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A majority of recent studies finds that black members of Congress are
more supportive of blacks’ interests than are white members of Congress,
even white Democrats. These results are limited, however, exclusively to
the contemporary period as scholars have not studied how black members
of Congress behaved during Reconstruction, the first era of blacks’ descrip-
tive representation. Although black representatives from this era are typi-
cally portrayed as having been responsive to blacks’ interests, some recent
studies suggest that they often supported whites’ interests on issues impor-
tant to their black constituents. Employing a measure of racial ideology as
well as a measure of general ideology developed by Poole and Rosenthal
(1997), we investigate the relationship between descriptive and substantive
representation in the U.S. House immediately after the Civil War, through
the use of descriptive statistics, OLS regression, and forecasting techniques.
We find that black Republicans during Reconstruction were more ideolog-
ically liberal on both general and racial issues than their white Republican
colleagues in the South. These results suggest that the linkage between
descriptive and substantive representation for blacks is not merely a recent
phenomenon, but rather has more general applicability across time.

A majority of recent congressional studies concludes that black members of
Congress do a better job of representing the policy interests of black constituents
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than do white members of Congress (for an opposing view, see Swain 1993). One
set of studies, for example, finds that black members are more likely to vote for
bills that advance blacks’ interests, especially if the legislation directly and nar-
rowly benefits black constituents (Hall and Heflin 1994; Hall 1996; Cameron et
al. 1996; Lublin 1997; Whitby 1997; Canon 1999a; Whitby and Krause forth-
coming). Other studies find that black members are more ideologically liberal
than white Democrats (Lublin 1997; McCarty et al. 1997; Whitby and Gilliam
1998), sponsor more legislation directly beneficial to black constituents (Cobb
and Jenkins 1996; Canon 1999a), and work harder on the floor and in commit-
tee to advance blacks’ interests (Hall 1996; DiLorenzo 1997; Canon 1999a).!

Each of these studies establishes a link between descriptive representation
and the substantive representation of blacks’ issues.? Our knowledge about the
nature of this relationship, however, is limited temporally. That is, systematic evi-
dence exists only for black members of Congress during the past several decades.
In this paper, we investigate whether descriptive representation is linked to the
substantive representation of blacks’ issues during an earlier period in American
history, the post-Civil War years of Reconstruction, when blacks were first
elected to Congress and when black citizens first voted en masse.

We believe that a systematic study of black members during Reconstruction
presents a unique opportunity to examine descriptive-substantive linkages in a
more general way, that is, to determine the degree to which such linkages may be
contingent or time-bound. Several recent studies, for example, argue that white
members of Congress supported blacks’ interests at least as well as black mem-
bers of Congress did during Reconstruction (Haynie 1991; Swain 1993). It is
therefore possible that the linkage between descriptive and substantive represen-
tation is simply a recent phenomenon—a product of contemporary contextual
conditions or group interests.

To assess the quality of black members’ substantive representation during
Reconstruction, we analyze their congressional roll-call vote choices (as well as
the vote choices of white members) in a comprehensive statistical analysis. This
is done in two ways. First, we construct a measure of racial ideology by scaling
all roll-call votes dealing with racial policy issues. Second, we incorporate a
measure of general ideology, the NOMINATE score developed by Poole and
Rosenthal (1997). By analyzing members’ voting behavior both narrowly, using

1 For a more comprehensive review of the literature, see Canon (1999b).

2 A related set of research has focused on the question of whether the creation of majority-minority
districts maximizes substantive black representation in Congress (Grofman et al. 1992; Swain
1993; Bullock 1995; Cameron et al. 1996; Lublin 1997, 1999; Whitby 1997; Canon 1999; Epstein
and O’Halloran 1999; Kousser 1999). Inherent in this debate is the assumption that the creation
of majority-minority districts will lead to better substantive representation for blacks, because (a)
more blacks will be elected to Congress and (b) black members represent blacks’ interests better
than white members (Whitby and Krause forthcoming).
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the race-based measure, and broadly, using NOMINATE scores, we are afforded
two different perspectives to examine the dynamics of race of representation.

The article proceeds as follows. In the first section, we describe the theoret-
ical foundations underlying the linkage between descriptive and substantive rep-
resentation. In the second section, we briefly review the historical literature on
descriptive representation in Congress during Reconstruction, as well as the con-
flicting opinions about black members’ substantive representation of blacks’
interests during this period. In the third section, we present our research design
and describe the data. In the fourth section, we conduct our tests and report our
results. In the fifth section, we present our conclusions.

DESCRIPTIVE-SUBSTANTIVE REPRESENTATIONAL LINKAGES:
THEORETICAL FOUNDATIONS

Why are black members of Congress more supportive of blacks’ interests
than are white members of Congress? Two major theories have been advanced.

The first theory, explicated by Dawson (1994), relies upon the intersection of
racial group socialization and general representative-constituency linkages. A
number of scholars argue that black members of Congress identify foremost with
racial group interests because, like most blacks in American society, they too face
discrimination and prejudice (Miller et al. 1981; Shingles 1981; Gurin et al
1989). As a consequence, Dawson argues, self interests become synonymous with
group interests, as black members perceive that their own fates are linked to the
fates of the overall group, which inevitably leads them to expend more effort than
white members to represent blacks’ interests. This is evident in the comments of
a black member interviewed by Fenno (1978: 115), who said, “When I vote my
conscience as a black man, I necessarily represent the black community.”

Another theory, offered by Hall and Heflin (1994; also see Hall 1996), sug-
gests that members of Congress respond to the constituencies that they “see,”
usually core constituencies that form their reelection coalitions. Based again on
racial group socialization and consciousness, Hall and Heflin argue that black
and white members often see different core constituencies, even when repre-
senting similar districts. Black members, for example, will normally have first-
hand experience with economic deprivation, social isolation, and discrimination,
and therefore feel a strong connection to black constituents. Also, on a more
pragmatic note, Hall and Heflin argue that white members can usually afford to
ignore black voters and still have a high likelihood of reelection, while the same
cannot be said of black members. It follows then that black members are more
likely to recognize the importance of black constituents to their electoral coali-
tion and to be more sensitive to their needs.

3 For a more extensive review of these theories, see Whitby (1997).
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We believe that the notions of minority-group consciousness and electoral
linkages that underlie contemporary theories of race and representation also
apply to the Reconstruction era. Recently emancipated from slavery, blacks were
subject to virulent prejudice, discrimination, and violence, and their labor was
systematically exploited, sanctioned by law and the prevailing sociopolitical
theory (DuBois 1935; Franklin 1956, 1961; Foner 1988). The same was true for
black members of Congress, as most were ex-slaves who faced similar discrimi-
natory treatment throughout their lives, both in and out of office (Clay 1992;
Swain 1993; Foner 1996). It is therefore reasonable that these black members
identified with racial group interests. Moreover, as in contemporary times, black
members during Reconstruction relied almost exclusively on black voters to
secure election: only two blacks were elected to Congress from majority-white
districts, both from districts greater than 40 percent black (Swain 1993; Valelly
1999). 1t therefore seems reasonable that black and white members saw different
core constituencies; more to the point, black members almost certainly realized
that they could not ignore their black constituents and hope to be reelected.

While the conditions underlying contemporary theories of race and repre-
sentation seem to be applicable to the Reconstruction era, there is disagreement
as to how black members of Congress behaved during this earlier period in
American history. In particular, some recent accounts suggest that black mem-
bers did not represent blacks’ interests any better than did white members. We
attempt to sort out this disagreement by conducting a definitive analysis of
Reconstruction-era congressional behavior. Before doing so, however, we set the
stage by presenting a more detailed review of the literature on descriptive-sub-
stantive representation during Reconstruction.

BLACK REPRESENTATIVES DURING RECONSTRUCTION

Before the Civil War, blacks could vote in six northern states, but their num-
bers were quite small (Weeks 1894). Southern blacks, of course, were prohibited
from voting.* As a condition for readmittance to the Union, however, Congress
required southern states to extend suffrage to all males, and by 1868 more than
700,000 blacks were registered to vote in the South (Franklin 1961). In March
of 1870, the right to vote was extended to black males across the nation through
the Fifteenth Amendment, and black registration continued to grow steadily into
the early part of the decade. Although violence, intimidation, and fraud often
characterized southern whites’ reaction to this turn of events, blacks voted in

4 Free blacks were considered citizens and provided with the right of suffrage in two Southern states,
Tennessee and North Carolina, after the Revolution. This period of “civil rights” was brief, how-
ever, as black suffrage ended in Tennessee (1834) and North Carolina (1835) through constitu-
tional amendments (Weeks 1894).
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relatively large numbers until the end of the century (Kousser 1974, 1984; Foner
1988; Valelly 1999).

With black suffrage came the election of blacks to Congress. As Kousser
(1999: 20) notes, “[black voters’] first preference, then as now, was to be repre-
sented by people of their own race.” In all, 22 different blacks were elected to
Congress between 1869 and 1901, 20 in the House and 2 in the Senate (Foner
1996).> While a majority of these black members of Congress were former slaves,
most were educated (approximately half had attended college) and had previ-
ously held an elective office at the state or local level (Seip 1983; Swain 1993).

Historical accounts of black members’ actions during Reconstruction are
sparse and largely anecdotal.® In addition, most of these studies focus narrowly
on individual members, making it difficult to generalize about findings. Never-
theless, the literature suggests that black members’ legislative efforts, and the
content of their bills, were intended to promote the interests of their race.
According to these accounts, black members were involved primarily with “black
issues,” such as racial integration of public schools and relief for depositors of the
failed Freedman’s Savings and Trust Company (Clayton 1964; Vaughn 1974,
Reid 1979). While black members were infrequent participants in legislative
debate generally, they did take an active interest in matters that involved their
black constituents directly (Meyer 1972; Reid 1979; Foner 1988).

The historical literature also contends that black members of Congress
tended to vote as a bloc, because, according to Williamson (1986), they believed
that white Democrats were coordinating to deny blacks full social, political, and
economic rights.” Similarly, Holt (1977: 106-107) argues that despite contempo-
rary reports that black leaders were “mere pawns” of the white ruling establish-
ment, the historical evidence suggests that black legislators were quite successful
in producing outcomes that benefited black constituents.

At odds with these traditional historical accounts are some recent studies
that suggest that black members of Congress during Reconstruction often acted
against their black constituents’ interests. Haynie (1991), in a simple statistical
study using narrow economic and race-based voting indices, finds that black

v

The seating of black legislators was excruciatingly difficult. Five of the first twenty blacks elected
to the House were denied their seats, and ten others had their terms interrupted or delayed by
white politicians challenging the election outcomes (Clay 1992).

Moreover, the few studies that attempt to assess the behavior of black members are reportedly
“untrustworthy,” because there is no middle ground in their assessments. That is, they strive either
to glorify black members’ achievements or to deny their accomplishments and portray them as
depraved and corrupt (Hosmer and Fineman 1978).

The evidence presented in these studies also suggests that black representatives were ideologically
liberal in general. Williamson (1986), for example, writes that black legislators favored public
policy goals such as universal public education, increased health care for the sick, and humane
treatment for criminals.
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members during the 42nd, 43rd, and 44th Congresses did not vote as a group
and therefore failed to represent their black constituents adequately® Swain
(1993) supports Haynie’s findings in a largely descriptive fashion, by pointing to
black members’ personal characteristics. For example, Swain (1993: 26) notes
that many black members were of mixed race, “which suggests that some of them
may have identified more with whites than blacks.” Moreover, Swain claims that
black members lacked an incentive to pursue equitable economic policies,
because they were relatively wealthy and therefore had economic interests closer
to whites than to other blacks. In fact, Swain (ibid.) claims that black members
actually worked to return lost economic power to white southerners (see also
Marable 1988).

Consistent with Swain’s view, Clay (1992: 20) reports that while black mem-
bers during Reconstruction “made political decisions that promoted the interests
of black people, they also made some decisions that undermined those interests.”
One such decision involved their support of legislation to strengthen whites’
political power by granting amnesty (and thereby extending voting rights) to
whites who rebelled against the Union.® In one dramatic instance, John Langston,
a black member from Virginia, even introduced legislation which, if passed,
would likely have disenfranchised a large number of blacks and hastened
redemption.

DATA, VARIABLES, AND CODING

To sort out these conflicting views of black members’ actions during Recon-
struction, we analyze roll-call voting in the House of Representatives between the
41st (1869-71) and the 43rd (1873-75) Congresses. We limit our study to these
three Houses for several reasons. First, only one black was elected prior to the
41st Congress. Second, beginning with the 44th Congress, the Democrats took
control of the House and kept racial issues off the floor, denying us the ability to
generate racial ideology scores beyond the 43rd Congress.” Finally, only two

8 Haynie’ analysis is based on Rice’s scores of cohesion. The total number of votes that are included
in his voting indices range from four to six, and no methodology is provided to explain how votes
were selected.

The nature of partisan politics during this period provides another reason to question the linkage
between descriptive and substantive representation. State party organizations were responsible for
determining party tickets, and they routinely nominated whites instead of blacks to run for Con-
gress in majority or near-majority black districts (Perman 1984). Thus, black politicians might
have perceived the need to temper their legislative actions in order to maintain their party lead-
ers’ support. Unqualified support for black causes, even within the Republican ranks, likely would
have been costly, especially in the South.
10 National Democratic leaders were content to leave racial politics to local state governments,
which, under Democratic control, were rolling back the protections previously afforded to black
voters (Kousser 1974).

o
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black Senators were elected during Reconstruction, which prevents us from con-
ducting a similar systematic study of the Senate.

Dependent Variables

We evaluate members’ voting behavior in two ways: first, on only those roll-
call votes that dealt with racial policy; and second, on all roll-call votes within a
given set of Congresses. Our measure of racial ideology is constructed by scaling
roll-call votes on race-based issues. Briefly, for each Congress, we reviewed all roll
calls that Poole and Rosenthal (1996) classify as belonging to the issue areas of
civil rights, voting rights, education, or Reconstruction. From this set of roll calls,
we identified only those votes dealing strictly with racial policies and determined
black constituents’ positions on each. We then coded the vote choices for each
member, based on whether he supported or opposed blacks’ interests. From
these individual codings, we created a racial-issue voting index, termed
RACESCORE, for all members in each of the three Congresses. (See Appendix for
precise coding rules and a list of votes included.) The values of RACESCORE
range from O to 100, with lower scores reflecting a more racially conservative ide-
ology and higher scores reflecting a more racially liberal ideology.

Our second dependent variable is a general measure of ideology developed
by Poole and Rosenthal (1997). This score, referred to as W-NOMINATE, reflects
members’ spatial ideology on the primary issue dimension in each of the Con-
gresses we consider." During this period, issues related to Reconstruction define
this dimension (Poole and Rosenthal 1997: 41).” W-NOMINATE values range
from [-1 to 1], with negative scores indicating a conservative ideology and pos-
itive scores reflecting a liberal ideology.

Methodological Issues

Before proceeding, we address several methodological concerns about the
nature of our dependent variables. First, there is a bias toward null-findings in
race-based studies when the dependent variable is comprised of roll-call votes.
As Hall and Heflin (1994: 8) write, “there is an unexamined censoring process
that preceded the observation of roll call votes, which has the capacity to distort
the revelation of individual members’ preferences.” If black members truly prefer

11 The W-NOMINATE procedure uses dll roll-call votes in a given Congress to generate ideal-point
estimates.

12 A potential endogeneity problem exists, as the W-NOMINATE estimates include votes that com-
prise RACESCORE. We do not consider this to be a major problem, however, because the W-
NOMINATE estimates are based on approximately 500 votes for each Congress, while
RACESCORE consists of a maximum of 31 votes for any one Congress. Thus, racial votes com-
prise a very small percentage of the total number of votes in any given Congress.
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legislation that is outside the bounds of white members’ acceptability, measures
of representation using roll-call votes can artificially create the impression that
black and white members support black citizens’ interests equally. Therefore, any
significant findings relating to race should be taken as strong evidence, given the
difficulty of rejecting the null hypothesis in this case.

Second, there were relatively few black members of Congress during Recon-
struction, and the number of black members serving in any single House was
small. Only two blacks were seated in the 41st Congress, five in the 42nd Con-
gress, and seven in the 43rd Congress. Furthermore, all black members were
from the former-Confederate South and were Republicans. We attempt to mini-
mize these structural limitations by comparing black members to their equiva-
lent cohort—white members from the former-Confederate South—and pooling
the data.”” Thus, our sample consists of all major-party representatives elected in
the former-Confederate South between the 41st and 43rd Congresses, and
includes 50 white Democrats, 69 white Republicans, and 10 black Republicans.™

Pooling, however, requires a way of combining votes across a series of
Houses, since many members served more than once between the 41st and 43rd
Congresses. For votes on racial issues, we created a simple weighted-average of
RACESCORE, with the number of race-based votes in each Congress serving as
the weights. For simplicity, we refer to this weighted score simply as RACE-
SCORE throughout the rest of this analysis."” To generate a pooled general ideol-
ogy score, we utilized an estimation technique developed by Poole (1998), that
generates a single set of ideal-point (W-NOMINATE) estimates for each member
serving between the 41st and 43rd Congresses and places them in a common
evaluative space.’® Again, for simplicity, we refer to these “transformed” or
“common-space” ideal-point estimates simply as W-NOMINATE estimates
throughout the rest of the analysis."”

13 Region can be coded several different ways, based, for example, on whether the state had repre-
sentation in the Confederate government or whether the state was a former slave (free) state. Our
coding is based on whether the state did or did not secede from the Union, because this defini-
tion comes the closest to matching contemporary definitions of the “old” South. Thus, our sample
included representatives from eleven states: Alabama, Arkansas, Georgia, Florida, Louisiana, Mis-
sissippi, North Carolina, South Carolina, Tennessee, Texas, and Virginia.

14 Three black members served more than one term between the 41st and the 43rd Congress: Rainey
(41st-43rd), Elliot (42nd, 43rd), and Walls (42nd, 43rd). The remaining black members served
one term: Long (41st), Tuner (42nd), Delarge (42nd), Rapier (43rd), Lynch (43rd), Ransier (43rd),
and Cain (43rd).

15 RACESCORE consists of a maximum of 66 total votes, 23 in the 41st Congress, 31 in the 42nd
Congress, and 12 in the 43rd Congress.

16 See Poole (1998) for more details.

17 The NOMINATE estimates are a function of 1626 roll-call votes taken during the three Con-
gresses: 634 in the 41st Congress, 517 in the 42nd Congress, and 475 in the 43rd Congress.

188



Race and the Representation of Blacks’ Interests During Reconstruction

Independent Variables

Our primary independent variable is the race of the representative (0 =
white, 1 = black). Constituency interests during Reconstruction cannot be meas-
ured directly, but it is standard practice in the literature on race and representa-
tion to use demographic proxies (Whitby 1987, 1997; Swain 1993; Bullock
1995; Lublin 1997). Thus, we include a dummy variable for party affiliation (0
= Democrats, 1 = Republicans) and several proxies for district-level constituency
interests: the percentage-black population (0 to 100 percent), the degree of
urbanization (the population per square mile), and a measure of district wealth
(real estate values).'®

The expected direction of percent-black effects is straightforward in contempo-
rary studies: the higher the percentage of blacks, the greater the support for liberal
and black interests (Hutchings 1998). This prediction follows from the assumption
that blacks prefer liberal policies, and it remains a viable hypothesis for our study®
We include a measure of urbanization because of its theoretical connection to policy
outputs. In the contemporary era, most studies find a positive relationship between
high levels of urbanization and support for liberal economic policies (Lublin 1997;
Whitby 1997; Canon 1999a). This stems in large part from the high proportion of
blacks living in urban areas. During Reconstruction, however, blacks depended on
agricultural employment and lived predominantly in more rural areas (Wright
1986), thus we expect a negative relationship between urbanization and support for
blacks’ (and liberal) interests. Finally, we include a measure of district wealth
because constituents in less wealthy districts are expected to agitate more strongly
for liberal economic policies (Lublin 1997; Canon 1999a). Contemporary black
members of Congress not only represent districts with more black voters but also
districts with poorer constituents, and it seems likely that a similar situation was true
for black members during Reconstruction.

RESULTS

Our analysis includes descriptive statistics, regression results, and perform-
ance “forecasts” for each of our two dependent variables. We present our racial
ideology (RACESCORE) findings first, before moving on to our general ideology
(W-NOMINATE) results.

18 Since the data are pooled, we create a weighted average for each of the demographic variables for
members elected both before and after redistricting, between the 42nd and 43rd Congresses.

19 A second plausible hypothesis is that the effects are reversed. Some scholars have argued that
whites in the Civil Rights era interpreted larger black populations as a political threat, causing
white members to become more conservative as the black population increased (Key 1949; Black
1978; Whitby and Gilliam 1991). While this hypothesis has been refuted in recent years (see
Lublin 1997), we investigate white “backlash” in the Reconstruction era by running additional
models with alternative specifications of “percent black.” See footnote 24.
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RACESCORE

Our analysis begins by examining the descriptive statistics associated with
members’ racial ideology (RACESCORE). According to means reported in the
first row of Table 1, party is a primary determinant of racial ideology, but the race
of the representative is also important. On a scale of 0 to 100, where 0 is the most
conservative and 100 is the most liberal, Democrats and Republicans vary sub-
stantially White Democrats have an average score of less than 10, while white
Republicans have an average score of approximately 75. Black Republicans, on
the other hand, have the highest average RACESCOREs (the most liberal voting
records), at about 92, which is significantly greater (p < .005) than their white
Republican colleagues. Furthermore, the size of the standard deviations indicate
that black Republicans’ voting on racial issues was extremely cohesive, while
white Republicans’ voting behavior was considerably more varied.

We also present summary statistics in rows two and three of Table 1 to show
how the size of the black constituency is related to members’ racial ideology
scores. The data suggest that white Democrats’ average scores do not change sig-
nificantly as the size of the black population varies, and white Republicans’
scores change only slightly. Moreover, the differences in RACESCORES between
white and black Republicans from heavily black districts are statistically signifi-
cant: a 15.49 difference for members from districts at least 40 percent black (p <
.012 ) and a 12.17 difference for members from districts greater than 50 percent
black (p < .033).2! Thus, while many more whites represented districts with large
(and often majority) black populations, these results suggest that they were less
responsive to black constituents’ concerns than were black members.

To determine more precisely whether the race of representative independently
affects voting on race-based legislation, we construct an econometric model and
regress RACESCORE on the race of the representative, while controlling for party
and other potential constituency influences.” Given the bimodal structure of the
data, we anticipate potential problems of heteroskedasticity and make the appro-
priate correction, by using White-corrected standard errors in place of least squares
errors (White 1980; Maddala 1992).% In Table 2, we present the regression results

20 Of course, the ideological direction of “liberal” policies was different for the Reconstruction era.
The liberal direction was on the right (toward the Republicans), while the “conservative” direction
was on the left (toward the Democrats).

21 These p-values reflect one-tailed, unpaired t-tests.

22 Percent-black is highly correlated with a legislator’s race in contemporary studies, but it is only

modestly correlated (0.29) during Reconstruction. Low correlations between our remaining inde-

pendent variables also suggest that we do not have a problem with multicollinearity.

If the errors in the regression equation do not have constant variance, i.e., they are heteroskedas-

tic, then the least squares estimator will be inefficient, and the standard errors will be biased (Mad-

dala 1992; Greene 2000).

~
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= TaBLE 1
SOUTHERN REPRESENTATIVES' MEAN RaAcIAL IDEOLOGY (RACESCORE),
41sT - 43RD CONGRESSES, BY PARTY, RACE, AND PERCENT BLACK

White White Black
Democrats Republicans ~ Republicans
All members 9.93 74.37 92.34
9.19) (21.39) (4.80)
50 69 10
Members from districts with 9.07 76.85 92.34
40% black or greater (111D (20.33) (4.80)
22 45 10
Members from districts with 5.36 80.53 92.70
greater than 50% black (5.78) (17.66) (5.37)
10 25 8

Note: First row entries are means (scores range from 0 to 100; 0 = maximum conservative score, 100
= maximum liberal score); second row entries are standard deviations; third row entries are the
number of observations.

Source: RACESCORE was constructed by the authors using the VOTEVIEW program developed by
Keith Poole and Howard Rosenthal. Racial demographic data were obtained from Parsons, Beach, and
Dubin (1986).

for two separate models: the first model incorporates members of both major par-
ties, while the second model is party-specific, including only Republicans.

In the two-party model (Model 1), party is the primary determinant of mem-
bers’ racial ideology, but the race of the representative also has a significant inde-
pendent effect. In general, Republicans were more supportive of black interests
than Democrats (p < .001), and black Republicans were more racially liberal than
white Republicans (p < .001). This latter result holds true when we move to a
Republican-only model (Model 2), as black Republicans were significantly more
supportive of black interests than their partisan colleagues (p < .001). Breaking
down the Republican sample into heavily black (Model 3) and majority black
(Model 4) districts yields no change: black members were more racially liberal
than white members across the board.

Black constituents also had a significant, positive influence on members’
racial ideology scores in all four models. Moreover, this influence increased as the
sample was reduced, suggesting that an “electoral connection” existed. That is, the
greater the black population, the more liberal were members’ racial ideologies.*

24 Additional tests not reported here show that the voting behavior of white Democrats does not vary
by the percentage of blacks in their districts. The electoral connection exists only within the
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= TaBLE 2:
DETERMINANTS OF SOUTHERN REPRESENTATIVES' RACIAL IDEOLOGY (RACESCORE),
4151-43rRD CONGRESSES

Model 3 Model 4

Model 1 Republicans ~ Republicans
Democrats Model 2 from 40% or  from Greater
and Republicans  Greater Black than 50%
Republicans Only Districts Black Districts
Party 63.0%** — — —
(3.23)
Race 15.0%** 12.6*** 11.2%** 7.96*
(3.35) (3.83) (3.69) (4.0
Percent Black 0.23* 0.39** 0.77** 1.25*
(0.12) 0.17) 0.24) (0.69)
District Wealth 0.15 0.14 0.06 -0.20*
(0.10) (0.15) (0.16) 0.12)
Urbanization ~0.52%** -0.58** —-0.53** -0.44
0.16) (0.20) 0.29) 0.33)
Constant 8.97* 66.34%** 48.32%** 29.65
(4.41) 8.2 (13.87) (34.60)
N 125 78 55 33
F-statistic 327.57%** 8.37%** 6.71%** 3.09*
Adjusted R? 0.82 0.25 0.26 0.36

Note: Entries represent unstandardized OLS coefficients (White-corrected standard errors).

Source: RACESCORE was constructed by the authors using the VOTEVIEW program developed by
Keith Poole and Howard Rosenthal. Demographic data were obtained from Parsons, Beach, and
Dubin (1986).

*p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001 (one-tailed tests).

We further examine the effects of race on members’ racial ideologies by
exploring a counterfactual, that is, how would white Republicans have voted had
they been elected from districts actually represented by black Republicans, all
else equal? Using a simple forecasting procedure detailed by Greene (2000: 307-
10), we generate racial ideology predictions for white Republicans, based on

Republican ranks. In addition, we tested for a nonlinear relationship between percent black and
member ideology to investigate potential white “backlash” effects. Following Lublin (1997: 142, fn
19), we ran two additional regressions, one parabolic (squaring percent black) and one cubic
(cubing percent black), and uncovered no significant results.
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parameter estimates from a white-only regression model and data from the black
members’ districts, and compare them to actual racial ideology scores for the ten
black Republicans.” Results are presented in Table 3. We find that in nine of ten
cases black Republican RACESCOREs were significantly greater (p < .05) than
the predicted white Republican RACESCOREs. The difference between actual
and predicted scores range from a minimum of six to a maximum of nearly 30
points. These results strongly support our prior findings that a member’s race
affected his voting behavior on racial issues.

W-NOMINATE

In addition to looking at racial issues, we investigate whether a relationship
exists between members’ race and their voting behavior, using our general meas-
ure of ideology (W-NOMINATE scores).? Descriptive statistics are presented in
Table 4, by party, race, and percent black. Looking at general results, in row one,
Democrats and Republicans separate along the liberal-conservative dimension,
although they are not quite as polarized as they were on racial issues. White
Democrats have an average W-NOMINATE score of around 22, while white
Republicans average just under 69, clearly indicating the importance of party.
Black Republicans are even more liberal than white Republicans, averaging just
over 73. Although significant (p < .02), the magnitude of this difference is smaller
than for the racial-policy scores.

In rows two and three of Table 4, we also examine whether the size of the
black constituency is related to general member voting. The results are mixed.
Looking first at members from districts at least 40 percent black, we observe a
large difference between Republicans and Democrats generally, with a small
(4.52) but significant (p < .02) difference between white and black Republicans.
A similar difference exists between Republicans and Democrats who represent
districts greater than 50 percent black, but no significant race-based difference (p
< .19) exists within the Republican ranks.

Mimicking our RACESCORE analysis, we construct four econometric
models—a two-party model (Democrats and Republicans), an all-Republican
model, a sub-sample of Republicans from districts at least 40 percent black, and

25 More specifically, we first separate white members from black members and run the same OLS
regression as before, using all independent variables (party and demographic proxies) except race,
on the all-white sample. From this regression, we generate white-only parameter estimates for
each independent variable. We then “fit” the partisan and demographic data for each of the black
members into the estimated white model to generate racial-index predictions, which forecast how
a white Republican would have behaved had he represented those black Republicans’ districts.

26 ‘While W-NOMINATE scores are constrained to the [-1, 1] interval, for purposes of presentation
and comparison to RACESCORE, we have normalized the measure so that it falls within the [0,
100} interval.
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= TaBLE3
COMPARING BrACK REPRESENTATIVES' RACESCORES 10 PrEDICTED RACESCORES
FOR WHITE REPUBLICANS

Predicted
Actual RACESCORE for 95% Confidence

Black Representative RACESCORE  a White Republican Interval

Long—GA (41st) 100.0 74.0 67.9-80.1
Rainey—SC (41st, 42nd, 43rd) 90.5 80.3 74.7-85.9
Turner—AL (42nd) 89.3 83.4 78.7-88.0
Delarge—SC (42nd) 84.6 63.9 49.5-78.4
Elliott—SC (42nd, 43rd) 95.4 75.4 69.0-81.7
Walls—FL (42nd, 43rd) 90.9 84.2 76.8-91.6
Rapier—AL (43rd) 90.9 72.1 65.5-78.7
Lynch—MS (43rd) 90.9 81.5 74.8-88.2
Ransier—SC (43rd) 100.0 80.6 73.6-87.7
Cain—SC (43rd) 90.9 78.2 72.2-84.2

Note: Predicted RACESCORES represent forecasts of how a white Republican would have behaved,
had he served in the same district, under the same contextual conditions, instead of the given black
representative.

Source: For a discussion of the forecasting procedure, see Greene (2000: 307-10).

a sub-sample of Republicans from districts greater than 50 percent black—to
examine the question further, while also controlling for potential constituency
effects. White-corrected standard errors are also utilized to alleviate problems
with heteroskedasticity. Regression results are presented in Table 5. We find sig-
nificant, positive effects for the race of the representative variable in the first three
models, but do not uncover a significant difference between black and white
members from districts greater than 50 percent black. Also, unlike our previous
RACESCORE results, we find no evidence of a race-based electoral connection.
That is, the proportion of black constituents did not appear to affect members’
voting behavior generally, as the percentage-black in a district was not a signifi-
cant predictor of members’ W-NOMINATE scores.

Finally, we again explore a counterfactual, that is, how would white Repub-
licans have voted generally had they been elected from those districts actually
represented by black Republicans, all else equal? We generate W-NOMINATE
predictions for white Republicans, based again on parameter estimates from a
white-only regression model and data from black members’ districts, and com-
pare them to the actual W-NOMINATE scores for the ten black Republicans. As
presented in Table 6, we find that in 7 of 10 cases black Republicans’ W-NOMI-
NATE scores were significantly greater (p < .05) than the predicted white Repub-
lican scores. This evidence supports our previous findings: race matters in

194



Race and the Representation of Blacks’ Interests During Reconstruction

= TABLE 4
SOUTHERN REPRESENTATIVES' MEAN GENERAL IDEOLOGY (W-NOMINATE),
41sT - 43RD CONGRESSES, BY PARTY, RACE AND PERCENT BLACK

White White Black
Democrats Republicans Republicans

All members 22.33 68.82 73.19

(7.06) (6.41) (4.44)
50 69 10

Members from districts with 23.84 68.67 73.19

40% black or greater (7.90) (6.39) (4.44)
22 45 10

Members from districts with 23.44 70.65 72.47

greater than 50% black (9.45) (4.30) (4.53)
10 25 8

Note: For purposes of presentation, we have transformed the W-NOMINATE estimates, which ordi-
narily fall within a [-1, 1] interval, into an index ranging from 0 to 100, where 0 = maximum con-
servative score and 100 = maximum liberal score. Second row entries are standard deviations, and
third row entries are the number of observations.

Source: The W-NOMINATE estimates used in this analysis were created by Keith Poole. See Poole
(1998) for more details on the estimation procedure. Racial demographic data were obtained from
Parsons, Beach, and Dubin (1986).

explaining members’ general ideologies, as black Republican members of Con-
gress were significantly more liberal than their white Republican colleagues.

CONCLUSION

Our study uncovers evidence from the Reconstruction era to indicate that
the linkage between descriptive and substantive representation for blacks is not
merely a recent phenomenon, but rather has more general applicability across
time. Black members of Congress during Reconstruction were significantly more
representative of blacks’ interests than were white members of Congress, even
those white Republicans who represented similar constituencies. After control-
ling for constituency effects, we also find that, in general, black members were
more ideologically liberal than white Republicans. Finally, we find evidence of an
electoral connection between black constituents and their members of Congress
on distinctly racial issues.

Although some of these results seem intuitive, they do not reflect a consen-
sus opinion in the literature. Several scholars imply that black members of Con-
gress did not strive to represent blacks’ interests during Reconstruction and point
to particular historical cases or a small set of roll-call votes as evidence. Accord-
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= TABLE 5.
DETERMINANTS OF SOUTHERN REPRESENTATIVES' GENERAL IDEOLOGY
(W-NOMINATE), 4151-43RD CONGRESSES

Model 3 Model 4
Model 1 Republicans  Republicans
Democrats Model 2 from 40% or  from Greater
and Republicans  Greater Black than 50%
Republicans Only Districts Black Districts
Party 46.0%** — — —
(1.43)
Race 4.03%** 4.73** 3.94* 1.30
(L.75) (1.83) (2.06) (1.89)
Percent Black 0.04 -0.01 0.17 0.19
(0.05) (0.05) 0.12) 0.22)
District Wealth 0.04 0.07 0.06 -0.09*
(0.04) (0.05) (0.16) (0.04)
Urbanization =0.11** -0.09* -0.11 -0.10
(0.05) (0.05) 0.07) (0.09)
Constant 22.36%** 68.87*** 60.37*** 65.99%**
(L.77) (2.32) (5.99) (11.07)
N 125 78 55 33
F-statistic 358.05%** 2.54* 2.48* 2.01
Adjusted R? 0.93 0.11 0.18 0.23

Note: Entries represent unstandardized OLS coefficients (White-corrected standard errors).

Source: RACESCORE was constructed by the authors using the VOTEVIEW program developed by
Keith Poole and Howard Rosenthal. Demographic data were obtained from Parsons, Beach, and
Dubin (1986).

*p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001 (one-tailed tests).

ing to these scholars, black members consciously sided with whites’ interests
because of descriptive characteristics, such as their mixed racial heritage and
their relatively privileged societal positions. Our results, however, suggest that
this perspective is based on isolated, unrepresentative, or possibly misinterpreted
events, and that objectively shared characteristics did not prevent subjectively
defined interests from guiding black members’ behavior.”

27 From an institutional perspective, we might have expected to find that black and white represen-
tatives from the same party behaved similarly during Reconstruction. The ability of party leaders
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= TaBLEG6
COMPARING BLACK REPRESENTATIVES W-NOMINATE SCORES TO
PreDICTED W-NOMINATE SCORES FOR WHITE REPUBLICANS

Predicted
Actual RACESCORE for  95% Confidence

Black Representative RACESCORE  a White Republican Interval

Long—GA (41st) 78.7 68.5 66.5-70.6
Rainey—SC (41st, 42nd, 43rd) 729 69.8 67.4-72.1
Turner—AL (42nd) 68.1 70.7 68.8-72.7
Delarge—SC (42nd) 65.9 66.7 62.4-71.1
Elliott—SC (42nd, 43rd) 75.4 68.9 66.7-71.1
Walls—FL (42nd, 43rd) 735 703 67.6-73.1
Rapier—AL (43rd) 78.6 68.0 65.9-70.1
Lynch—MS (43rd) 76.4 69.8 67.1-72.5
Ransier—SC (43rd) 74.1 69.9 70.0-72.8
Cain—SC (43rd) 68.5 69.3 66.9-71.7

Note: Predicted W-NOMINATE scores represent forecasts of how a white Republican would have
behaved, had he served in the same district, under the same contextual conditions, instead of the
given black representative.

Source: For a discussion of the forecasting procedure, see Greene (2000: 307-10).

We also believe that our conclusions differ from other accounts because of
the systematic nature of our inquiry. Instead of relying on anecdotal and descrip-
tive evidence, we analyzed members’ voting behavior on all relevant legislation
over the course of three Congresses. To be sure, black members did not always
vote in favor of blacks’ interests, but they supported blacks’ interests significantly
more often than their white counterparts. This is evident even after we controlled
for party and constituency factors. Our results are especially impressive given the
conservative bias inherent in the dependent variables.

Finally, we acknowledge that our data are limited in several important ways.
First, we examine Congress, while many historians have paid greater attention to
state legislatures, where more blacks held office and did so for a longer period of
time. Lack of available roll-call data from state legislatures during this period

to determine candidates for office implies that black representatives, so long as they were career
minded, would recognize the constraints on their behavior. Available evidence indicates that most
of the black members in our sample were politically ambitious and recognized that Republican
party leaders could impose sanctions if they supported blacks’ interests without party approval.
Regardless, we find that black members were undeterred by potential sanctions and dispropor-
tionately supported black constituents’ interests.
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