-level electoral—competitiveness enters /(")
similarly.

We do not dispute the Valiclity of these latter considerations—indeed we will suggest still others
in the conclusion—but reserve them for future research. In this paper, we concentrate on the effect
of different levels of party unity on representation and spencling.

IV. EMPIRICAL EVALUATION: U.S. FISCAL HISTORY AND PARTY UNITY SINCE 1955

To evaluate our base concept, we need data on amounts of distributive activity, clegrees of party
unity, and numbers of electoral districts and governing parties. Two difficulties emerge immedia’cely.

First, unavailalaihty of compara]ale measures of party unity across many countries makes cross-
sectional or poolecl cross-sectional-time-serial analysis difficult. (Future work may utilize cross-U.S.-
state data effectively or apply nonlinear techniques discussed ]gelow.) Few countries appear to have

the necessary legisla’cive-vote records to procluce direct measures of 1egis1ative voting-unity. For fewer

2 To ensure 0 < f() <1, f() could be the 1ogit (i.e., [1 +e'XB]'J) or probi’c (i.e., cumulative normal: <I)(XB)) function.
B Long (2002) derives a similar conclusion focusing on representative incentives to distribute benefits more or less
Lroadly within their electoral district.
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still have scholars compile& such measures, almost exclusively in the U.8." However, whereas
numbers of U.S. electoral districts l)arely changed postwar, provicling almost no 1everage to test the
pure-electoral—district WSJ model &irectly with aggregate U.S. data, and whereas governing-party
numbers also held relatively constant, party unity varied sugiciently and measural?/y across time (see,
e.g., Cox and McCubbins 1993) to yield empirical leverage on our eﬁ[ective-constituency concep’c.15
Thus, our conceptualization offers a practical “tes’ca]aility" benefit at least. Bven so, using just one
country severely limits empirical 1everage (a]egrees o][ freea’om) because clepenclent variables (pul)lic
taxation and expenditure) are annual, and they and certain controls are unavailable until 1956.

Second, we must decide whether and how to clistinguish distributive from other categories of
spen&ing and whether to measure such activity as a share of GDP or of total pul)lic activity. Having
defined distributive policies more I)roacﬂy as spreading costs evenly while concentrating benefits in
particular constituencies, not necessarily in par’cicular electoral districts, all but the most universal of
pul)lic goocls may apply. Accordingly, one measure of distributive spenc].ing is simply government final
consumption expenditure. However, some spending—types are harder to target to as specificaﬂy as
others, so we still want to retain some emphasis on distributive as oppose& to redistributive spencling
or, in Persson and Tabellini’s (2000) useful terminology, specia/—interest from genera/—interest po/itics.
Thus, our other spencling measure of spencling is non-transfers spencling.

The model’s empl'lasis on overspending might as easﬂy suggest a focus on the share of the Luclget
or of GDP spent on distributive projects. Rather than decide, we use final consumption and non-

transfers spencling as shares of GDP and of total spencling ,16 simultaneous thus partiaﬂy aclclressing

Y \We have since heard and intend to pursue in the {;u’cure, rumors of Comparable data elsewhere in Anglo-Alnerica.

* We thank John Ferejohn for thus suggesting U.S. historical data as a test-bed for our ideas.

1 In future Worle, we hope to leverage Levitt and Snyder’s (1995) idea of using cross-district variation in disbursement
to i&entify “porleier" Ludgetary categories and Hird’s (1991) approach to estimating the over- (i-e., inefficient) spen(ling.
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the iimitecl—ciegrees—oi—ireeciom pro]oiem. By joint/y estimating a set of four equations, each regressing
a spenciing measure on several controls and a variable capturing our conception of the eﬁ[ective number
o][ constituencies, we gain ieverage. Bven if we appiy no cross-equation restrictions on estimated
coefficients, residual correlation across regressions offers information that can increase the eificiency
of estimation. Accordingly, we propose to estimate a system of four seemingiy unrelated regression-
equations (SURE)17 in which the ciepencient variables are iecierai—government iinai-consumption—
expenciiture as shares of (/) GDP and of (i7) iecierai-government expenciitures ,and feclerai—government
non-transfers spending as shares (if7) of GDP and of (iv) fecierai—government expenciitures. All data
are annual and taken from the University of Michigan’s Research Seminar in Quantitative Fconomics.

Next we consider the strong serial correlation of these ciepencien’c variables and the possii)iiity of
unit roots. For each Variai)ie, first-order correlation far exceeds 0.9 , S0, given the sampie size, none
rejects unit-root tests. An error-correction format (Beciz 1992) therefore seems appropriate, and, in
our mocieis, the format accommodates serial correlation and eases unit-root concerns aciequateiy.
Error-correction models regress ciianges in the ciepencient variable on (i) its iaggeci level pius any
iaggeci ciianges the data suggest are necessary to model serial correiation,(ii) iaggeci levels of each
inciepencient variable tiieory suggests as a potentiai cointegrating factor, and (ii7) any ci'ianges in the
inciepencient variable tiieory suggests. In this format, coefficients on clzanges represent momen tum-like
reiationsiiips between inciepencient—variai)ie c]qanges and ciepencient—variaiaie ckanges ; coefficients on
iaggeci levels represent equi/i]yrium-/ike relationships between levels of the inciepenclent and ciepen(ient

variables. In the usual (iynamic—equation fashion, both propagate tiirougii the ciepencient variable over

" The Beck-Katz (1995, 1998) criticism of the Parks procetiure for estimating equations from pooieci time-series-cross-
section data appiies here aiso; we will eiicectiveiy have 4 time-series equations estimated in paraiiei. However, with 4
equations and 39 observations eacil, T here is almost 10 times the equivaien’c to N. Tilus, feasible generaiize(i least
squares, in this case SURE, should provi&e bona ][ia]e, not misiea(iing, smaller standard-errors.
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time as the estimated coefficients on iaggecl clepenclent—variai)ie levels and changes dictate. Having
no strong priors on the momentum or equiiii)rium nature of the spencling effects of our theoretical
and control variables, we enter all variables in contemporaneous differences and in iaggecl levels.
Finaiiy, we need an appropriate set of controls. Ol)viousiy, pui)iic spenciing will responci to
economic conditions regarcﬂess of constituency conditions ios’cering distributive poiitics. Thus, we
control for reai—GDP—per—capita growtii and levels (Y: from Penn World Tables v. 5. 0), unemployment
rates (UL: from OECD sourceslS), and CPI inflation rates (CPI: from IMF sourcesw). Similariy,
spending may responci to government i(ieoiogy (Hi]olos 1977) and/or to the incentive to manipuiate
the economy for pre—eiectorai purposes (Tui'te 1978), so we also include a pre—eiectorai indicator
(E LE)ZO and a control for the iei'l:—rigi'i’c partisan “center—oi—gravity" of the U.S. government (CoQ) 2

In error-correction form, then, each seemingiy-unreiatecl—regression equation (SURE) reads:

A(GSZ',I) =5+ /BIA(GSLFI) +5,GS; - +ﬂ3A(A(Y,))+ BA(Y,_y )+ BsY, s
+ﬂ6A(CPIt) + ﬂ7CPIt_1 +ﬂ8A(UEt) + ﬂgUEt_l + ﬂlOA(COGt) + 5 ,CoG,_, (1)
+ B, A(ELE,)+ B3ELE, | + B 4,A(ENoC,)+ fisENoC, | +¢€,_,

where the su]oscript t indicates year and i indicates equation. GS, is the measure of spencling used in

18 “OECD sources” means OECD National Accounts, Volume II: Detailed Tables, diskette version (1996), OECD
FEconomic Outlook and Re][erence Supp/ement #0602, diskette version (1998), and the har(icopy versions thereof and of
OECD Labor Force Statistics (various issues).

!9 “IMF sources” means IMF International Financial Statistics, CD-ROM version (June 1996), supplemented i)y ilar(icopy

wilere necessary an(i possii)ie.

* For simplicity, we consider the presicient and each house 1/3 the government, and oniy 1/3 of the Senate faces election
each congressional eiec’cion—year. Thus, house and presidentiai elections value 1/3, and senate elections value
(1/3)*(1/3)=(1/9). Finaily, all elections are assumed to occur November 7, so the indicator in the election year is
ELE=[(1/3)*P+(1/3)*H+(1/9)*S]*[311/365] where P (H,8) =1 if thereisa presidentiai (House, Senate) election that
year, and 311/365 is the proportion of the year gone Ly election-time. The year prior to n election is equai to [(1/3)*P
+(1/3)*H+(1/9)*5]*[1—M/12+(cl/D)/lZ]. This produces a pre—eiectorai indicator that cycies [.0491, .2843, .1145,
.6633], the last i)eing the presi(iential—eiection year.

* The par’tisansilip data use “expert” coclings of the 1ei‘t-rigilt positioning of parties available from Appen(iix B to Laver
and Schofield (1990) to measure the partisan position of the average government member. A ie{'t—rigi'it code for each party
is obtained i)y rescaiing the several source indices for all countries from 0/ extreme-left to 10/ extreme—right and then
averaging available indices for each party. The Democrats are 4.8213 and Repu]oiicans 7.61 in this scale. These party
scores are then used to calculate the government’s partisan position as the average of the party positions of the
government’s members. The U.S. government’s position is assumed to be 1/3 the Presi&ent’s, 1/3 the average Senator’s,
and 1/3 the average Representative’s. Years in which more the one government held office are coded as the weighted
average of those governments’ partisan position, each government weighted ]oy the proportion of the year it holds office.
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equation 7 and ENoC is our measure of the eﬁ[ective number o][constituencies in the U.S. that year.
That measure is the core of our ernpirical exercise, and we expect, foﬂowing the augmentecl WSJ
model suggestecl here, that its coefficients should be positive in each equation.

As argued, the eﬁ[ective constituency to which a particular representative responcls is some convex
combination of her 1egislative1y exhibited aﬂegiance to her party and to residents of her electoral
district. Thus, for an individual representative, the effective constituency is given I)y
c=u-p+(-u)-d, where u measures her party 1oya1’cy, p represents her partisan and d her
electoral-district constituency. Generalizing from here to the eﬁ[ective number 0][ constituencies
represented loy many 1egis1a’cors, i.e., summing over all representatives, the formula remains
unchanged, except that p becomes the number of parties and d that of electoral districts in the

political system. Speciﬁcaﬂy for the U.S. case, our measure of the eﬁ[ective number o][constituencies,

ENoC, is therefore given I)y:

ENoC= 0.5-[Upp - 1+(1- Upp)-N§ + Uy - 1+(1- Upg ) N7 |

)
N

+0.5-[Ugp - 1+(1-Ugp ) 5+ Ugg - 1+(1-Ugg ) 5

where U]K = party unity amongst House or Senate (/J=H,S) Democrats or Republioans (KZD,R)ZZ
and N, /j is the number of House or Senate Democrats or Republicans. The formula assumes the
House and Senate equaﬂy important in policymaleing and that the presi&ent’s effective number of
constituencies is fixed and so may be ignored.23 Thus, the numbers of constituencies in the House

and Senate average to procluce the effective number in the U.S. pohtical system. We can moclify

*We use the party unity scores calculated and pul)lishe(l Ly The CQ Almanac. Accordingly, party unity is measured as
“the percentage of Party Unity Votes on which a representative voted ‘vea' or ‘nay’ in agreement with a majority of her
party,” where a Party Unity Vote is a vote in the Senate or House that spli’cs the parties, a majority of voting Democrats
opposing a majority of voting Republicans.
23Al’t110ug11 senators number two per state, each delega’tion represents only one constituency (i.e., the state), so the number
of senators for each party divided by two is the number of constituencies represented.

In future WOI'lQ, presidents may enter ENoC ]oy weigh’ced—averaging (2) with another term representing the
number of presidential constituencies (to be determined) and a weight given ]oy the policy egicacy of the presiclent.
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these simplifying assumptions if that proves theoreticaﬂy or empiricaﬂy necessary.

We thus divide U.S. eﬁ[ective constituencies into four sets: the sets of effective House Democratic
and Repulolican constituencies and of effective Senate Democratic and Republioan constituencies.
For each 1egislator, the level of party unity serves to weigl'l the clegree to which her district- or her
partisan-constituents’ interests govern her behavior. Therefore, the higher the party unity, the fewer
the constituencies because 1egislators appeal more to broacﬂy—basecl ideological constituencies along
party lines than to localistic interests of their electoral district. Conversely, leaders that use porlz—
barrel projects for their own individual district are, ipso ][acto , less responsive to their partisan and
more responsive to their geographic constituency.

Figure 2 plots the resulting series, ENoC, revealing anotable upwarcl—then—clownwarcl trend. The
numbers of parties and electoral districts I)arely change in this periocl, so the pattern belies a decline
then rise in 1egislative party-unity. Peak party clisunity and so pealz egective-constituency numbers
occur in the mid-to-late 1960s, and both return to 1950 1evels 1)y 1990. If our re—conceptua]izecl

WSJ model is correct, distributive politics and spencling should similarly rise then decline.
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Figure 2: The Effective Number of Constituencies in the United States from 1949-1994.

Table 1 summarizes the estimation results. In all equations, the coefficients on changes and
levels of ENoC are positive, as hypothesized, and the level/ equihlorium relationship is signiﬁcant at
minimaﬂy the p<0.06 level. The change/ momentum and level/ equﬂﬂ)rium effects both obtain high
significance in the ﬁnal—consumption—as—a—share-of—GDP equation. Table 2 presents Wald joint-
hypotl'lesis tests of the significance of both variables in each equation and across pairs of and across
all equations. These joint signiﬁcances are somewhat less impressive, but the effects are still nearly
signiﬁcant in each equation; they are strongly signiﬁcant in equation 2, in equations 1 and 2 as a
pair, and in all equations as a set. However, the pair of coefficients are not significant in equations
3and 4 as a pair. Thus, the effective number of constituencies clearly relates positively to U.S.
feclera]—government final-consumption—spencling as a share of GDP (FC-GDP); some, but less
robust, evidence of positive rela’cionships with final consumption as a share of total expen&itures and

with non-transfers spending as a share of either GDP or total expenclitures also emerge.
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Table 2: Government S ending in the U.S. 1956-94

DEP. VAR. —> Eqtn. 1 Eqtn. 2 Eqtn. 3 Eqtn. 4
INDEP, VAR, 9 i A(EC/TS) A (EC/GDP) A (NT/TS) A (NT/GDP)
Constant -0.322 +0.472 +1.484 +1.925
(.120)°" (.188)°" (.810)°7° (434)°°
A DepVar +0.0§9 +0.248 +0.196 +0.157
........................................ b I k(09O i 07O i (oo0n)T
: -0.207 : -0.382 0.133 -0.371
DepVar -1 ( 076 733 ( 091).0001 (080 101 (.07@ 000
-0.089 .0.758 -1.962 -1.091
____________ AGDPpeGrowth & (183 | (200%% L (060 L (31
: 0.067 : -0.804 : -1.800 : -1.280
o bPpeGrowthyy 215 G (230> G (7895 L o
GDPpe : +0.054 -0.036 ; -0.160 : -0.189
+2 (.014)°° (017)°7 P (082)%% (043)%°
. -8.53¢* —0.003 : —0.011 —0.006
o B Crllaflation oL ooy oy (002
) -6.93c* -0.003 0.004 : -0.005
CPI Inflation ., (.001)>% (.001)° (004)% (.002)°!1
A Unemployment -1.84«2'? -0.009 -0.059 -0.029
....................................................................... (004! i (004 i (01Q)N b (007t
Unenrolovment L 2070 123" 1 +0.004 -0.006
proyment u 002/} (002 (008§ (004
3 H H
______________ APutionCoG | Yol 1 gl L figi L odges
S , iy , 500 : A — o A
1 (004)" (.004)® (012)7%° (000)>%
A PreBletionYear Indicator. (ol 0% Gt G
Pre-Election-Year Indicator el (+O(;5(32]?3 ( glgj)SQ ( (())5253148 ( 322220
A Effective Number of +6.55¢7 +2.80e"4 +45.86e'4 + 1.85e"4
................ Constituencies  :  (0001)7  :  (0001)%° .  (0004)% .  (0002)7°
Effective Number of +1.()1e4 : +3.541e4 +7‘73e4 +3.21e4
Constituencies | (.0001)°% (0001)°% (0004)7°* (.0002)°%
Adj. R” (Std. Err.) T 0527 (.0103) @ .3299 (.0115) 3789 (.0383) 2736 (.0183)
Durbin-Watson é 2.2586 i 1.3577 E 1.722, : 1.4041

NOTES: Equa’cions estimated L)y seemingly unrelated regressions (SURE) in E-Views ©QMS version 2.0. Bach has 39 observations
and 16 independent variables. Coefficients in bold, and standard errors in (italics) with p-levels from 2-sided t-tests =+ ted

Table 2: Joint Hypotllesis Tests of the Sig’nificance of ENoC

7 7 Equation 7 7

Null Hypothesis 1§ 2 i 3 i 4 i 1&2 34 i Al
$,.,=9%,5=0 p = .1818ip = .0037ip = .1155ip = .1726ip = .0031ip = .35634ip = .0003
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Fig’ure 3: Estima’ced Response of FC-GDP to the Actual Path of ENoC in the U.s. from 1956-94.

Letus analyze sul)stantively the magnitucle of the estimated relationship from Model 2, which
relates ENoC to FC-GDP. Figure 3 plots the estimated response of FC-GDP (lecleral—government
linal—consumption as a share of GDP) to the actual patll of the U.S. eﬁ[ective number ojfconstituencies
1956—94. The simulation assumes FC-GDP was in long—run equililorium atits 1955 level of 42,.4%
of GDP and that all other variables remain constant. The actual pa’cll of FC-GDP is plottecl on the
same grapl'l against the rigllt axis for comparison. Generally, the estimated response tracks the peales
and trouglls of government consumption quite well, and the downward trend since about 1966 seems
to have coincided with a rise in legislative party-unity over that time and the corresponcling rise in
the number of effective constituencies. However, the rigllt and left scales differ consicleral)ly, so the
magnitucle of the estimated effects are only about 25% those of the actual government-consumption

patl'l. That is, very cruclely, cllanges in the effective number of constituencies over that periocl may
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account for about 1/4 of the developments since 1955 in tecteral-government tinal—consumption.
V. CONCLUSIONS: EXTENDING THE “EFFECTIVE NUMBER OF CONSTITUENCIES” NOTION
While we consider the evidence presentect above far more suggestive than conclusive, our
conceptualization of the eﬁ[ective number o][ constituencies seems, at very least, to have provictect a
means to test the WSJ model for the U.S. case. The evidence from the postwar tlistory of U.S. fiscal
policy seems to support the argument and suggests that as much asa quarter of the rising then taﬂing
pattl of U.S. tecterat—government tinat—consumption—expenctiture migtlt be attributable to a paraﬂet
pattl in the effective number of constituencies , thictl, in turn, stemmed from a mirror-image decline
then rise in 1egis1ative party-unity. However, the argument and evidence above also suggest that the
eﬁ[ective-constituencies concept in general and, more narrowly, the argument relating it to distributive
politics and porlz—t)arrel spencting migtlt be usetuﬂy extended in a number of ttleoreticaﬂy important
ways. The toﬂowing considerations are additional to the extensions alreacty mentioned in Section I11.
First, we conceptualized the effective constituency to which policymalzers responct asa simple
continuum from electoral districts at most ctisaggregatect to the sets of interests supporting politicat
parties at most aggregatect. One may a]ternatively conceive the endeavor as our attempt to describe
the dimensions covered t)y possi]ole bases of representation. From that broader view, we have spannect
partisan and geograptlic bases but may have omitted others such as, pertlaps, interest-group or social-
cteavage—group representation. We suspect our partisan endpoint subsumes these possi]ailities; i.e.,
we conceive of “partisan” representatives as representing the set of interests that support the party,
which hlzely includes interest and social groups. The sutticiency of a unidimensional continuum,
ttlougtl, is an empirical matter. Representatives may, e.g., come to represent particular industrial

interests in a way that cross-sects rather than comprises their partisan affiliations. Much comparative-
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poiitics research has suggested the existence of such corporatist bases of representation in many

cteveiopect democracies (e.g., Berger 1084; Lijpiiart19744, 1975, 1977, 1984; see Gaiiagi'ier et al.
1995: Ci’l. 14 anct Lane anct Ersson 1994 ci'i. 7 tor textt)ooiz treatments).

Our convex-combination approacti remains useful in testing such propositions—e.g., that
industrial sectors act as bases of representation distinct from partisanship and geograpiiy. In that
case, we would advise first estimating the effective number of industries (I) in the poiiticai economy

-1

using some standard approaci'i: e.g.,i= ZJZ- where z; is the jt}' inciustry’s share of employment or

J
output. Ti’ien, the effective number of constituencies, ¢, would be given, as t)etore, i)y some convex
combination of the numbers of parties, p, of electoral ciistricts, d , anct, now, also of industrial sectors ,
i. Again, a linear weigiitect—average would be simpiest, but party unity, u, no ionger suffices to give
the Weigiit. Sui)stantiveiy, one possiiaiiity would be to aciopt some measure of the ctegree of corporatist
representation, cr, in a society from that iiterature; our concept of the effective constituency, ¢, then
extends naturaiiy: c=cr-i+(1-cr)- [u p+(1- u)d] Another possii)iiity would be to estimate a
country—i)y—country constrained nonlinear ieast—squares regression of some ctistrii)utive—activity
measure on the effective number of constituencies entered thus: ¥ =...+ﬂ-[a i+b-p+(l—a —b)-d]+....
Tiien, ,B is the estimated impact of the effective number of constituencies on Y and a, b , and I-a-b
are the estimated ctegrees of corporatist, partisan, and geograpi'iic representation, respectively, in that
country. Also, b/ (l-a)is the estimated ctegree of party unity in the country assuming the causal role
attributed to party unity here is correct. This approaci'i ettectiveiy assumes the ctegrees to which
representation operates in various forms and of party unity (i.e., a, b, and 1 -a-Z7) are some country-

specitic constants to be estimated. Aiternativeiy, one could model @ and b tiieoreticaiiy as suggesteci

above. Such a project remains for future research, but the discussion i’iopetuiiy ampiy illustrates the
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potential for usefuﬂy extending the eﬁ[ective constituency concept.

The argument and evidence presentecl here suggest still further considerations related to the
eﬁ[ective number o][ constituencies in general and/or to the pohtical economy of distributive politics and
porlz—laarrel spen&ing in particular. In section three, we arguecl that lesser partisan polarization and
greater district-level electoral—competitiveness hlzely increase the relative prominence of distributive
politics and spencling. We sugges’cecl there how one might model such propositions empiricaﬂy. We
would now add that aggregate—level electoral—competitiveness , characteristics of the electoral system
(see, e.g., Carey and Sl’lugar’c 1995), and the number and relative importance of various levels of
government (national, regional, 1oca1, etc.) may play roles as well.

Holcling constant the number of parties and of electoral districts, and the clegrees of party
unity, polariza’cion, and district-level electoral—competitiveness; national-level competitiveness hlzely
increases distributive spencling as well. Consider, again, two hypothetical UK’s, alike in all the above
respects; assume speciﬁcaﬂy that each electoral district is expectecl to procluce a 55-45 spli’c in the
next election. In one UK, though, all the 55-45 splits favor La]oour, ancl, in the other UK, half favor
Labour and half favor Tories. The marginal value to the incumbent of district projects is much
greater in the second UK, and so we should expect greater distributive politics and spencling there.
The 1ogic isa simple extension of Tufte (1978) and follows directly from Schultz’s demonstration
of a similar egect—namely that pre—electoral rnanipulation of transfer payments occurs only to the
clegree the coming election is expectecl to be close—in the actual UK (1995). Empirical exploration
of this hypothesis, relating it speciﬁcaﬂy to distributive politics and spending , awaits future research.

Furthermore, Carey and Shugar’c (1995) summarize the incentives cleriving from the electoral

system for representatives to cultivate a personal vote, which here would imply greater emphasis on
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district-oriented distributive overernpl'lasis , by four aspects of the system: (7) party-leacler control over
the ballot, (i7) vote pooling, (i1i) type and number of multiple votes, and (iv) district magni’cude.24
Once again, one can model u in our eﬁ[ective-constituency concept to reflect these arguments &irectly
(see aloove) , and we intend to do so in the future as we extend this project comparatively.

The number and relative importance of various levels of government clearly enter also. In a
federal system, e.g., two considerations suggest that decentralization of fiscal clecision—malzing to local
governments migh’c mitigate the tenclency toward porle—l)arrel overspending that WS i hypothesized.
First, especiaﬂy if federalism includes transferal of some fiscal authority to sub-national governments,
decentralized clecision—malzing may reduce the effective fiscal authorities’ alaihty to externalize the
costs of their 1ocaﬂy desired spencling to 1arger, aggregate decision—malzing units (see, e.g., Del Rossi
and Inman 1999, Jones and Sanguinetti 2000). At the regional level, the ability to concentrate
benefits relative to costs diminishes simply because regions are both smaller geographicaﬂy and less
diverse in the interests they encompass. Second, decentralized fiscal—clecision—malzing may induce a
“race to the bottom” as localities compete for investment Ly 1owering taxes (Peterson 1990).25 Le,
whatever the impact of decentralized fiscal—clecision—malzing on the 1/n pro]alem, it also introduces
a coordination prol)lem among regions that operates toward reclucing distributive overspending.
However, l)y reifying region and geography politicaﬂy, federalism might also raise the salience of local
relative to national concerns among the electorate and so among policymalzers, which suggests larger
porlz barrels. Finaﬂy, even in unitary systems, one can &istinguish between stronger unitary-states
where few political decisions occur at the local level and weaker ones where much poli’cical activity is

local, inclucling some cases considerable revenue-generation. One migh’c well expect the relative weigl'l’c

* On the last, see also Long (2002) and the above.
* Cf. Sharpe (198R), who argues to the contrary that spending increases with decentralization because resistance to tax

increases is lower at the sub-national than the national level.

Page 26 of 29



of distributive politics and, therel)y, distributive spending to rise the weaker the central state in this
respect. These considerations, and the question of how they interact, remain open issues, but ones
again that may be addressed using our theoretical and (proposecl) empirical strategy.

The aclvantages of our concept of the effective number of constituencies lie in how it adds
theoretical and empirical scope to the WSJ 1ogic of 1/n in distributive politics and spending. The
theoretical and empirical potential of the eﬁ[ective-constituency concept, we believe, extends beyoncl this
preliminary exposition and evidence to set an interesting, and what we hope is a fruitful, agenda for

{:uture research.
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