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State Legislative Elections
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Average Incumbent Re-Election Rates to State 
Legislatures, 1992-2002
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Open Seats in State Legislatures, 1992-2002
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Percent Seats Won with <60% in State 
Legislatures, 1992-2002
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Competitive Primaries
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Campaign Donations

James Gimple, University of Maryland
Francis Lee, University of Maryland







The Election Process Within a District
E

lection O
utcom

e

N
ational M

ood
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The Election Process Within a District
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General Findings

Competition Varies Among Levels of Office
Tailor reforms to the office

Reforms Can Have Seemingly Perverse 
Effects on Competition 

Example: Clean Elections encourage candidates 
to run where they have little chance of winning, 
which increases levels of constestation, but 
lowers overall levels of competition

Reforms Can Create Perverse Incentives
Example: Term Limits encourage candidates to 
wait for open seats



Reform Recommendations

There is no magic bullet, the electoral 
process is complicated
You may only get one chance to get it right, 
choose wisely
Consider combining state constitutional 
amendments with statutes to fill in details and 
to provide flexibility if something doesn’t work 
as planned



Current Research

Examining Redistricting Effects on State 
Legislative Elections and Districts

Post-Redistricting Election Outcomes (including 
2004 election and primary data)
2000 Presidential Vote in State Legislative 
Districts before and after redistricting

(Would greatly appreciate help in AR, DE, KY, MI, MS, 
MT, OR, ND, NE, RI, SD, TN, UT, and WY)
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Gerrymandering and Competition
 
 District 1 District 2 District 3 District 4 Total 
Competitive 
Districts 
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Figure 2: Three Configurations of Four Equi-populous Districts in a Hypothetical Evenly Partisan Jurisdiction 



Patterns in District Competition
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Pro-Republican Bias 
in Congressional Districts
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