








Registration reform Il: Registration equalized over race, half current
turnout rates

The assumption that all newly registered voters would turn out at the same rate as
currently registered voters is probably very unrealistic. Those who have registered
without benefit of reform are likely more motivated and attuned to politics than
those who have not and, therefore, are more likely to actually cast a ballot than

those who are newly registered due to a reform process.

This view is supported by recent results from Oregon’s new system of “opt-out”
voter registration, where those who interact with the state’s Department of Motor
Vehicles are automatically registered and then have to actively respond to a post-
card notification to opt out of being registered. If they do nothing, they remain
registered. In 2016, those registered by this method in Oregon turned out at a rate

that was roughly half of those registered by conventional means."

So, in this scenario, we still assume that registration reform will be hugely suc-
cessful at elevating and equalizing registration rates, but we also assume that
these new registrants will turn out at only half the current rate for registrants

in their state, race, age, and gender group. Compared to the first registration
reform scenario, this scenario, as we would expect, has a significantly smaller
immediate effect on representation gaps, reducing it by just a percentage point
in 2020, relative to our baseline. And, while this registration reform scenario
does produce representation gap improvements that, relative to the baseline,
continue and widen slightly to 2060, the overall effect is quite a bit smaller than

the first registration reform scenario.

In the year 2060, in this simulation, white overrepresentation is still about 5 points
and Latino underrepresentation is about -4 points. What drives representation
gaps at that point is primarily a significant registrant turnout gap point with an

ongoing age gap being of secondary importance.

This scenario can be taken as the probable effect of an extremely successful reg-
istration reform if turnout of the newly registered under reform continues to lag

turnout of the already registered.
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FIGURE 17
Change to representation gap: Registration reform 2
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This chart displays the age, citizenship, registration, and turnout gaps for racial groups under our baseline scenario and our Registration
Reform Il scenario. In this scenario, all voters are registered at the same rate by state and age group while the participation rates of the
newly registered are set to half of their already registered counterparts.

Sources: Estimates based on authors’ analysis of Ruy Teixeira, William H. Frey, and Rob Griffin, “States of Change: The Demographic
Evolution of the American Electorate, 1974-2060" (Washington: Center for American Progress, 2015), available at https.//www.american-
progress.org/issues/progressive-movement/report/2015/02/24/107261/states-of-change/; November supplements of 2012 and 2014
data from Miriam King and others, “Integrated Public Use Microdata Series, Current Population Survey: Version 3.0, available at
https://cps.ipums.org/cps/index.shtml (last accessed July 2016).

Mobilization reform: Turnout equalized over race

The previous scenario raises the issue of what would happen if we could elimi-
nate differences in the turnout of registrants by race, say, through technical
improvements in mobilization practices and perhaps enhanced interparty com-

petition for these voters.

However, this turns out to the least effective intervention in terms of reducing
representation gaps if it occurs in the absence of any reduction in registration dif-
ferences across race and age groups. Initially—looking at 2020—it has very little
effect, reducing white overrepresentation by only one-tenth of percentage point
and Latino underrepresentation by half a point relative to our baseline. Over time,
the effect becomes somewhat larger, reducing projected white overrepresentation

by .S points and Latino underrepresentation by .8 points in 2060.
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These modest results reflect the continued salience of registration gaps, which, in
this scenario, are not touched by equalizing the turnout of registrants. Obviously,
solving the problem of racial disparities in turning out registered voters, while

making a contribution to reducing representation gaps, will be of limited value in

the absence of practices that also narrow continuing registration gaps.

FIGURE 18
Change to representation gap: Mobilization reform
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This chart displays the age, citizenship, registration, and turnout gaps for racial groups under our baseline scenario and our Mobilization
Reform scenario. In this scenario, all registered voters turn out at the same rate by state and age group.
Sources: Estimates based on authors' analysis of Ruy Teixeira, William H. Frey, and Rob Griffin, “States of Change: The Demographic
Evolution of the American Electorate, 1974-2060" (Washington: Center for American Progress, 2015), available at https://www.american-
progress.org/issues/progressive-movement/report/2015/02/24/107261/states-of-change/; November supplements of 2012 and 2014
data from Miriam King and others, “Integrated Public Use Microdata Series, Current Population Survey: Version 3.0, available at
https://cps.ipums.org/cps/index.shtml (last accessed July 2016).

Mobilization plus registration reform: Turnout and registration
rates equalized over race

Our final scenario eliminates racial disparities that currently affect both the reg-
istration process and the voter mobilization process—disparities that, together,
drive observed participation gaps between eligible voters of different races. This
would be the result if both registration reform and new mobilization practices
were highly effective and, in that sense, the scenario represents an upper bound
for the effects of reforming participation processes, as opposed to eligibility for

participation, covered in the first two scenarios.

35 Center for American Progress | Brookings Institution | Bipartisan Policy Center | States of Change



FIGURE 19
Change to representation gap: Mobilization and registration reform
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This chart displays the age, citizenship, registration, and turnout gaps for racial groups under our baseline scenario and our Mobilization
and Registration Reform scenario. In this scenario, all eligible voters are registered and turn out at the same rate by state and age group.

Sources: Estimates based on authors’ analysis of Ruy Teixeira, William H. Frey, and Rob Griffin, “States of Change: The Demographic
Evolution of the American Electorate, 1974-2060" (Washington: Center for American Progress, 2015), available at https://www.american-
progress.org/issues/progressive-movement/report/2015/02/24/107261/states-of-change/; November supplements of 2012 and 2014
data from Miriam King and others, “Integrated Public Use Microdata Series, Current Population Survey: Version 3.0," available at
https://cps.ipums.org/cps/index.shtml (last accessed July 2016).

The immediate—in this case, 2020—effect on representation gaps is substantial.
White overrepresentation relative to the baseline drops by almost 3 points to

7 points and Latino underrepresentation drops by 2 points to -6 points. These
changes are substantial, but they are still less than the immediate narrowing of

representation gaps we saw with the first, full eligibility scenario.

Unlike with the full eligibility scenario, however, the narrowing of representation
gaps under this scenario continues to 2060 and, in fact, intensifies. By 2060, pro-
jected representation gaps are down to 3 points—overrepresentation—for whites
and just -1.6 points and -1.1 points—underrepresentation—for Latinos and
Asians/others, respectively. The driver of what remains of representation gaps at
this point will be the age gap: Whites are likely to still have an older age structure
that will give them a slight representation advantage, given the propensity of older

voters to register and turn out at higher rates.
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It is also worth noting that this scenario comes close to eliminating the representa-
tion gap differences between presidential and congressional elections. The white
representation gap in the latter elections would be down to 4 points—not far off

the projected 3-point gap in presidential elections.

Thus, eliminating participation disparities by race through better election prac-
tices and reforms could come very close to solving the representation gap problem
in the future, leaving only a small residual attributable to differing race-ethnic age
structures. This is a potential—and highly desirable—outcome worth serious con-

sideration by policy makers and politicians.
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Demographic change and
representation gaps in the states

The voter representation gaps for the nation as a whole provide an overall bench-
mark of how changing demographics, along with registration and voting behav-
ior, have affected and will affect various groups’ representation among voters on
Election Day. However, these demographic and behavioral shifts differ sharply
across states, particularly in light of the broad dispersal of minorities from coastal
melting pot areas for Hispanics and Asians to interior parts of the country, and the

continued migration of African Americans toward prosperous Southern states.

Trends in white representation gaps across states

These demographic shifts across states, when accompanied by delayed patterns
of voter eligibility—and distinctive patterns of registration and turnout among
Hispanics and Asians—bring about changes in the geography of overrepresen-
tation and underrepresentation by racial groups. This is illustrated in the map
shown in Figure 20, which depicts white total representation gaps among states
for 1980, 2016, and 2060

Not unexpectedly, the highest positive white representation in 1980 was evi-

dent in states that had large minority, especially Hispanic, populations, led by
California, Texas, and Arizona, with white overrepresentation gaps of 17, 15, and
11 points, respectively. The District of Columbia, with a large black population,
had a gap of 16 points. The only other states that had a larger white representation
gap than the nation as a whole, at 7 points, were New Jersey, New York, Alaska,
North Carolina, and Nevada—a mix of states where minorities were primar-

ily black, such as New Jersey, New York, and North Carolina; Hispanic, such as
Nevada; and Asian and other races, such as Alaska. Seven states had positive white
representation gaps equal to that of the United States, and in 36 of the 50 states,
the white representation gap between voters and their resident populations was

less than for the nation as a whole
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FIGURE 20
White overrepresentation

Total representation gaps for whites, 1980, 2016, and 2060
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These maps display the total representation gaps for whites in all 50 states. Darker colors indicate higher levels of overrepresentation.

Sources: Estimates based on authors’ analysis of Ruy Teixeira, William H. Frey, and Rob Griffin, “States of Change: The Demographic Evolution of the American Electorate, 1974-2060"
(Washington: Center for American Progress, 2015), available at https://www.americanprogress.org/issues/progressive-movement/report/2015/02/24/107261/states-of-change/; November
supplements of 2012 and 2014 data from Miriam King and others, “Integrated Public Use Microdata Series, Current Population Survey: Version 3.0," available at https://cps.ipums.org/cps/index-
shtml (last accessed July 2016).

Because in 1980, racial minority populations, particularly new minorities—
Hispanics and Asians—were heavily concentrated in just a few states, only those
states tended to have high white voter representation gaps. Yet, in subsequent
decades, this began to change as minorities started to disperse. By 2016, the
national white representation gap had increased to 10 points and, fully, 21 states
showed gaps at that level or higher. Arizona rose to number one, with a representa-
tion gap of 18 points for whites. Also rising to the top echelon were New Mexico,
Colorado, Kansas, Utah, Washington, Connecticut, and Oregon. All told, 39 states
registered increases in white representation gaps between 1980 and 2016. In 20 of

those, the increases exceeded S points.

Moving to 2060, a different story emerges as racial minorities take on a larger pres-
ence in so-called interior new destination states, while the racial profiles of voters
in more established melting pot states come more to resemble the overall popula-
tion. By 2060, the nationwide white representation gap is projected to decline to

7 points, and just 16 states, as well as the District of Columbia, should have lower

values than the nation as a whole.

The spreading out of the representation gap across more states is evident in the fact
that 31 states showed gains in that gap between 2016 and 2060, while 19 states and
the District of Columbia showed declines. States with the largest declines in this gap
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are the long standing melting pot states of California, Nevada, and Texas. California
and Texas ranked first and second among states in 1980 on the white voter-resident
population representation gap. In 2060, they will rank 27th and 16th, respectively, as

their voting populations more closely represent their resident populations.

At the other extreme are states that are projected to rank highest in this gap by
2060: Utah, Wyoming, and Kansas with values of 18, 16, and 16 points, respec-
tively. While these states’ populations will still be less racially diverse than those
of other parts of the country, by then, they will have developed significant minor-
ity populations that, unless current patterns change, will still encounter gaps in

eligibility, registration, and turnout.

Finally, it is worth mentioning that one politically consequential state in presiden-
tial elections displayed a low and relatively unchanged white representation gap
over the entire period. Ohio’s positive white representation gap began at just 1 per-
cent in 1980 and rose modestly to 2 points in 2016. This small change results from
the fact that its population is largely white and its minority population continues
to be primarily black, a population which tends to show relatively high registration
and turnout. The subsequent, very slight rise in the white representation gap to 3
points in 2060 is attributable to the gradual increase in the size and delayed voter

participation of this state’s much smaller Hispanic and Asian populations.

Representation gap trends for selected states

To dig deeper into how these representation gaps affected groups other than
whites, this section focuses on four racially diversified states in the Sun Belt South
and West regions of the country and four somewhat more white states in the Snow

Belt Northeast and Midwest regions.

Sun Belt states

The Sun Belt states focused on here are Arizona, Texas, Florida, and Georgia. The
populations of each of these states become decidedly more diverse over the course of
the 1980 to 2060 period. This is especially the case for Arizona, whose white popula-
tion drops from 83 percent in 1980 to 31 percent in 2060. Over these years, Hispanics
become a plurality of the state’s population, rising from 13 percent to 48 percent.
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Texas was already racially diverse in 1980 at 66 percent white, 21 percent
Hispanic, and 12 percent black. By 2060, the Lone Star state’s white population
is projected to dip to 25 percent, while its Hispanic and black populations should

comprise 55 percent and 11 percent shares, respectively.

Florida also shows a decline in its white population from 75 percent to 3S percent
over the 1980 to 2060 period. Both the Hispanic and Asian/other population
should rise from 7 percent and 1 percent to 40 percent and 8 percent, respectively.
Finally, of this group of states, Georgia’s minority profile is dominated by blacks
who should rise from 27 percent in 1980 to 38 percent in 2060; at the same time, its
Hispanic share is projected to rise from 1 percent to 17 percent. Over this period,
the Peach State’s white share should be cut in half, from 72 percent to 36 percent.

These racial shifts provide the backdrop for examining past and projected trends
in race-specific representation gaps in these states, shown in Figure 21. As dis-
cussed in the previous section, Arizona’s positive white representation gap has
always been in the highest echelon across states, but it reached a peak with a value
of 21 points in 2008, after which it should consistently fall to a value of 14 points
in 2060, when it should still rank fourth among all states.

FIGURE 21
Total representation gaps for whites and Hispanics
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This chart displays the total representation gaps for whites and Hispanics. Positive values indicate that a group makes up a larger
percentage of the voting population than the whole population, while negative values indicate the opposite.

Sources: Estimates based on authors' analysis of Ruy Teixeira, William H. Frey, and Rob Griffin, “States of Change: The Demographic
Evolution of the American Electorate, 1974-2060" (Washington: Center for American Progress, 2015), available at https://www.american-
progress.org/issues/progressive-movement/report/2015/02/24/107261/states-of-change/; November supplements of 2012 and 2014
data from Miriam King and others, “Integrated Public Use Microdata Series, Current Population Survey: Version 3.0, available at
https://cps.ipums.org/cps/index.shtml (last accessed July 2016).

41 Center for American Progress | Brookings Institution | Bipartisan Policy Center | States of Change



This pattern of rise and fall in positive white representation closely mirrors the
negative representation gap for Hispanics in the state. As Hispanics became a
larger share of the state’s population, and many of its members stayed below vot-
ing age, the negative Hispanic representation gap grew from a value of -7 in 1980
to -20 in 2008. While remaining negative throughout the projected period, the
Hispanic gap should close somewhat, a result, largely, of more Hispanics reaching

voting age and becoming eligible to vote.

Both Asians/others as well as blacks, which comprise much smaller parts of
Arizona’s population throughout the period examined, register tiny representa-
tion gaps. The Asian/other gap is negative throughout, ranging between -1 to -3
points; the black gap ranges between 0 and -1 points until 2012, when it turns
positive at levels below 1 through the remainder of the projection period to 2060.

Texas’s positive white representation gap started as one of the largest in the nation,
but, after peaking at 18 points in 2008, started declining and should decline
through 2060. These trends mirror the negative representation gap for Hispanics
in the state, which also reached a low of -20 in 2008 and should become steadily
more modest over time for the same reasons that Arizona’s negative Hispanic gap

is projected to diminish.

Texas’s black population showed modest negative representation gaps until after
2000, when it began to register positive gaps that got as high as 4 points in some
years. This small rise reflects blacks’ comparatively greater representation among
voters than Hispanics, as the latter population swelled over time. As compared

with blacks, Asians/others in Texas had even smaller representation gaps, always

negative, ranging between 0 and -2.

Florida’s positive white representation gap pattern follows the general trend
shown for Arizona and Texas but remains at generally lower levels. Its peak value
of 13 points occurred in 2004, and like the two previous states, mirrors the nega-
tive representation gap of the sizeable Hispanic population in the state. The rela-
tive magnitude of these negative Hispanic gaps are more modest in Florida than in
Arizona or Texas, with a lowest value of -9 points in 2004 and a projected change
to just -3 points in 2060.
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Florida’s black population registers negative representation gaps throughout

the entire time span examined but shifts from levels in the -3 to -6 points range
through 2004 and is projected to diminish to below -2 after 2032. Florida’s Asian/
other population also shows modest negative representation gaps throughout

the time span examined. However, unlike for blacks, the negative values become

slightly larger over time.

Georgia, with its substantial black minority population, exhibits a somewhat dif-
ferent pattern than the states just reviewed. Its positive white representation gap

is lower overall, though still shows a peak of 10 points in 2004 before declining
thereafter. Black representation starts out as negative with a value of -7 in 1980 but
becomes positive at low levels from 2008 through 2060, coinciding with the rise
of the Hispanic population, which shows an increasingly negative representation
gap. The much smaller Asian/other population registers a small but continuously
negative representation gap, which shifts downward from less than -1 point in
1980 to a projected -2 points in 2060.

Opverall, these Sun Belt states indicate that white overrepresentation is heavily
affected by the changing racial demographic makeups of each state over time.
States with heavily Hispanic populations start out with relatively high white over-
representation that declines as their Hispanic populations become more eligible
to vote. This dynamic is less pronounced in Georgia, where the primary minority
population is black, and in Florida, where the relative representation of whites is

affected by both the Hispanic and black populations.

Snow Belt states

The Snow Belt states focused on here are Wisconsin, Pennsylvania, Michigan, and
Ohio. Each of these states was politically consequential in recent presidential elec-

tions and also significant because of their low levels of racial diversity.

As with the other Snow Belt states, Wisconsin remains relatively white over the
examination period, though it becomes more racially diverse over time, from

95 percent white in 1980 to 67 percent white in 2060. Over this timeframe,
Wisconsin's Hispanic population rises from less than 1 percent to 1S percent. An

over the same period, its black population should rise from 4 percent to 8 percent.
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Pennsylvania should show the greatest rise in diversity of these four states, with its
white share declining from 90 percent in 1980 to a projected 59 percent in 2060.
Already 9 percent in 1980, its black population should rise very gradually to just
13 percent in 2060. In contrast, the Keystone state’s Hispanic population should
rise sharply from less than 1 percent to 18 percent over the same period, while the

Asians/other population should rise from 1 percent to 10 percent.

Michigan starts out less white than the other Snow Belt states, at 85 percent in
1980, a share that should decrease to 59 percent by 2060. Over this period, its
black population remains its largest racial minority, rising from 13 percent to 17
percent, while its Hispanic population should increase from 1 percent to 12 per-
cent. Michigan’s Asians/other population should also rise sharply, increasing from
1 percent in 1980 to 13 percent in 2060.

Ohio is whiter than Michigan, with its white share shifting from 90 percent in
1980 to a projected 65 percent in 2060. Like Michigan, Ohio’s minority popula-
tion is predominantly black, with its black share shifting from 9 percent to 16
percent, its Hispanic population from 1 percent to 10 percent, and its Asian/
other population trending from less than 1 percent to 10 percent over the 1980
to 2060 time period.

As indicated earlier, whiter states like Wisconsin, Pennsylvania, Michigan, and
Ohio tend to have smaller positive white representation gaps. This is because the
white representation in the total populations of these states will be much closer

to their voting age populations than is the case in states with large populations of
minorities—especially Hispanics and Asians, groups who are less represented in
the eligible voting age population and are somewhat less likely to register and turn
out to vote than whites. These relative small white representation gaps are depicted
in Figure 22 for the four states.
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FIGURE 22
Total representation gaps for whites and Hispanics
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This chart displays the total representation gaps for whites and Hispanics. Positive values indicate that a group makes up a larger
percentage of the voting population than the whole population, while negative values indicate the opposite.

Sources: Estimates based on authors analysis of Ruy Teixeira, William H. Frey, and Rob Griffin, “States of Change: The Demographic
Evolution of the American Electorate, 1974-2060" (Washington: Center for American Progress, 2015), available at https://www.american-
progress.org/issues/progressive-movement/report/2015/02/24/107261/states-of-change/; November supplements of 2012 and 2014
data from Miriam King and others, “Integrated Public Use Microdata Series, Current Population Survey: Version 3.0, available at
https://cps.ipums.org/cps/index.shtml (last accessed July 2016).

Similar representation trends are shown for Wisconsin and Pennsylvania. Both
states show positive white representation gaps which increase over time—a con-
trast with the patterns shown in the Sun Belt states discussed above, where white
representation began to decline after the 2004 to 2008 period. Also, unlike in the
Sun Belt, the negative representation gaps of Hispanics become more negative
over time. This can be explained by the fact that Hispanic populations in these
states are newly emerging and represent a delay in entering into eligible voter
status that spans the entire projection period to 2060. Thus, while both white
positive gaps and Hispanic negative gaps show different trajectories than they did
in states like Arizona and Texas, they do show patterns which mirror each other,

just as they did in those two states.

Blacks as well as Asians/others, as smaller sized populations in these states,
register relatively small representation gaps. Blacks trend from small negative
representation to modest positive representation. Asians’/others’ representation
remains negative in both states throughout the examination period but falls from

miniscule levels in 1980 to a projected -3 points in 2060 in both states.
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Michigan, like the prior two states, shows gains over time in its positive represen-
tation gap for whites. It differs, however, in that the negative representation gap for
its small Hispanic population is modest throughout the period—as should be its
mostly negative black representation gap. Larger negative representation gaps are
indicated for Michigan’s modest Asian/other population, which should grow from
-1 points in 1980 to -S points in 2060.

Ohio stands out among these states with its much smaller white representation
gap. As noted in an earlier section, Ohio has shown the most consistently low white
overrepresentation of all states over the observation period, with its very modest
increase over time to a value of 3 points in 2060. Similarly, Ohio’s black population
shows low gaps in representation, shifting from slightly negative to slightly positive
in 2008, and rising to only 2 points by 2060. The state’s small Hispanic and Asian/
other populations both show small negative representation gaps over the whole

1980 to 2060 period, ending up at values of -3 and -2 points, respectively.

In sum, although these whiter Snow Belt states show relatively low gaps in voter
representation, there are clear differences. States that are showing significant rises in
their Hispanic populations—Wisconsin and Pennsylvania—bring with them con-
tinued increases in their white representation gaps, since their Hispanic residents
tend to have sharp differences from whites in their age structure and voter eligibil-
ity. Other states, where blacks are the predominant racial minority—Michigan and

Ohio—should register more modest changes in white overrepresentation.
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Components of voter
representation gaps

The earlier analysis of voter representation gap components does not necessarily
represent how these components—age, eligibility, registration and turnout—play
out in individual states. To provide a sense of state variation, two states with very

different demographic profiles are examined: Arizona and Ohio.

As indicated above, the rapidly diversifying state of Arizona showed upturns, then
downturns, in its positive white representation gap, mirroring changes in the nega-
tive representation for Hispanics. The underlying components, shown in Figure

23, provide an explanation.

FIGURE 23
Composition of total representation gaps for whites and Hispanics
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This chart displays the age, citizenship, registration, and turnout gaps for whites and Hispanics. Positive values indicate overrepresenta-
tion, while negative values indicate underrepresentation.

Sources: Estimates based on authors’ analysis of Ruy Teixeira, William H. Frey, and Rob Griffin, “States of Change: The Demographic
Evolution of the American Electorate, 1974-2060" (Washington: Center for American Progress, 2015), available at https://www.american-
progress.org/issues/progressive-movement/report/2015/02/24/107261/states-of-change/; November supplements of 2012 and 2014
data from Miriam King and others, “Integrated Public Use Microdata Series, Current Population Survey: Version 3.0," available at
https://cps.ipums.org/cps/index.shtml (last accessed July 2016).
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As the figure indicates, the overall pattern reflects countervailing forces. First,
eligibility—citizenship—components drive strong mirror image trends among
whites and Hispanics: A sharp positive representation peak for whites and nega-
tive peak for Hispanics around 2004, which quickly diminish over time as more
Hispanics of voting age become eligible to vote. This general pattern is also rein-
forced by a more modest pattern of representation gain and loss associated with
the age component as a larger share of Hispanic residents become of voting age
over time. Together these two effects—eligibility and age—affect both the overall
upward/downward positive representation gap for whites and the overall down-

ward/upward negative representation gap for Hispanics.

Yet, countering this pattern somewhat are the registration and turnout compo-
nents, which increase their impact over the projection period. Together, they
contribute to a continued increase in white overrepresentation and Hispanic
underrepresentation over time. This is because even as Hispanics become of age
and eligible to vote, they are projected to still show lower rates of registration and

turnout than whites.

These countervailing patterns of age and eligibility as well as registration and
turnout contribute to the overall patterns reviewed above and shown in Figure 21.
While the patterns for blacks and Asians do contribute, the primary dynamic in
Arizona is associated with the Hispanic components of voter representation and

their impact on whites.

For Ohio, the story is different for two reasons. First, Ohio’s white representation
gap is tiny compared with most other states. Second, Ohio is a much whiter state,

and blacks, rather than Hispanics, make up a larger part of its population.

Figure 24 presents the components associated with Ohio’s representation gaps for
whites and blacks. What these data indicate is that the rising white representation
gap in Ohio is largely due to the aging and eligibility components—the result of
the state’s small Hispanic and Asian populations getting larger over time.
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FIGURE 24
Composition of total representation gaps for whites and blacks
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This chart displays the age, citizenship, registration, and turnout gaps for whites and blacks. Positive values indicate overrepresentation,
while negative values indicate underrepresentation.

Sources: Estimates based on authors' analysis of Ruy Teixeira, William H. Frey, and Rob Griffin, “States of Change: The Demographic
Evolution of the American Electorate, 1974-2060" (Washington: Center for American Progress, 2015), available at https://www.american-
progress.org/issues/progressive-movement/report/2015/02/24/107261/states-of-change/; November supplements of 2012 and 2014
data from Miriam King and others, “Integrated Public Use Microdata Series, Current Population Survey: Version 3.0, available at
https://cps.ipums.org/cps/index.shtml (last accessed July 2016).

Somewhat surprisingly, the components of registration and turnout serve to
depress the positive white representation gap. This is due to the effect of greater
turnout and representation among Ohio’s black population. This means that the
tiny overall white representation gap for Ohio is being damped down by the trend
toward greater voter participation of African Americans. Nonetheless, it should
be borne in mind that Ohio’s white representation gap remains and should remain

among the lowest in the country.
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Education, gender, and race
representation gaps

The representation gaps shown earlier for education, gender, and race nationally
also take different forms across states. Again, it is useful to see how these play out
in Arizona and Ohio, given their different demographic profiles. This analysis
focuses on the years 1980 to 2012.

The picture for Arizona is shown in Figure 25. A broad overview indicates that
there are only two racial groups that show wide variations in representation by
education—whites and Hispanics. For whites, in each year, all whites except white
noncollege men show positive representation gaps with white college men and

white college women generally registering the highest gaps. There are fluctuations

FIGURE 25
Total representation gaps by education for whites and Hispanics

Arizona, 1980-2012
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This chart displays the total representation gaps for whites and Hispanics by gender and education level. Positive values indicate that a
group makes up a larger percentage of the voting population than the voting age population, while negative values indicate the opposite.

Note: Degree refers to individuals with a four-year college degree or higher.

Source: Estimates based on authors’ analysis of Ruy Teixeira, William H. Frey, and Rob Griffin, “States of Change: The Demographic
Evolution of the American Electorate, 1974-2060" (Washington: Center for American Progress, 2015), available at https://www.american-
progress.org/issues/progressive-movement/report/2015/02/24/107261/states-of-change/.
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for white noncollege women showing the highest representation gaps in 1996
and 2004 and the lowest gaps in 1980 through 1988. Noncollege white men show
modest negative representation gaps for most years, except for 1992 and 2012,

when they registered modest positive representation gaps.

These patterns are countered for Hispanics, which show only two groups with
noticeable representation gaps: Hispanic noncollege men and women. Both
show negative gaps ranging from -4 to -8 points, with the lowest in 2008. Thus,
these two groups contribute heavily to the overall negative Hispanic representa-

tion gaps observed earlier.

African Americans as well as Asians/others in Arizona register extremely mod-
est representation gaps. Thus, the main representation differences in Arizona are

across white education groups and for less educated Hispanics.

Ohio’s very modest representation gaps, overall, do show some clear divergences
within the white population. (see Figure 26) White college men and white college
women consistently show positive representation gaps, whereas, among noncol-
lege whites, men consistently show the strongest negative representation gaps and

women more modestly negative gaps.

FIGURE 26
Total representation gaps by education for whites

Ohio, 1980-2012
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This chart displays the total representation gaps for whites by gender and education level. Positive values indicate that a group makes
up a larger percentage of the voting population than the voting age population, while negative values indicate the opposite.

Note: Degree refers to individuals with a four-year college degree or higher.

Source: Estimates based on authors’ analysis of Ruy Teixeira, William H. Frey, and Rob Griffin, “States of Change: The Demographic
Evolution of the American Electorate, 1974-2060" (Washington: Center for American Progress, 2015), available at https://www.american-
progress.org/issues/progressive-movement/report/2015/02/24/107261/states-of-change/.
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Conclusion

This report documents the complex evolution of representation gaps in the United
States, starting in 1980 to the present day—where representation gaps are likely of
peak magnitude—followed by a projected period of decline to 2060, where they
will still be significant but diminished from current levels. Our data indicate that
eligibility issues should become progressively less important in the future to repre-
sentation gaps, with issues of participation—registration and turnout—becoming

progressively more important.

Simulations conducted for this report suggest that eliminating participation
disparities by race through better election practices and reforms could come very
close to solving the representation gap problem in the future—both in presiden-
tial and congressional elections—leaving only a small residual attributable to
differing race-ethnic age structures. This is a potential—and highly desirable—

outcome worth serious consideration by policymakers and politicians.
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non-Hispanic.

We define Hispanic as those who designate themselves
as such in a question on Hispanic ethnicity. Our Asian/
other category collapses Asians, Native Americans,
Pacific Islanders, and multiracial individuals who

are not of Hispanic heritage. This was necessary to
create a consistent racial category we could use both
retrospectively and prospectively. For some detail on
Census racial categories, see Ruy Teixeira, “Defining
‘white’ and ‘Hispanic’ in majority-minority America,’
Think Progress, Center for American Progress, June 18,
2013, available at https://thinkprogress.org/defining-
white-and-hispanic-in-majority-minority-america-
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Black alone, non-Hispanic.

See explainer page for a more detailed discussion of
the measure.

Specifically, there are 2040 demographic groups
broken down by 51 geographies (50 states plus the
District of Columbia), five racial groups (whites, blacks,
Hispanics, Asians, and other race), four age groups (18-
29, 30-44, 45-64, and 65 and older), and two genders.

For further details, see Ruy Teixeira, John Halpin,

and Rob Griffin, “Path to 270" (Washington: Center
for American Progress, 2015), available at https://
www.americanprogress.org/issues/democracy/re-
ports/2015/12/17/127403/the-path-to-270-in-2016/.

In the charts in the section, we only show shifts for
whites, Hispanics, and Asians/others to maximize
legibility of the charts. Shifts among blacks from these
scenarios are not shown and are generally negligible.

Niraj Chokshi, “Automatic Voter Registration a‘Success’
in Oregon,” The New York Times, December 2, 2016,
available at https://www.nytimes.com/2016/12/02/us/
politics/oregon-voter-registration.html.



The Center for American
Progress is an independent,
nonpartisan policy institute that is
dedicated to improving the lives
of all Americans, through bold,
progressive ideas, as well as strong
leadership and concerted action.
Our aim is not just to change the
conversation, but to change the
country.

The Brookings Institution is a
nonprofit organization devoted to
independent research and policy
solutions. Its mission is to conduct
high-quality, independent research
and, based on that research, to
provide innovative, practical
recommendations for policymakers
and the public. The conclusions and
recommendations of any Brookings
publication are solely those of
its author(s), and do not reflect
the views of the Institution, its
management, or its other scholars.
Brookings recognizes that
the value it provides is in its
absolute commitment to quality,
independence, and impact.
Activities supported by its donors
reflect this commitment.

The Bipartisan Policy Center,
or BPC, is a nonprofit
organization that combines the
best ideas from both parties to
promote health, security, and
opportunity for all Americans.
BPC drives principled and
politically viable policy solutions
through the power of rigorous
analysis, painstaking negotiation,
and aggressive advocacy.

£\

BIPARTISAN POLICY CENTER

Center for American Progress

gtz BROOKINGS

STATES OF

CHANGE

1333 H STREET, NW, 10TH FLOOR, WASHINGTON, DC 20005 - TEL: 202-682-1611

« FAX:202-682-1867 «- WWW.AMERICANPROGRESS.ORG




