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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE DISTRICT OF NORTH DAKOTA
EASTERN DIVISION

TURTLE MOUNTAIN BAND OF
CHIPPEWA INDIANS, et al.

Plaintiffs,

ALVIN JAEGER, in his official capacity as Civil Action No. 3:22-cv-00022-PDW-ARS
Secretary of State for North Dakota,

Defendant.

EXPERT REPORT OF M.V. HOOD 111

I, M.V. Hood III, affirm the conclusions I express in this report are provided to a reasonable
degree of professional certainty. In addition, I do hereby declare the following:

Exhibit 35
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L. INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND

My name is M. V. (Trey) Hood III, and I am a tenured professor at the University of Georgia
with an appointment in the Department of Political Science. I have been a faculty member at the
University of Georgia since 1999. I also serve as the Director of the School of Public and
International Affairs Survey Research Center. I am an expert in American politics, specifically in
the areas of electoral politics, racial politics, election administration, and Southern politics. I
teach courses on American politics, Southern politics, and research methods and have taught
graduate seminars on the topics of election administration and Southern politics.

I have received research grants to study election administration issues from the National Science
Foundation, the Pew Charitable Trust, the Center for Election Innovation and Research, and the
MIT Election Data and Science Lab. I have also published peer-reviewed journal articles
specifically in the area of election administration, including redistricting. My academic
publications are detailed in a copy of my vita that is attached to the end of this report. Currently,
I serve on the editorial boards for Social Science Quarterly and Election Law Journal. The latter
is a peer-reviewed academic journal focused on the area of election administration.

During the preceding five years, [ have offered expert testimony (through deposition or at trial)
in ten cases around the United States: Ohio A. Philip Randolph Institute v. Ryan Smith, 1:18-cv-
357 (S.D. Ohio), Libertarian Party of Arkansas v. Thurston, 4:19-cv-00214 (E.D. Ark.);
Chestnut v. Merrill, 2:18-cv-907 (N.D. Ala.), Common Cause v. Lewis, 18-CVS-014001 (Wake
County Superior Court); Nielsen v. DeSantis, 4:20-cv-236 (N.D. Fla.); Western Native Voice v.
Stapleton, DV-56-2020-377 (Montana Thirteenth Judicial District Court); Driscoll v. Stapleton,
DV-20-0408 (Montana Thirteenth Judicial District Court); North Carolina v. Holmes, 18-CVS-
15292 (Wake County Superior Court); Caster v. Merrill, 2:21-cv-1536 (S.D. Ala); and Robinson
v. Ardoin, 3:22-cv-00211 (M.D. La.).

I am receiving $400 an hour for my work on this case and $400 an hour for any testimony
associated with this work. In reaching my conclusions, I have drawn on my training, experience,
and knowledge as a social scientist who has specifically conducted research in the area of
redistricting. My compensation in this case is not dependent upon the outcome of the litigation or
the substance of my opinions.

II. SCOPE AND OVERVIEW

Plaintiffs in this matter are alleging North Dakota’s current legislative districting plan
violates Section 2 of the Voting Rights Act by diluting the voting strength of Native
Americans in LD 9 and LD 15. The relief sought involves the creation of a new LD 9
which incorporates both the Spirit Lake Reservation and the Turtle Mountain Reservation
into a single district.! In this report, I am responding to Professor Collingwood’s Expert
Report of November 30, 2022 and also providing my expert opinion relating to other
matters present in this case.

'Complaint in Turtle Mountain Band of Chippewa Indians, et. al. v. Alvin Jaeger [3:22-cv-00022]. February 7, 2022.
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I11. THE GINGLES TEST
In order to substantiate a claim of racial vote dilution, plaintiffs must rely on the now long-
established Gingles test, which contains three prongs.?> The three prongs are as follows:

1. The minority group must be of sufficient size and geographically compact enough to
allow for the creation of a single-member district for the group in question.

2. It must be demonstrated that the minority group is politically cohesive.

3. It must further be demonstrated that the candidate of choice for the minority group
is typically defeated by the majority voting bloc.

To prevail on a vote dilution claim, evidence must be provided that all three Gingles
preconditions have been met. In addition to the Gingles preconditions, evidence of the lingering
effects of discrimination, known as the totality-of-the-circumstances test, can also be used by the
Court in making a determination of whether vote dilution in present.

IV. ANALYSISOFLDY9

LD 9 in the enacted legislative plan® is comprised of 51.7% Native American voting age
population.* As such, under Section 2 of the Voting Rights Act it would be described as a
minority, opportunity-to-elect district.’ LD is also subdivided into LD 9A and LD 9B" where
each subdistrict serves as a single-member district for the purpose of electing members to the
North Dakota House. Subdistrict 9A is 77.0% Native American VAP and LD 9B is 29.4%
Native American VAP. Given LD 9 is majority Native American in terms of voting age, per
prong 1 it is certainly possible to create a district where the minority group in question to
comprises a majority of the district’s population.

As related to Prong 2 of the Gingles analysis Professor Collingwood analyzes a total of 38
elections configured to the present boundaries of LD 9. Of these, he reports the presence of
racially polarized voting in 36 of 38 races analyzed. Stated differently, a clear candidate of
choice for Native Americans can be identified in almost all the elections he analyzes.
Conversely, this also means that the white community has a different preferred candidate of
choice.

Professor Collingwood then conducts what he terms a performance analysis in order to
determine if the Native American candidate of choice is typically defeated for those races where
racially polarized voting is present. From Professor Collingwood’s report I have compiled the
results of his analyses in Table 1 below. The results presented include all of the races he

2Established in Thornburg v. Gingles, 478 U.S. 30 (1986).

3Throughout this report the enacted plan refers to the legislative districting plan passed by the North Dakota
Legislature following the 2020 Census that was in place for the 2022 election-cycle.

“Measured as single-race Native Americans of voting age population from the 2020 decennial Census. North Dakota
2022 Legislative Plan Statistics (https://www.ndlegis.gov/assembly/67-202 1/session-interim/202 1-legislative-
redistricting-maps).

3See Bartlett v. Strickland, 556 U.S. 1 (2009).
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analyzed across LD 9, LD 9A, and LD 9B. The key takeaway from the table is that although
almost all the races analyzed by Professor Collingwood contain a clear candidate of choice for
the Native American community in LD 9, the Native American candidate of choice is not
typically defeated by the white voting bloc in the district. As summarized in Table 1, of the races
analyzed by Professor Collingwood, the preferred Native American candidate loses less than a
majority (38%) of the time. Thus, prong 3 of the Gingles test is not met. Perhaps this is not a
surprise given the fact that LD 9 is already a Native American opportunity-to-elect district as
defined by Bartlett v. Strickland. As such, it appears that Professor Collingwood’s own analysis
confirms that LD 9 is functioning as a district where the Native American community can
typically elect its candidates of choice.

Table 1. Summary of Races Analyzed by Professor Collingwood (LD 9, LD 9A, LD 9B)

Contests Number Percent
Number of races analyzed 110 -
No clear Native American candidate of choice 26 1.8%
Clear Native American candidate of choice 108 98.2%
Native American candidate wins 66 60.0%
Native American candidate defeated 42 38.2%

I have also compiled Professor Collingwood’s results based solely on his analysis of LD 9, sans
the LD 9A and LD 9B subdistricts (see Table 2 below). Looking at Table 2, the same pattern is
revealed. Although almost all (95%) of races Professor Collingwood analyzes contain a clear
Native American candidate of choice, more often than not these candidates are not defeated by
the white voting bloc. Of the 38 races Professor Collingwood analyzes, the Native American
preferred candidate is defeated only about a third of the time (34%). For the other cases, there
was either no clearly defined Native American preferred candidate of choice (5%) or the Native
American preferred candidate of choice prevailed (61%).

Table 2. Summary of Races Analyzed by Professor Collingwood (LD 9)

Contests Number Percent
Number of races analyzed 38 o
No clear Native American candidate of choice 2 5.3%
Clear Native American candidate of choice 36 94.7%
Native American candidate wins 23 60.5%
Native American candidate defeated 13 34.2%

Having examined the evidence proffered by Professor Collingwood on prongs 2 and 3 of
the Gingles test, what conclusions can one draw? Hood, Morrison, and Bryan (2017)
provide guidance on the manner in which one may determine if the second and third
prongs have been substantiated in a particular matter.

The Gingles test established by the Court makes clear that plaintiffs must show a
pattern of vote dilution. What constitutes a pattern? The language used by the Court
adds the qualifier typically—meaning the minority candidate of choice is #ypically

®Professor Collingwood reports that two of the races he analyzed did not exhibit racially polarized voting.
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defeated by the majority voting bloc. Operationally, one can define typically as
meaning “more often than not.” Accordingly, a plaintiff’s expert must demonstrate
that both prongs two and three are sustained in a numerical majority of cases
considered for a vote dilution claim to have any merit.”

With these conditions in mind, it is clear that Professor Collingwood’s analysis of LD 9 as
currently configured does not meet the requirement for prong 3. While evidence of racially
polarized voting is present in a majority of cases he analyzes, it is not the case that a majority of
Native American candidates of choice are defeated by the white voting bloc in the district. Thus,
there appears to be a decided lack of evidence by which prong 3 might be substantiated in LD 9.

V. ANALYSIS OF LD 15

Professor Collingwood also analyzes voting patterns in LD 15 in the enacted plan. The first
prong of the Gingles inquiry, however, asks if the minority group is of sufficient size and
geographically compact enough to allow for the creation of a majority-minority district for the
racial group in question. In the case of LD 15, there is a geographic concentration of Native
Americans located in and around the Spirit Lake Reservation. Outside of this concentration,
there is little Native American population found within LD 15 (see Figure 1). From the 2020
Census, Native Americans of voting age make up 20.4% of the total VAP for enacted LD 15.% As
related to Gingles prong 1, Native Americans within LD 15 then do not comprise a majority of
the voting age population.

In his report Professor Collingwood concludes that racially polarized voting exists in 30 of 32
races analyzed for this district. He further concludes that the Native American candidate of
choice would win only one of the thirty election contests analyzed where racially polarized
voting is present in the current LD 15. Based on this analysis, prongs 2 and 3 of the Gingles test
would appear to be met. However, in order for a vote dilution claim to be substantiated in part,
there must be evidence to substantiate all three prongs, not one or two.

While racially polarized voting may, in fact, exist in LD 15; it is not possible for the State of
North Dakota to create a minority opportunity-to-elect district in the vicinity of the Spirit Lake
Reservation. Therefore, prong 1 of the Gingles test is not substantiated in the case of LD 15.
With all three preconditions being requisite to proving a vote dilution claim, analysis need not
proceed to the second and third Gingles prongs.

"Quoted material from page 545. M.V. Hood III, Peter A. Morrison, and Thomas M. Bryan. 2017. “From Legal
Theory to Practical Application: A How-To for Performing Vote Dilution Analyses.” Social Science Quarterly
99(2): 536-552.

8Even if LD 15 was partitioned, the Native American voting age population would not constitute a majority in either
subdistrict.
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Figure 1. Legislative District 15—Block-Level Native American Voting Age Population
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VL ILLUSTRATIVE DISTRICTS

Professor Collingwood examines two demonstrative districts created by the plaintiffs. Both these
demonstrative districts represent newly created incarnations of LD 9. Below, I will discuss both
of these illustrative districts in the context of a number of traditional redistricting criteria. It has
long been recognized that when considering prong one of the Gingles test that traditional
redistricting criteria cannot be ignored when creating a minority-majority district. For example,
irregularly shaped and/or non-compact districts may raise questions concerning whether race was
the predominant factor in the drawing of district lines.

In a report issued by the North Dakota Redistricting Committee, the committee was charged by
the Legislative Assembly to develop a legislative districting plan and, in doing so, to ensure
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traditional redistricting criteria were followed. For example, the committee’s plan should include
districts which are compact, contiguous, and meet the legal requirement for population equality.
Further, in developing the legislative districting plan the committee also considered other factors
such as not splitting political subdivisions (e.g. counties and reservations) across legislative
districts; preserving district cores; protecting incumbents; and respecting other communities of
interest.’

A. Demonstrative District 1

Plaintiff’s demonstrative District 1 (abbreviated D-D1) uses a land bridge to link Native
American population clusters centered around the Turtle Mountain Reservation (currently in LD
9) and the Spirit Lake Reservation (currently in LD15). In fact, part of the boundary for the Spirit
Lake Reservation is contiguous with a portion of the D-D1 boundary.

i. Population Deviation

The ideal district size of North Dakota legislative districts from the 2020 Census is 16,576
persons.!® LD 9 under the enacted plan contains 16,158 people, producing a deviation of -2.52%.
LD 9 under D-D1 would contain a population of 17,096, 3.14% over the ideal district size.

ii. Compactness

There are myriad measures of compactness to analyze legislative districts. For this report, I make
use of three of the most commonly employed compactness scores: Reock, Polsby-Popper, and
Schwartzberg. The Reock measure is also denoted as the smallest circle score in that it compares
the area of the district to the area of a circle. More formally the Reock measure is the ratio of the
district area to the area of the minimum circumscribing circle.'! The Polsby-Popper measure, a
perimeter-to-area comparison, calculates the ratio of the district area to the area of a circle with
the same perimeter.'> The Schwartzberg measure is a ratio that compares the perimeter of a
district to the perimeter of a circle of equal area."

The Reock and Polsby-Popper measures range between 0 and 1, with one an indication of perfect
compactness. For both measures a district analogous to a circle would score a value of 1. A circle
would also score a value of one on the Schwartzberg index and less compact shapes would be
represented by values greater than one. I modified the standard Schwartzberg measure in order
that it would range from O to 1, with higher scores an indication of greater compactness.'* The

Interim Redistricting Committee Report, pp. 19-30. Found at: https://ndlegis.gov/files/resource/67-2021/legislative-
management-final-reports/202 1 ssfinalreport.pdf.

19Based on total population.

""Quoted material from page 1160. Richard G. Niemi, Bernard Grofman, Carl Calucci, and Thomas Hofeller. 1990.
“Measuring Compactness and the Role of a Compactness Standard in a Test for Partisan and Racial
Gerrymandering.” Journal of Politics 52: 1155-1181.

12Quoted material from page 1160. Richard G. Niemi, Bernard Grofman, Carl Calucci, and Thomas Hofeller. 1990.
“Measuring Compactness and the Role of a Compactness Standard in a Test for Partisan and Racial
Gerrymandering.” Journal of Politics 52: 1155-1181.

3Quoted material from page 44. Joseph E. Schwartzberg. “Reapportionment, Gerrymanders, and the Notion of
‘Compactness.”” Minnesota Law Review 50:443-452.

“Adjusted Score = (1/Schwartzberg Score)?. This adjustment has been previously suggested in the academic
literature. For example, see Daniel D. Polsby and Robert D. Popper. 1991. “The Third Criterion: Compactness as a
Procedural Safeguard against Partisan Gerrymandering.” Yale Law and Policy Review 9: 301-335 and Christopher P.

6
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adjusted Schwartzberg scores presented below are now scaled in the same manner as the Reock
and Polsby-Popper measures.

Table 3 compares Reock, Polsby-Popper, and Schwartzberg (adjusted) measures for LD 9 in the
plaintiff Demonstrative Plan-1 and under the enacted plan. Using the Reock, Polsby-Popper, or
adjusted Schwartzberg compactness measures, LD 9 in Demonstrative Plan-1 is less compact as
compared to LD 9 in the enacted plan. The Reock score difference is .14, for the Polsby-Popper
score it is .37, and the Schwartzberg score it is .31. For the Reock metric there is a 36% decrease
in compactness between the two districts; for the Polsby-Popper measure there is a 63%
decrease; and for the Schwartzberg measure the decrease is over half (53%).

Within Demonstrative Plan-1 as a whole, LD 9 ranks 45" out of forty-seven districts using the
Reock measure.'® Using the Polsby-Popper measure, LD 9 ranks 44™ in terms of compactness
and for the Schwartzberg measure it ranks 45 in terms of compactness. For the enacted plan,
LD 9 ranks 33" in terms of compactness using the Reock measure; 5" using the Polsby-Popper
measure; and 6 using the Schwartzberg measure. To summarize, using any of the three
compactness measures deployed, LD 9 under plaintiff Demonstrative Plan-1 is less compact as
compared to LD 9 under the enacted plan.

Table 3. Compactness Score Comparisons

Schwartzberg-
Plan/District Reock Polsby-Popper Adjusted
Demonstrative-1
LD 9 25 22 28
Rank (45™M) (44™) (45™)
Enacted
LD 9 .39 .59 .59
Rank (33 (5™ (6™
Difference 14 37 31

Note: A higher ranking indicates a less compact district. A ranking of one would be indicative of the most compact
district and a ranking of 47" the least compact district.

iii. Commupnities of Interest

As a recognized traditional redistricting criteria, counties are important political subdivisions
and, to the extent possible, should not be split across districts. On this metric the enacted plan
splits 20 counties (38%), while Plan D-D1 splits 21 (40%). In the enacted plan, LD 9 splits only
Towner County, while in plaintiff’s D-D1 LD 9 splits three counties: Eddy, Pierce, and Rolette.

Chambers and Alan D. Miller. 2010. "A Measure of Bizarreness." Quarterly Journal of Political Science 5(1): 27-
44,

SFor these comparisons lower rankings are indicative of higher compactness. For example, a district ranking first
would be the most compact district and a ranking of 47™ would mean the district was the least compact.

7
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iv. Core Retention

District core retention is another factor that can be considered under traditional redistricting
criteria.'® Core retention for the various plans is measured as the percentage of the population in
a new district carried over from the corresponding 2011 (benchmark) district. As such, district
core retention is a measure that ranges from 0% to 100%.!” The higher the percentage, the more
a district is representative of its former self. Under the enacted plan, district core retention for
LD-9 was 75% using total population and 72% using voting age population. Under plaintiff’s
Plan D-D1, the core retention for LD 9 is 63% using total population and 63% using voting age
population. In summary, core retention for LD 9 under D-D1 is lower than core retention for LD
9 under the enacted plan.

B. Demonstrative District 2

Plaintiff’s demonstrative District 2 (abbreviated D-D2) is geographically similar to D-D1 in that
it also links Native American population clusters centered around the Turtle Mountain
Reservation (currently in LD 9) and the Spirit Lake Reservation (currently in LD15).

i. Population Deviation

Under the enacted plan LD 9 contains 16,158 people, producing a deviation of -2.52% from the
ideal district size. D-D2 under plaintiff’s illustrative plan would contain a population of 17,327,
making it 4.53% over the ideal district size.

ii. Compactness

In this section I analyze compactness for D-D2 using the Reock, Polsby-Popper, and
Schwartzberg measures (see Table 4). D-D2 has a Reock score of .20 compared to enacted LD 9
with a score of .39, producing a difference of .19. This equates to a drop of 49% in compactness.
For the enacted plan, LD 9 ranks 33" on compactness using the Reock score, while D-D2 ranks
45" on compactness using this measure (Again, a higher ranking equates with lower
compactness). Looking at the Polsby-Popper measure LD 9 under D-D2 scores a .19, compared
to enacted LD 9 at .59, for a difference of .40 (a 68% drop in compactness). LD 9 in the plaintiff
illustrative plan ranks 46 out of 47 districts in terms of compactness (For reference, LD 9 in the
enacted plan is the 5th most compact district on this measure). Finally, on the Schwartzberg
measure, LD 9 under D-D2 has a value of .24, compared with .59 for LD-9 under the enacted
plan, for a difference of .35. This equates to a decline of 59% in compactness. In comparison to
the rest of plaintiff Illustrative Plan 2, D-D2 ranks 46™ on the basis of the Schwartzberg measure,
while LD 9 under the enacted plan ranks 6.

16The presence of a district core is closely linked to incumbent electoral success and, as such, is an important
element related to protecting incumbents across a redistricting cycle.
"District core retention is calculated using both total population and voting age population.

8
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Table 4. Compactness Score Comparisons

Schwartzberg-
Plan/District Reock Polsby-Popper Adjusted
Demonstrative-2
LD 9 20 .19 24
Rank 45™) 46™) (46™)
Enacted
LD 9 .39 .59 .59
Rank (337 ) (6™
Difference .19 40 35

Note: A higher ranking indicates a less compact district. A ranking of one would be indicative of the most compact
district and a ranking of 47" the least compact district.

iii. Commupnities of Interest

Under D-D2, a total of 20 counties are split across legislative districts, which is the same number
of counties split under the state’s enacted plan. However, where only Towner County is split
under LD 9 in the enacted plan, LD 9 under D-D2 splits a total of three counties: Benson, Eddy,
and Pierce.

iv. Core Retention

Under plaintiff’s Demonstrative Plan D-D2, core retention for LD-9 is 70% using total
population or 71% using voting age population. This represents some decline from that of
enacted LD-9 which had core retention scores of 75% (Total Population) and 72% (Voting Age
Population).

VII. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

In his expert report Professor Loren Collingwood has performed an analysis of Gingles prongs 2
and 3 for LD 9 and LD 15 under the state’s enacted legislative districting plan. In the case of LD
9, it appears that Professor Collingwood’s own analysis demonstrates that Native American-
preferred candidates are not typically defeated by a white voting bloc. Thus, prong three of the
Gingles test 1s not substantiated. Turning to LD 15, Native Americans comprise a substantial
minority of the district’s population. As such, the Gingles analysis fails on prong one in the case
of LD 15. A successful vote dilution claim requires one to verify all three Gingles prongs, not
one or two. In my opinion, this bar has not been met by the plaintiffs as it relates to LD 9 and LD
15 under the state’s enacted plan.

Plaintiffs have drawn two illustrative districts that create a reconfigured LD 9. Both these
illustrative districts encompass the Spirit Lake and Turtle Mountain Reservations. Additionally,
territory from enacted LD 9 (which contains the Turtle Lake Reservation) and enacted LD 15
(which contains the Spirit Lake Reservation) is connected via a land bridge (see Figures 2 and 3
for maps of these illustrative districts). Both these plans produce a newly drawn LD 9 that
performs worse on some traditional redistricting criteria as compared to LD 9 under the enacted
plan. For example, using any of the three measures of compactness employed in this report, LD 9
under either illustrative plan is less compact than LD 9 under the enacted plan. In addition,

9
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population deviation, core retention, and respect for communities of interest also appears
diminished under the plaintiff’s demonstrative plans for LD 9.

A degradation of traditional redistricting criteria, coupled with the fact that plaintiffs have drawn
a district that specifically joins two Indian reservations along with pockets of surrounding Native
American population via use of a land bridge, can certainly raise the question of whether the
creation of LD 9 under the plaintiff demonstrative plans results in a racial gerrymander.'®

Figure 2. Plaintiff Demonstrative District 1 (LD 9)

4| Turtle Mountain

=

Spirit Lake

8Centroid to centroid the distance between the two reservations is 77 miles.
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Figure 3. Plaintiff Demonstrative District 2 (LD9)
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VIII. DECLARATION

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the United States that the foregoing is true and
correct to the best of my knowledge.

Executed on January 17, 2023.

M AL

M.V. (Trey) Hood III

Department of Political Science

School of Public and International Affairs
180 Baldwin Hall

University of Georgia

Athens, GA 30602

Phone: (706) 583-0554

FAX: (706) 542-4421

E-mail: th@uga.edu

12
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Appendix: Reliance Materials

Expert Report of Professor Loren Collingwood. Turtle Mountain Band of Chippewa Indians, et.
al. v. Alvin Jaeger [3:22-cv-00022]. November 30, 2022.

Plaintiff Illustrative Plan 1 Shapefile.
Plaintiff Illustrative Plan 2 Shapefile.

North Dakota 2022 Enacted Legislative Plan Shapefile (https://www.ndlegis.gov/assembly/67-
2021/special/approved-legislative-redistricting-maps).

North Dakota 2022 Enacted Legislative Plan Statistics (https://www.ndlegis.gov/assembly/67-
2021/session-interim/202 1-legislative-redistricting-maps).

Interim Redistricting Committee Report (https://ndlegis.gov/files/resource/67-2021/legislative-
management-final-reports/202 1ssfinalreport.pdf).

U.S. Census Bureau. 2020 P.L. 94-171 Data for North Dakota (https://data.census.gov/table).

U.S. Census Tiger/Line Shapefiles (https://www.census.gov/geographies/mapping-files/time-
series/geo/tiger-line-file.html).
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Southern Political Science Association. Atlanta.

“Where Have All the Republicans Gone? A State-Level Study of Southern Republicanism.”

1999. (With Irwin Morris and Quentin Kidd). Paper presented at the Annual Meeting of the
Southern Political Science Association. Savannah.
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“Elephants in Dixie: A State-Level Analysis of the Rise of the Republican Party in the Modern
South.” 1999. (With Irwin Morris and Quentin Kidd). Paper presented at the Annual
Meeting of the American Political Science Association. Atlanta.

“Stimulant to Turnout or Merely a Convenience?: Developing an Early Voter Profile.” 1998.
(With Quentin Kidd and Grant Neeley). Paper presented at the Annual Meeting of the
Southern Political Science Association. Atlanta.

“The Impact of the Texas Concealed Weapons Law on Crime Rates: A Policy Analysis for the
City of Dallas, 1992-1997.” 1998. (With Grant W. Neeley). Paper presented to the Annual
Meeting of the Midwest Political Science Association. Chicago.

“Analyzing Anglo Voting on Proposition 187: Does Racial/Ethnic Context Really Matter?”
1997. (With Irwin Morris). Paper presented to the Annual Meeting of the Southern Political
Science Association. Norfolk.

“Capturing Bubba's Heart and Mind: Group Consciousness and the Political Identification of
Southern White Males, 1972-1994.” 1997. Paper presented at the Annual Meeting of the
Midwest Political Science Association. Chicago.

“Of Byrds[s] and Bumpers: A Pooled Cross-Sectional Study of the Roll-Call Voting Behavior of
Democratic Senators from the South, 1960-1995.” 1996. (With Quentin Kidd and Irwin
Morris). Paper presented to the Annual Meeting of the Southern Political Science
Association. Atlanta.

“Pest Control: Southern Politics and the Eradication of the Boll Weevil.” 1996. (With Irwin
Morris). Paper presented to the Annual Meeting of the American Political Science
Association. San Francisco.

“Fit for the Greater Functions of Politics: Gender, Participation, and Political Knowledge.” 1996.
(With Terry Gilmour, Kurt Shirkey, and Sue Tolleson-Rinehart). Paper presented to the
Annual Meeting of the Midwest Political Science Association. Chicago.

“Amigo o Enemigo?: Racial Context, Attitudes, and White Public Opinion on Immigration.”
1996. (With Irwin Morris). Paper presented to the Annual Meeting of the Midwest Political
Science Association. Chicago.

“;Quedate o Vente!: Uncovering the Determinants of Hispanic Public Opinion Towards
Immigration.” 1996. (With Irwin Morris and Kurt Shirkey). Paper presented to the Annual
Meeting of the Southwestern Political Science Association. Houston.

“Downs Meets the Boll Weevil: When Southern Democrats Turn Left.” 1995. (With Irwin
Morris). Paper presented to the Annual Meeting of the Southern Political Science
Association. Tampa.

“;Amigo o Enemigo?: Ideological Dispositions of Whites Residing in Heavily Hispanic Areas.”
1995. (With Irwin Morris). Paper presented to the Annual Meeting of the Southern Political

Science Association. Tampa.
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Chair. Panel titled “Congress and Interest Groups in Institutional Settings.” 1995. Annual
Meeting of the Southwestern Political Science Association. Dallas.

“Death of the Boll Weevil?: The Decline of Conservative Democrats in the House.” 1995. (With
Kurt Shirkey). Paper presented to the Annual Meeting of the Southwestern Political Science
Association. Dallas.

“Capturing Bubba’s Heart and Mind: The Political Identification of Southern White Males.”
1994. (With Sue Tolleson-Rinehart). Paper presented to the Annual Meeting of the Southern
Political Science Association. Atlanta.

Areas of Teaching Competence:
American Politics: Behavior and Institutions
Public Policy

Scope, Methods, Techniques

Teaching Experience:

University of Georgia, 1999-present.
Graduate Faculty, 2003-present.
Provisional Graduate Faculty, 2000-2003.
Distance Education Faculty, 2000-present.

Texas Tech University, 1993-1999.
Visiting Faculty, 1997-1999.
Graduate Faculty, 1998-1999.
Extended Studies Faculty, 1997-1999.
Teaching Assistant, 1993-1997.

Courses Taught:

Undergraduate:
American Government and Politics, American Government and Politics (Honors),
Legislative Process, Introduction to Political Analysis, American Public Policy, Political
Psychology, Advanced Simulations in American Politics (Honors), Southern Politics,
Southern Politics (Honors), Survey Research Internship

Graduate:
Election Administration and Related Issues (Election Sciences), Political Parties and Interest

Groups, Legislative Process, Seminar in American Politics, Southern Politics; Publishing for
Political Science

Editorial Boards:
Social Science Quarterly. Member. 201 1-present.

Election Law Journal. Member. 2013-present.
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Other Professional Service:
Listed expert. MIT Election Data and Science Lab.

Keynote Address. 2020 Symposium on Southern Politics. The Citadel. Charleston, SC.
Institutional Service (University-Level):
University Information Technology Committee, 2022-present.
University Promotion and Tenure Committee, 2019-2022.
University Program Review Committee, 2009-2011.

Chair, 2010-2011

Vice-Chair, 2009-2010.
Graduate Council, 2005-2008.

Program Committee, 2005-2008.

Chair, Program Committee, 2007-2008.
University Libraries Committee, 2004-2014.

Search Committee for University Librarian and Associate Provost, 2014.
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