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Abstract: 
Members of Congress disproportionately employ Black and Hispanic staffers in constituent service positions compared to policy advisory positions. Minority staffers also hold fewer high-level office positions which suggests that they have less overall influence with Members of Congress. I demonstrate these racial employment patterns using a Dirichlet-multinomial likelihood analysis on a novel dataset that includes data on every staff member employed in the offices of over 200 U.S. Representatives during the 108th Congress. This research draws from a more comprehensive sample than previous studies and compares the patterns of both Black and Hispanic staffers. The racial asymmetries found in staff responsibility raise questions about the voice minorities have in the legislative decision-making process in Congress.
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“She was pretty clear that one of the reasons that she hired him is because he was a White man, because she was African-American, and she needed that credibility with the White community. It helped her get a credibility, not just in the district, but on the Hill. She felt like it was giving her credibility with other members of Congress to say, you know, I'm about White people too, and I'm not just about Black people.”

A congressional staffer explaining why a Black Member of Congress hired a White chief of staff.[footnoteRef:1] [1:  The author gathered this quotation from interviews conducted with congressional staffers during the execution of this research. ] 





	The quotation above demonstrates how Members of the U.S. Congress can strategically choose staff based on race. The selection and characteristics of staffers can provide Members of Congress (hereafter MCs) credibility with different groups but it also provides voice to those groups in the various ways MCs represent their constituents. This study examines congressional staffs’ racial employment patterns and what those patterns tell us about racial representation in Congress. More specifically, staff minority presence is investigated in two key areas of representation, service and policy. 
	MCs do not make their political decisions in isolation. Staffers bring other perspectives and experiences to the process of democratic representation. Understanding racial diversity among staff helps us understand racial representation in Congress. The congressional office as the unit of analysis allows for a differentiated measure of legislative diversity and a systematic comparison of constituencies to their congressional representatives. 
Previous research demonstrates that staffers influence policy creation and facilitate constituent connections through casework (Canon 1999; DeGregorio 1994; DeGregorio and Snider 1995; Grose 2011; Grose, Mangum, and Martin 2007; Romzek and Utter 1997; Schiller 1995; Swain 1995; Wilson 2013). But, despite the importance of congressional staff, research on the causes of minority representation among staffers is limited. To date, only a handful of studies explore the topic (Canon 1999; Grose 2011; Grose, Mangum, and Martin 2007; Swain 1995). All four studies reach similar conclusions. The number of Black staffers in congressional offices is influenced by the MC’s race and political party as well as the district’s racial demographics. Each study examined Black staffers exclusively. None of the studies systematically compared staffers by the political responsibilities they held. 
My research builds upon these studies by utilizing the largest sample to date to examine how staffers’ racial demographics are patterned against their representational responsibilities.[footnoteRef:2] This is done by examining two important dimensions of representation and categorizing staffers into either policy positions or service positions. Staff responsibility patterns are explored for both Black and Hispanic staffers. Examining these patterns provides new insights into how MCs racially represent their constituents. To further understand the impact of key variables, I also model predictors of minority presence among staffers with the highest levels of responsibility.  [2:  This study will focus solely on MCs’ personal staff. Doing so allows us to study not only staff diversity, but the link between electoral accountability and descriptive representation in Congressional offices. Personal staff are loyal to a single MC and a single district, making comparisons between the congressional office and the district appropriate. The inclusion of committee staff is inappropriate when comparing offices to their districts.] 

The findings indicate that MCs disproportionately employ minority staffers to constituent service positions rather than policy advisory positions. Minority staffers also hold fewer of the top office positions, suggesting that they have less influence with the MC. Additionally, the MC’s race, the MC’s party, and the district’s minority population all impact the number of minority service staff, but have little effect on minority presence among policy staff. These patterns of racial employment are concerning because previous research clearly demonstrates that staff influence how MCs represent their constituents.

[bookmark: _Hlk44755962]Staff Activity as Racial Representation
	An important step toward developing a full picture of racial representation in Congress requires acknowledging the role staffers play. Originally employed as clerks, the growth of congressional staff has changed the structure and process of Congress (Salisbury and Shepsle 1981a; 1981b). In 2004, with limits of 18 full-time and 4 part-time staff, House offices spent an average of roughly $750,000 on staff salaries (CMF 2004). This change has produced an increase in the quantity and political substance of staff activity. MCs use their staff resources in many ways to further their goals. Among other activities, personal staffers research policy, write bills, brief the MC, prepare speeches, communicate with the media, interact with constituents, conduct casework, assist with federal grants and projects, manage the MC’s schedule and travel, direct other staffers and interns, and constitute a significant source of future candidates for Congress (Hammond 1996; Herrnson 1994). 
	Clearly, staff play a role in the process of political representation. In order to investigate the role of staff in racial representation, this study will take a dimensions of representation approach similar to Eulau and Karps (1977) who identified four primary categories of representation: policy, service, allocation, and descriptive. This approach was more recently utilized by Harden (2015), who used it to examine minority responsiveness. My research focuses on investigating how descriptive representation among staff is patterned between policy positions compared to service and allocation positions. This analysis is important because staff responsibilities, and minority patterns among them, will demonstrate how MCs approach representing their constituents.  In other words, this research explores how much MCs value minority influence in the different areas of representation.  
I combine service positions and allocation positions into a single subset of staff to compare to policy staff.  I do this for two primary reasons. The first is to follow the combination of the concepts in previous research. In a detailed explanation of how service representation is substantive representation, Grose (2011, 89) utilizes the same approach as Cain, Ferejohn, and Fiorina (1987, 3) in defining constituency service as “service and allocation responsiveness.” Service and allocation are both used to provide more direct (dyadic) assistance to constituents. Policy, in comparison, is much less direct. And more importantly, as discussed in more detail below, minority groups tend to prefer service and allocation responsiveness to policy responsiveness (Harden 2015; Tate 2003). For these reasons, I directly compare policy staff to service/allocation staff and will henceforth refer to both service and allocation representation as simply service.  
[bookmark: _Hlk44756415]Staff diversity provides insight into how MCs approach racial representation; an argument made directly by four studies to date (Canon 1999; Grose 2011; Grose, Mangum, and Martin 2007; Swain 1995).[footnoteRef:3] These studies have established 3 primary determinants of minority presence among staff. These include the MC’s race, indicating a personal motivation;[footnoteRef:4] the MC’s political party, indicating an ideological and electoral motivation;[footnoteRef:5] and the constituency’s minority population, indicating a representational and electoral motivation.[footnoteRef:6]  [3:  Staff are both influential in how MCs do their jobs and an example of substantive representation by the MC. Pitkin (1967) viewed substantive representation as any action taken by the representative acting in the interests of the represented. The selection of minority staff is an action taken by MCs in the interests of their minority constituents. And after that selection happens, the staff and the MC together form the enterprise that is responsible for representing the district (Salisbury and Shepsle 1981a; 1981b). Therefore, the racial makeup of the office acts as both a model of descriptive representation and an example of substantive representation through minority empowerment. See Canon (1999) and Grose (2011) for more detail on this claim. ]  [4:  See Burden (2007) for personal motivators behind representation and Dawson (1994) or Whitby (1997) for shared fate and Black consciousness arguments.]  [5:  The Democratic party is the party of minority interests. Considering this, the electoral incentive (Fenno 1978, Mayhew 1974) becomes clear.]  [6:  In addition to the general electoral need to appeal to groups as they become a larger proportion of one’s constituency, substantive representation is a responsibility of representatives (Pitkin 1967).  Acting in the interests of a group also means empowering them, staff positions are a potential means of empowerment.  ] 

Swain’s (1995) initial work in this area qualitatively examined a small sample of offices to find that Black staff representation was primarily caused by the MC’s personal motivations and efforts to connect with minority populations. Canon (1995) continued this work with a quantitative examination of 40 congressional offices, comparing Black constituency and staff percentages. Canon (1999) and Swain (1995) both provide interview data that suggest some MCs consciously appoint staff to racially mirror the district, a reason to expect staff minority employment to rise as district minority populations rise. Grose, Mangum, and Martin (2007) look specifically at the impact of MC race, MC party, and district population on district staff for 41 offices and found all 3 variables significant and that the MC’s race had the most influence. Further examining the same data, Grose (2011) reached similar conclusions and supported them with further qualitative data that demonstrated Black staff employment increased Black constituent trust. All four of the previous studies on staff race focused on Black staff and did not systematically examine staff responsibilities.  This study will build on this previous research by investigating whether Hispanic patterns are similar to those among Black staff and by categorizing staff by their policy and service responsibilities to understand the representational implications of minority employment patterns.  
	In addition to staff diversity demonstrating how MCs represent their constituents, staffers themselves can influence the process of representation. Early studies established the importance of staff for policy creation. Committee staffers can act as policy leaders and entrepreneurs in close work with MCs (DeGregorio 1994; DeGregorio and Snider 1995). Staff are often expected to take the initiative on policy and are given the necessary autonomy to do so (Romzek and Utter 1997). Among personal staff, MCs who appoint more legislative assistants to their personal staff sponsor more bills (Schiller 1995). And MCs who exchange staff demonstrate more similar policy behavior than what would otherwise be expected, meaning the staffers themselves are having a substantive policy influence (Montgomery and Nyhan 2017).
Changes in the racial composition of policy advisors may influence the deliberation that occurs within the office and subsequently affect the MC’s policy behaviors. Mansbridge (1999) notes that people with different racial identities and personal experiences are likely to bring alternative points of view to the table, increasing the possibility of more innovative policy. Wilson (2013) demonstrates that more Latino personal staff enhance policy responsiveness to Latino interests. 
Policy is just one area where staff can influence representation. Staffers also act as constituent liaisons, caseworkers, and grant managers; creating an important link between MCs and their roughly 700,000 constituents. Swain (1995), Canon (1999), and Grose (2011) all demonstrate that constituents care about the racial characteristics of staff. Swain (1995) and Grose (2011) provide case studies demonstrating how MCs appoint Black staffers for the specific purpose of serving their Black constituents. MCs with particularly diverse offices would brag about how their office demographics demonstrate their own racial sensitivities. Swain (1995) interviewed a White MC from a majority-Black district who stated, “I recognized the importance of getting, first of all, staff that would not only be representative but would understand, have a feel for a constituency made up of a majority of African Americans” (186). 
Additionally, research has shown White MCs’ offices respond less often to Black constituents’ requests for help (Butler and Broockman 2011) and Black MCs’ offices are more likely to respond to requests for help even when there is little political reward (Broockman 2013). Given that staffers are most likely the first point of contact for these requests, staff race may impact how casework is distributed and potentially mitigate bias in casework distribution.
[bookmark: _Hlk49419182][bookmark: _Hlk49419938]An important reason for expecting differences in the racial makeup of policy and service staff is that Black constituents expect more in the way of constituency service and the public allocation of funds and less in the area of policy (Harden 2015; Tate 2003). A number of previous studies have also demonstrated minority groups’ preferences for more descriptive representation (Casellas and Wallace 2015; Hayes and Hibbing 2017; Tate 2001; Tate 2003).  Even among staff, descriptive representation leads to stronger connections and trust among constituents (Canon 1999, Grose 2011). Considering our four dimensions of representation, policy appears to be the lowest priority for minorities. This suggests MCs are more incentivized to hire minority staffers into service positions than policy positions, potentially creating a disparity in minority staff numbers and affecting how constituents are represented. If MCs attempt to employ a staff that racially mirrors the district (Swain 1995; Canon 1999), this creates a limited number of available positions for minorities. Add to that an additional incentive for more minority representation in service positions. These two incentives combined would suggest greater minority presence in service positions leads to less presence in policy positions because office positions are limited. This study explores this expectation empirically. Such a disparity would be problematic for minority responsiveness because it removes the electoral incentive from MCs to represent minority interests in policy as well as removing minority influence and experiences from policy deliberations.  

Methods and Data
	This study tests for patterns of minority employment within congressional offices, exploring the factors that best explain minority representation between policy and service staff. The analysis examines the two largest racial minorities in the United States; Black and Hispanic citizens. The data are drawn from the Congressional Management Foundation’s 2004 House Staff Employment Study (CMF 2004). The study culled a sample of 211 offices in the House of Representatives (see Appendix A, which shows the sample offices are generally representative of Congress). The survey gathered data on several traits of MCs’ personal staff.[footnoteRef:7] All full-time and part-time staff employees, both in D.C. and in the district, were included in the survey. Interns were not included. I pulled data on the racial demographics of congressional districts from U.S. Census data updated for the 108th congressional districts as well as Congressional Districts in the 2000s (CQ Press 2003) which used 2000 U.S. Census data updated for the 2004 Congressional districts.[footnoteRef:8] I collected data on the race of MCs from LexisNexis Congressional.[footnoteRef:9]  [7:  The sample was most commonly distributed to office chiefs of staff who either distributed the forms to individual staffers for completion, completed the forms themselves, or designated another staffer to complete the forms. As some data was entered by a different person instead of the staffers themselves, some information on race may be inaccurate.]  [8:  The U.S. Census data for the 2004 Congressional districts, the 108th Congress, can be found on the Census Bureau’s website: www.census.gov ]  [9:  2006. “Member Profile Reports”: Congressional Information Service, Inc.] 

	The large CMF sample allows a more detailed examination of staff racial patterns than previously conducted. Up to this point researchers have only examined diversity among Black staffers. My analysis includes Hispanic staffers and compares their employment patterns to those of Black staffers. Previous quantitative analyses have been limited to analysis of all staff aggregated. These data allow for a systematic comparison of policy and service positions. I also control for other possible intervening variables beyond those used by previous studies on staff diversity.
I grouped staffers by their work responsibilities. Legislative directors and legislative assistants were grouped as policy advisors. Caseworkers and grants-and-projects coordinators were grouped as constituent service staff because their primary responsibilities are to assist constituents with federal agencies and bureaucracy. Also included as service staff are field representatives, press secretaries, communication directors, and legislative correspondents (who typically answer constituent mail) because their primary responsibilities focus on communicating with constituents, providing them information on office activities.[footnoteRef:10]  [10:  Left out of the policy/service analysis were elite level positions (chiefs of staff, office managers, district directors) and administrative staff (administrative assistants, schedulers, staff assistants) as their specific roles in policy creation or service provision is unclear. The CMF survey also asked if staffers held responsibilities not normally associated with their primary job title. If staffers had responsibilities that fell under policy or service, they were included into that group. A small number of other staffers held both policy and service responsibilities and were removed from the analysis. ] 

I use a Dirichlet-multinomial likelihood analysis, the multinomial equivalent of the beta binomial model, to estimate predictors of staff racial diversity (see Appendix B for more detailed information on the Dirichlet-multinomial). This model is appropriate for count data with an upper bound. The number of staff members of each race in each office is essentially a count of binary trials with the total number of staff members being the bound to that count. In this case, race and office position separate the dependent variable into 6 different groups in each office: Black and Hispanic staffers in policy roles, Black and Hispanic staffers in service roles, and all other staffers in both roles.[footnoteRef:11] The model is also appropriate for count data that is overdispersed. This problem occurs when data exhibit greater than expected variance. Most observations being clumped together (e.g. minority staffers predominantly appearing in a small number of offices) is a common indicator of overdispersion.  [11:  The analysis combines White, Asian, Native American, or ‘other’ staffers into the non-Black/non-Hispanic D.C. and district groups. This was done so predicted staff proportions for Black and Hispanic staff would be expressed relative to all other staffers in the office. The extremely small counts of other staff minority groups did not provide enough variation to be useful in this study.] 

This model also relaxes the assumption that each binary trial is independent. This is necessary for my analysis because staff employment is fraught with inter-office correlation. Congressional offices vary in size but can only hire a limited number of people and staffers of each race makes up a portion of that number. With a set cap on the number of staffers MCs can employ, the number of White staffers in service positions affects the number of Black staffers in service positions which, in turn, affects the number of Black and White staffers in policy positions and so on. This intra-office correlation makes an assumption of independence for each binary trial inappropriate, as every appointment for one race limits the appointment opportunities of all other races. MCs might also try to “balance” the racial diversity in the office to mirror the constituency; this would also violate the independence assumption. 
To understand what factors are most responsible for changes in racial composition, I develop a model that includes the three primary variables from previous research (MC’s race, MC’s party, and the district’s racial demographics) as well as DW-NOMINATE dimension 2 scores and an interaction term which interacts the MC’s race and the proportion of that race in the district.[footnoteRef:12] I expect Black (and Hispanic) MC’s will be more responsive to their Black (and Hispanic) constituents than MCs of other races.  [12:  The MC’s race is coded as two dichotomous variables (1=Black 0=non-Black or 1=Hispanic 0=non-Hispanic), The MC’s party is similarly coded (Democrat=1), District population is measured as a percentage between 0 and 1. The interaction term multiplies the race variable and the corresponding district minority percentage. I also planned to include the MC’s sex, MC’s term in office, a measure of electoral insecurity, and another interaction between district minority percentage and electoral insecurity, but this model resulted in multicollinearity and encountered a discontinuous region while computing the maximum likelihood.  To avoid this problem the variables were dropped.  The dropped variables were all found to be insignificant in a similar model comparing district staffers to Washington D.C. staffers. The district/D.C. model results are available upon request.] 

My initial model included first dimension DW-NOMINATE scores, generally considered a useful measure of the one-dimensional ideologies of MCs (Poole and Rosenthal 1997). Unfortunately, the model suffered from multicollinearity between the DW-NOMINATE scores and political party. When both variables were included in the model, neither came out as statistically significant. Each had a similar significant influence when entered in the model alone.[footnoteRef:13] Also the influence of other variables generally stayed the same in both models. The zero-order correlation between the two variables was 0.88. For this reason, I left the first dimension scores out of the model. I include the second dimension DW-NOMINATE scores as a control. Second dimension scores have picked up on issues of race in the past (Poole and Rosenthal 1997) and may provide some insight into staff diversity. [13:  A likelihood ratio test between the model with and without the first dimension variable failed to reject the null hypothesis suggesting that dropping the variable was appropriate. The likelihood ratio test produced  and . Looking at Akaike's and Schwarz's Bayesian information criteria (AIC and BIC), the model provides a better fit with the first dimension variable omitted. AIC/BIC with the variable=1937/2328. AIC/BIC without the variable=1934/2299.] 

[bookmark: _Hlk44496693]I also conduct a second analysis, with the same variables, examining minority presence among the most influential staff positions in the office. This analysis will help explain the reasons behind MC providing a stonger minority voice in the office in general. Analysis of staffers with the most influence in the office is difficult because, while position titles imply specific responsibilities, the duties that go with each position often vary dramatically between offices.[footnoteRef:14] An Office Manager might have similar duties to a chief of staff in one office or an administrative assistant in another. This being the case, measuring the importance or influence of individual staffers simply from their job titles creates problems. In order to analyze staff influence, I sorted the staffers by their salary and selected the five highest paid staffers as a proxy measure for the staffers considered most important by the MC. I assume MCs pay their highly valued employees the most money. This analysis should reveal how race impacts employment in the positions that are most valued by the MC.   [14:  Chiefs of staff, district directors, legislative directors, press secretaries/communication directors, and office managers tend to be the positions that are paid the most.  But there is significant variation between offices and not all positions are represented in each office.  ] 


Results 
	Examining the basic summary statistics of the CMF (2004) sample of congressional staffers; 9% of staffers are Black, and 7% are Hispanic.[footnoteRef:15] Census results for the U.S. as a whole in 2004 show 13% of the population is Black and 14% is Hispanic. These numbers demonstrate that Black and Hispanic citizens are underrepresented among congressional staffers compared to their proportion of the general U.S. population. The results of my analysis allow a closer look at how different variables influence the racial diversity of staff based on their representational responsibilities.  [15:  There were 39 Black MCs (9%) and 25 Hispanic MCs (6%) in the 108th Congress.  ] 

Model results are included in Table 1 located in Appendix D. The table provides incidence rate ratios (IRR) and standard errors (see Appendix C for info on interpreting IRR). Similar to previous studies, the most significant variables predicting Black diversity were the MC’s race, the MC’s political party, and the minority populations of the district, although to varying extent among the different staff subgroups.[footnoteRef:16] These being the most substantive predictors of staff diversity, I concentrate my discussion of predicted proportions of staff minority composition to changes in these three variables. To examine more closely how these variables influence minority employment across both policy and service positions, Figure 1 contains the predicted proportions of Black and Hispanic staffers derived from the Dirichlet-multinomial model (for more information on how predicted proportions are obtained from the model, see Appendix B). The graphs display the predicted proportions, with confidence intervals, over the in-sample ranges of the three key independent variables.[footnoteRef:17]  [16:  The second dimension DW-NOMINATE score was mostly statistically insignificant.  ]  [17:  There are only two Hispanic Republicans and no Black Republicans in the sample, so I omit those categories from the figure. There were five Hispanic Republicans and no Black Republicans in the 108th Congress. For predicting proportions, the other district race percentage was held at its mean. The mean Black population was 11.1. The mean Hispanic population was 14.1. Interaction values varied according to their lower order variables.] 

As the literature would suggest, significant differences exist between minority representation in policy and service positions. Black staff in the sample constitute 5% of policy staff and 12% of service staff.  Despite being a slightly larger minority group in the overall population, Hispanic staffers make up only 3% of policy staff and 10% of service staff. In real terms, House offices average 3.7 policy aides and 5.7 constituent service providers. A 27 point increase in the minority proportion of policy staffers equals roughly one more minority policy staffer per office. Similarly, an 18 point increase in the proportion of service staffers results in roughly one more minority service staffer per office. Small changes in predicted proportions mean little change within a single office. However, over the 435 offices in the House these changes are more substantive. 
For each graph in Figure 1, the light grey diagonal line represents equality between the district and staff minority proportions. The figure shows both Black and Hispanic staff are better represented among service staff than policy staff. Black MCs tend to hire Black staffers in proportion to the district for service staff but not policy staff. Hispanic MCs demonstrate a similar pattern, but without Hispanic service staff reaching district populations. Democratic MC offices approach proportional representation when their district minority population is high[footnoteRef:18], but again, only for service staff. Republican MCs demonstrate the least responsiveness to their minority district populations, although they do show some responsiveness in minority hiring into service positions, mostly for Hispanic staff. For all groups, the hiring of policy staff is essentially unresponsive to district demographics.  [18:  For White, Democratic MCs, the curvilinear relationship between service staff minority proportions and district minority populations suggests that a critical mass of minority representation in the district population is needed before MCs become responsive in their hiring decisions.  ] 


*Figure 1 about here*

	Looking more closely, the impact of the MC being Black is statistically significant, but the substantive effects are not easy to discern. The best comparison point is with White Democratic MCs focusing on the results for districts with a Black population of about 35% to 45%. In this range, Black MCs hire more Black staffers but the differences are mostly within the confidence intervals. The most notable difference is Black MCs hire more Black policy staff, especially at the lower end of their district Black populations.  Hispanic MCs demonstrate similar patterns for Hispanic staff. However, Hispanic MCs in the sample tend to represent districts with higher Hispanic populations than Black MCs (and their Black populations), so the impact of the MC being Hispanic is questionable, especially given that the variable is statistically insignificant for both Hispanic groups.  
	Model results found in Table 1 show the MC’s political party is statistically significant for each group except Hispanic policy staff. However, Figure 1 more clearly displays the substantive impact of the variable which is best understood comparing White Democratic and Republican MCs. For Black (and to a lesser extent Hispanic) staff, Democrats employ more minority service staff, but the effect is lost for policy staff.  Similarly, the district’s minority population has a clear impact on service staff but not policy staff.  
	Another statistically significant variable is the interaction term for Black staff.  This would suggest that Black MCs are more responsive to Black district population than other MCs. This result is not surprising given the previous literature and, looking at the graph, speaks more to other MCs under-employing, rather than Black MCs over-employing, Black staff. Hispanic MCs show a similar relationship when looking at the IRR for the variable, but the result is not statistically significant.  
	Only Black MCs appear to have any substantive impact on policy staff numbers and even that effect is only clear for lower Black population districts. And even though minority MCs appear to hire more minority policy staff overall, they also appear to be unresponsive to minority populations when hiring policy staff. The quote at the beginning of this article provides one possible explanation for this trend. Minority MCs may feel the need to employ more White policy staff to better connect with their White colleagues as policy staff often work between offices (Montgomery and Nyhan 2017). This minority unresponsiveness in the area of policy points back toward minority groups preferring service responsiveness over policy. The graph clearly shows responsiveness in minority service positions. So, in one way, MCs are being responsive and minority groups are getting what they want. But equally these results should raise concerns about the lack of minority perspectives and experiences in policy discussions which can lead to inferior outcomes (Mansbridge 1999).   
	My second analysis examines minority hiring into the most important positions in the office. Figure 3 and table 3 show the model results and predicted staff proportions with confidence intervals for the highest paid staffers in the office (all D.C. and district offices combined).  The confidence intervals in Figure 3 are much larger because of the smaller sample size of staffers and fewer instances of minority staff.  However, the model is still able to identify statistically significant differences in the predicted proportions of staffers being Black or Hispanic.  Similar to the policy results, both Black and Hispanic MCs start off with more minority representation among their 5 highest paid staffers.  Black MCs hire more Black staffers to the most influential positions than their White Democratic counterparts (the difference between Black Democrats and White Republicans is much more stark, but it is also a biased comparison as there is almost no overlap in the proportion of Black constituents in their districts).  These results are statistically significant up to around a Black district population of 43% (p<0.05).  Hispanic staffers demonstrate similar results between Hispanic Democratic MCs and White Democratic MCs; but the difference fails to reach statistical significance.  These results suggest that racial minorities are proportionally underrepresented among the most influential staff except when the MC is Black and they appear to be overrepresented. This analysis provides support for previous studies that emphasized the MC’s race as the most important variable (Grose, Mangum, and Martin 2007).

*Figure 3 about here*

[bookmark: _Hlk49426106]	My analyses explicate patterns of racial employment among congressional staff with different representational responsibilities. Key variables have specific explanatory power, but there are other potential factors that may have an impact. First, the applicant pool may help determine staff characteristics. MCs may hire from an applicant pool in D.C. for policy staff with different racial demographics than district applicant pools where most service staff are drawn.  Or the employment qualifications of staff applicants may vary by race (I discuss this further below).  MCs might be focused on creating a representative district office but are not concerned with D.C. staff demographics. They could also suffer from a racial bias in their hiring practices. 
The lack of data on applicant pools is a limitation for this study.  However, there are reasons to believe applicant pools have some effect. I will first consider the possible effect of geography on applicant pools. Staffers are based either in Washington D.C. or in a district office.  If we assume that staffers based in the different locations are pulled from different applicant pools we can gain some traction on the impact of different geographic applicant pools. There are 1169 service staff in the sample, of which 187 are in D.C. and 982 are in the district. There are 826 policy staff in the sample, of which 806 are in D.C. and 20 are in the district. Of the 187 service staff in D.C., 31 are Black or Hispanic (16.6%). Of the 806 policy staff in D.C., 72 are Black or Hispanic (8.9%). Of the 982 service staff in the district, 239 are Black or Hispanic (24.3%). Of the 20 policy staff in the district, 4 are Black (20%) and none are Hispanic. We can see that Black and Hispanic proportions of policy staff in DC are almost half that of service staff in the same location. If location is indicative of applicant pools, then there is much more than the applicant pool driving the skew in minority staff representation.  But Black and Hispanic proportions of policy staff in the district come closer to those of service staff. This suggests that the applicant pool may have more impact in the district. The visibility of the DC office may be a contributing factor, however the district policy numbers are extremely small and need to be taken with caution. 
	Quality of applicants is another possible cause of the policy/service minority difference. District college education levels by race provide a proxy variable for the proportions of staff applicants by race. For this analysis, I assume that staff applicants generally reflect the racial proportions of the district’s college educated population. I reran my models including the proxy variable to see if it provides any additional explanatory power beyond the district racial proportions. Results are similar to the previous models. The district minority population variable remained significant while the proxy minority applicant variable did not achieve significance. Also, tests show that the models are more fully specified by removing the proxy variable. These results suggest that the applicant pool may not be a key factor in minority staff employment. However, data specifically measuring minority applications is needed to measure the effect of applicant pools with precision. The lack of such data is a limitation of this study and would be a fruitful area for future research.  

Discussion
	This study demonstrates asymmetries in minority employment between Congressional staff with policy responsibilities and those with service responsibilities. This difference in minority influence in different areas of representation raises questions about how minority constituents are represented in Congress. The findings suggest that the MC’s race, the MC’s political party, and the district’s minority population help explain the patterns of minority employment, but only to a degree.  What may be troubling for scholars of minority representation is that both minority MCs and White Democratic MCs appear mostly unresponsive to changes in minority population when they are hiring policy staff.  
	Supported by these findings are studies identifying non-policy dimensions of representation as priorities for minority constituents, such as service and allocation (Harden 2015, Tate 2003) and general outreach and communication (Grose 2011, Swain 1995). Minority service staff numbers appear to be quite responsive to changes in minority district population (although much less for White Republican offices). So minority populations appear to be receiving more of the representation they prefer. While this may be a positive result, only in Black MC’s offices do the minority service staff estimates meet the graphs’ diagonal line of district/staff minority demographic equality. Other predictions come close or fall within the confidence interval, but there is still room to expect better for those who see positive benefits out of greater descriptive representation (e.g. Mansbridge 1999 and the studies cited earlier in this paragraph).
	More problematic is the lack of responsiveness in policy representation. The results show some hiring of more policy staff from minority MCs (although confidence intervals are often wide), but staff numbers do not come close to matching district percentages and do not show change as minority constituent populations increase. The same can be said of White MCs (although there is less confidence in the pattern for White Democratic MCs representing districts with large Black populations). Policy staff minority numbers do not react to the three primary explanatory variables in the same manner. This may simply be a further consequence of minority constituents preferring other forms of representation. Supply disappears without demand. Another helpful explanation may be found in Grose’s (2011) argument that electoral rationality explains Black MCs’ behaviors more than the descriptive commonality and shared fate theories offered by Dawson (1994) and Whitby (1997).  
However, even without demand, a lack of policy responsiveness is still problematic from a democratic representation viewpoint. There are two potential consequences of this pattern in staff demographics: MCs may believe they can ignore the policy preferences of their minority constituents or they are attempting to represent those policy preferences with fewer minority voices involved in the discussion. As Swain (1995) points out, White MCs can represent Black interests. The same should be possible for White policy staff.  However, similar to Mansbridge (1999), Canon (1999) argued that, “To the extent that people have different life experiences based on their racial backgrounds, a racially diverse staff is more likely to push the member in different directions than a racially homogeneous staff (206).” As mentioned earlier, Wilson (2013) provides some initial evidence of this in policy creation.  
The political ramifications of asymmetries in minority presence between policy and service positions need to be better understood and present an important topic for future study. Further research in this area is needed to measure how the representation of minority groups among policy staff influences policy development and roll call voting. But this research does present a novel means for examining descriptive representation in Congress and any other legislatures that utilize staff assistance. Acknowledging the importance of racial representation among staff allows for a more holistic investigation of representation in Congress.

APPENDIX A: Sample and Population Comparison 
The following is a survey and population comparison of members Congress and their districts. The data are pulled from the CMF (2004) dataset and Congressional Districts in the 2000s (Congressional Quarterly Press 2003) which used 2000 US Census data updated for the 108th congressional districts. Data on the race of Members was gathered from LexisNexis Congressional Member Profile Reports (Lexis Nexis Congressional 2006). Comparisons are made between the CMF sample (n=211) and the full listing of 435 Representatives and their districts. For most categories the composition of the sample generally reflects the composition of the House. Democrats are overrepresented in the sample, although there are a substantial number of respondents from both parties. More senior MCs are underrepresented. 

				Mean 		SD	 	t		p
MC White (sample)			0.848	 	0.360  		 
MC White (population)			0.844	 	0.364  		0.15		0.88  

MC Black (sample) 	   		0.071	 	0.258  		 	
MC Black (population) 	   		0.085	 	0.279  		-0.61		0.54   

MC Hispanic (sample)	  		0.521	 	0.223  		 
MC Hispanic (population)		0.552	 	0.229  		-0.16  		0.87

MC Democrat (sample) 	  		0.536	 	0.500	 
MC Democrat (population)   		0.485	 	0.500		1.20		0.23

MC female (sample) 	  		0.152	 	0.360  	 
MC female (population) 	  	0.138	 	0.345  		0.47   		0.64

MC tenure (sample)	  		5.190	 	3.680  		 
MC tenure (population)	  		5.628	 	3.908  		-1.36		0.17   

District South (sample)			0.322	 	0.468  	 
District South (population)		0.354	 	0.479  		-0.80		0.43   

District % Black (sample)		0.111	 	0.138  		 
District % Black (pop.)			0.125	 	0.154  		-1.16		0.25   

District % Hispanic (sample) 		0.141	 	0.171  	 
District % Hispanic (pop.) 		0.140	 	0.190  		0.04		0.97    

sample n = 211
population n = 435


APPENDIX B: The Dirichlet Multinomial Distribution
[bookmark: _Hlk49433418]The Dirichlet multinomial distribution is the multinomial variant of the beta binomial distribution (see King 1998).  It models the distribution of count data (a sum of binary trials) separated into groups, such as the number of staffers of different races in separate congressional offices.  
A benefit of the Dirichlet distribution is the ability to account for between group variance in a single model.  This model is necessary when the independence assumption is inappropriate.  Rather than running separate equations to understand the influence of independent variables on Black staffers compared to Hispanic staffers compared to other staffers, it is essential to model these relationships together as the number of staffers in an office is limited and the number of staffers of one race varies in proportion with the number of staffers of other races present in the office.  The Dirichlet multinomial allows hiring decisions to be correlated so that we can test whether the hiring of more Black staff in the district, for example, leads to the hiring of fewer Hispanic staffers in the D.C. office.
The Dirichlet distribution uses an underlying beta distribution which provides the flexibility needed to account for overdispersion in the data.  Overdispersion is greater observed variance than expected variance or, in other words, the clustering of positive events of the dependent variable in a small number of cases when most cases show few to no positive events.  This problem is apparent in congressional offices where most minority staffers are employed in a small number of offices while the great majority of offices have few to no minority staffers.  
[bookmark: _Hlk49433453]Guimarães (2005), citing Mosimann (1962) and Johnson, Kotz, and Balakrishnan (1997), explains the likelihood function for the Dirichlet-multinomial distribution.  First, the expected probabilities  for each race follow a Dirichlet distribution with parameters .  The expected probabilities are proportional in that
   where    
The distribution assumes that  

Where  and  with  
Predicting the proportion of minority staffers being employed in congressional offices follows the logic of the multinomial model    where  represent the model prediction, including all fixed effects, for each class (racial group) of staffers.  To develop predicted proportions, each coefficient in the model is multiplied by its variable’s mean, except for the coefficients of interest which are multiplied by different values of their variables to produce expected changes in probability.  The results for all classes are then summed and the class of interest is divided by the sum to produce the predicted proportion.  

APPENDIX C: Interpreting Incidence Rate Ratios
Coefficients for these models are not easily interpretable, so my tables display the incidence rate ratios (IRR, also called incidence risk ratios) of each event occurring. The IRRs are calculated by taking the exponent of the coefficients. New standard errors are calculated by multiplying the IRR by the original standard errors. The IRR provides the change in odds of the event occurring in relation to the omitted class (racial group), given a unit change in the independent variable. Interpreting these results is essentially the same as interpreting odds ratios. 
As with any multinomial model, model results (coefficients, IRR, or predicted probabilities) provide the estimated change in the independent variable compared to the omitted category. For example, an estimated change of the proportion of Black staffers in the office from 20% to 30% of all staffers means that the proportion of non-Black/non-Hispanic staffers in the office drops an equal amount. For each of my analyses I omitted all staffers other than the Black and Hispanic groups of interest; non-Black/non-Hispanic staffers in D.C., non-Black/non-Hispanic staffers in policy positions, and non-Black/non-Hispanic staffers among the five highest paid staffers respectively. 
When comparing IRR and predicted probabilities the proportional change can lead to unexpected results. For example, notice how, in Table 1, the model results for Black district population and a Black MC’s effect on Black staffers is positive for both policy and service staff. Yet the graph in Figure 1 suggests a decrease in the probability of Black staffers in policy positions as the district Black percentage increases. This decrease in predicted probability results from the increase in probability of policy staffers of other races. The proportional effect is a general decrease in the probability that policy staff are Black. 



APPENDIX D: Model Results

Table 1. Policy and service position model results
	group: Policy Black staffers
	IRR
	Std. Err.
	group: Policy Hispanic staffers
	IRR
	Std. Err.

	Black MC
	289.986***
	474.836
	Black MC
	0.015
	0.104

	Hispanic MC
	251.95
	1983.99
	Hispanic MC
	11.098
	33.086

	District % Black
	1.137***
	0.028
	District % Black
	1.027
	0.035

	District % Hispanic
	1.003
	0.023
	District % Hispanic
	1.062***
	0.02

	MC Democratic
	3.82*
	3.074
	MC Democratic
	2.691
	1.787

	DW-NOM dim. 2
	0.463*
	0.287
	DW-NOM dim. 2
	1.151
	0.759

	Interaction:
MC Black * district % Black
	0.885***
	0.034
	Interaction:
MC Black * district % Black
	1.093
	0.144

	Interaction:
MC Hispanic * district % Hispanic
	0.941
	0.121
	Interaction:
MC Hispanic * district % Hispanic
	0.974
	0.046

	constant
	0.001***
	0.001
	constant
	0.002***
	0.002

	group: Service Black staffers
	IRR
	Std. Err.
	group: Service Hispanic staffers
	IRR
	Std. Err.

	Black MC
	9.212*
	11.589
	Black MC
	3.7e103
	3.5e107

	Hispanic MC
	3.435
	19.817
	Hispanic MC
	3.349
	7.245

	District % Black
	1.084***
	0.012
	District % Black
	1.017
	0.155

	District % Hispanic
	1.007
	0.011
	District % Hispanic
	1.072***
	0.009

	MC Democratic
	3.55***
	1.121
	MC Democratic
	1.832**
	0.479

	DW-NOM dim. 2
	0.616*
	0.19
	DW-NOM dim. 2
	0.577*
	0.177

	Interaction:
MC Black * district % Black
	0.961*
	0.026
	Interaction:
MC Black * district % Black
	0.000
	0.026

	Interaction:
MC Hispanic * district % Hispanic

	0.976

	0.088

	Interaction:
MC Hispanic * district % Hispanic

	0.973

	0.033


	constant
	0.017***
	0.005
	constant
	0.021***
	0.006


* p<0.10, **p<0.05, ***p<0.01, all two-tailed tests




Table 2. Model results for the 5 highest paid positions on staff
	group: Influential Black staffers
	IRR
	Std. Err.
	group: Influential Hispanic staffers
	IRR
	Std. Err.

	Black MC
	108.21***
	194.54
	Black MC
	9.1e-06
	1.e-04

	Hispanic MC
	15.178
	139.08
	Hispanic MC
	315.12*
	1054.08

	District % Black
	1.122***
	0.042
	District % Black
	0.884
	0.083

	District % Hispanic
	0.984
	0.047
	District % Hispanic
	1.06**
	0.029

	MC Democratic
	4.387**
	2.683
	MC Democratic
	1.779
	0.997

	DW-NOM dim. 2
	0.335
	0.205
	DW-NOM dim. 2
	0.528
	0.341

	Interaction:
MC Black * district % Black
	0.931*
	0.039
	Interaction:
MC Black * district % Black
	1.327
	0.289

	Interaction:
MC Hispanic * district % Hispanic
	0.972
	0.144
	Interaction:
MC Hispanic * district % Hispanic
	0.93
	0.05

	constant
	0.002***
	0.002
	constant
	0.012***
	0.016


* p<0.10, **p<0.05, ***p<0.01, all two-tailed tests
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Figure 1. Differences in racial composition of staff policy positions and service positions
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Figure 2. Differences in racial composition for the 5 highest paid positions on staff
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