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INTRODUCTION

| have been asked by the 2003 New Y ork City Charter Revision Commission to review
my work for the 2002 Charter Revision Commission analyzing whether changing from partisan to
nonpartisan elections of citywide officials, borough presidents, and city council memberswould
likely violate the Voting Rights Act by restricting the ability of minority voters to elect candidates
of their choice and to participate fully in the political process. This analysis does not consider the
broader question of whether such changes are justified on policy grounds. Rather, the analysisis
narrowly focused on the voting rights implications of such a change in el ectoral procedures.

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

As described below in detail, my study of nonpartisan elections for citywide contests reaches the
following conclusions:

. The analysis of election results and electoral systems in the nation’s 100 largest cities
indicates that nonpartisan elections are not an impediment to the election of mayors from
members of minority demographic groups.

. The analysis of citywide elections and voting within New Y ork City shows that standard
explanations for how partisan elections help minority voters elect candidates of their
choice do not apply to citywide electionsin New Y ork.

. A change from partisan to nonpartisan elections of citywide officialsin New Y ork might
well enhance the prospects for minority candidates of choice of minority voters to
compete successfully in primary and general elections for citywide offices.

. These findings for citywide elections are confirmed by the analysis of borough president
and city council positions.

BACKGROUND

| am a Professor of History at American University in Washington, D.C. Formerly, |
served as Chair of the History Department and Associate Dean of the College of Arts and
Sciences at American University. | received my BA in History from Brandeis University in 1967
and my PhD in History from Harvard University in 1973, with a specialty in the mathematical
analysis of historical data. My areas of expertise include political history, voting analysis, and
historical and quantitative methodology. A copy of my curriculum vitae, which accurately sets
forth my professional qualifications and experience, is attached as Appendix Il of this detailed
report.

| am the author of numerous scholarly works on quantitative methodology in social
science.
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This scholarship includes articles in such academic journals as Political Methodology,
Journal of Interdisciplinary History, and Social Science History. | have also coauthored with Dr.
Laura Langbein Ecological Inference, a standard text on the subject of inferring the behavior of
population groups from data collected for political units. In addition, | have published articles on
the application of social science analysis to the Voting Rights Act. This work includes articlesin
such journals as Journal of Law and Politics, La Raza Law Journal, Evaluation Review, and
National Law Journal.

My scholarship aso includes the use of quantitative and qualitative techniques to perform
political and historical studies of voting, published in such academic journals as The Proceedings
of the National Academy of Sciences The American Historical Review, and The Journal of
Socia History. Quantitative and historical analyses aso ground my books, Prejudice and the Old
Politics:. The Presidential Election of 1928, The Thirteen Keys to the Presidency (co-authored
with Ken DeCdll), and The Keys to the White House.

| have worked as a consultant or expert witness for both plaintiffs and defendants in more
than sixty federal voting rights and redistricting cases. | have been admitted as an expert witness
in voting rights, political history, political systems, statistical methodology, quantitative analysis
of voting, and socioeconomic analysis, among other matters, in more than fifty federal court cases
in which | have presented oral or written testimony. | have worked on more than a dozen cases
for the United States Department of Justice and have also worked for such civil rights
organizations as the Mexican-American Legal Defense and Education Fund, the Puerto-Rican
Legal Defense and Education Fund, the NAACP, the LDF, the Lawyer’s Committee for Civil
Rights Under Law, the ACLU, and the Southern Poverty Law Center.

METHODOLOGY AND DATA

The database for this study consists of information internal to New Y ork City as well as
data on the results of mayoral elections for the ration’s 100 largest cities. For citywide elections
from 1989 to 1997, the New Y ork City data includes returns at the Assembly District level. For
citywide elections in 2001 the data includes returns at the voter tabulation district (VTD) level.
The dataalso includes returns at the VTD level for city council elections and for borough
president elections held in 1997 and 2001. In addition, the New Y ork City data also includes the
racial composition of Assembly districts and VTDs and exit poll findings. The 2001 exit polls
covered all primary, runoff, and general elections for citywide offices. For earlier years the exit
polls covered al citywide general elections as well as the 1989 mayoral primary.* Exit polls for
2001 and prior years also included the party identification of voters. Externa data included
information on whether cities elected their mayors through partisan or nonpartisan elections, the

1 Exit poll datawas not available for non-mayoral primariesin 1989 or the primaries of 1993 and 1997.
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racial composition of the city, and the racial identity of the mayors. | utilized for this study
standard statistical methods to analyze the aggregate election returns in order to assess the
candidate choices made by Anglo and minority voters as well as the turnout in elections of Anglo
and minority voters. The analysis follows procedures recognized by the Supreme Court in
Thornburg v. Gingles, 478 U.S. 30 (1986).

The voting behavior of whites, blacks, and Hispanics is estimated by comparing the racia
composition of the various voting precincts to the division of the vote among competing
candidates in each precinct. Ecological regression, the standard method for inferring the behavior
of population groups from data collected for aggregate units, was used to estimate the voting
behavior of blacks and whites. The ecological regression procedure is based on a comparison of
the racial composition of each Assembly District or VTD within New Y ork City and the votes
cast for competing candidates. The regression procedure generates a prediction equation that
indicates how changes in voting across Assembly Districts or VTDs respord to changes in the
racial composition of each Assembly District. The parameters of that equation are then used to
measure the voting of each racial group on average for all Assembly Districts. Given the presence
of several distinct racial groupsin New York City, | employed a multivariate regression model
that included in the regression equation the percentage of both voting age Hispanics and blacksin
each Assembly District or VTD in New York City.

The ecological regression procedure for analyzing the behavior of voter groupsis set forth in my
book, Ecological Inference (Sage Series on Quantitative Applicationsin Socia Science, 1978:
with Laura Irwin Langbein) and analyzed, in depth, in my December, 1991 article in Evaluation
Review.

White and minority voting can also be examined through a technique termed extreme case
analysis that examines the actual choices of voters in the most heavily white, black and Hispanic
Assembly Digtricts or VTDs. For purposes of the analysis reported here, a cutoff of 80 percent
was used for the extreme case analysis for each demographic group. The extreme case results
will not correspond exactly with the results of ecological regression analysis, given that it does
not include all Assembly Districts or VTDs and the chosen districts are not completely
homogeneous. Unlike ecological regression, extreme case analysis involves no inferentia
procedures. It simply tallies the votes actually cast for candidates in the heavily white, black and
Hispanic precincts.

2 Asian-Americans were not sufficiently concentrated in assembly districts to provide a separate estimate of voting
for this demographic group. For the aggregate-level statistical analysis, therefore, the category “white” includes
Asians and others. In some cases, however, exit polls measured separately the voting of Asians and of other races.
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PARTISAN VERSUS NONPARTISAN ELECTIONS

The main voting rights concern raised by the adoption of nonpartisan elections is that
such elections might deprive minority voters of electora advantages built into the system of
partisan primaries and general elections. In principle, partisan elections are alleged to facilitate the
election of candidates of choice of minority voters through the following process:

1. A minority group, even though it constitutes less than a majority of all voters,
overwhelmingly affiliates with the Democratic Party.

2. Whites are divided between Democrats and Republicans.

3. The minority group constitutes a majority of voters in the Democratic Party and
selects a nominee of its choice, presumably a member of the minority group.

4. The minority candidate prevails in the genera election through virtually unanimous
support from minority voters and sufficient votes from white Democrats, who place
partisanship above race in their voting decisions.

There is support for this model in the experience of legidative districts in the southand
east which have elected minority representatives with substantial, but less than majority, black
populations. However, for citywide municipal elections, the model is neither supported by the
analysis of partisan versus nonpartisan city elections nationwide nor by the analysis of citywide
eectionsin New York City. Indeed, analysis of citywide electionsin New Y ork indicates that
nonpartisan elections may well enhance the opportunities for minority voters to elect candidates
of their choice to citywide positions.

EXPERIENCE OF CITIESNATIONWIDE WITH PARTISAN AND NONPARTISAN
ELECTIONS

If New York City were to switch from partisan to nonpartisan elections for citywide
officias it would join with the great mgjority of large cities that currently elect their mayors
through nonpartisan elections. According to data provided in 2002 by the National League of
Cities, updated by municipa web sites, 83 fercent of the nation’s 100 largest cities currently elect
their mayor through nonpartisan elections.” Of the nation’s 10 largest cities, only New Y ork and
Philadel phia continue to use partisan systems for electing their mayor. Chicago recently switched
to nonpartisan elections and held its first nonpartisan election for mayor in 1999, reelecting white
incumbent mayor Richard Daley.

3 Virtually all of these major cities have a mayor/council form of government in which the mayor is the key
executive official.



A comparison of the cities using partisan and nonpartisan systems fails to demonstrate that the use
of a partisan system facilitates the election of a minority mayor. To the contrary, thereisa
negative, although not a statistically significant, relationship between maintaining a partisan
election system and electing a minority mayor among the nation’s 100 largest cities. As indicated
in Table 1, the 17 cities with partisanelection of the mayor include 14 Anglo and 3 minority
mayors (all black), for aminority percentage of 18 percent. Table 1 also shows that the 83 cities
with nonpartisan election of the mayor include 59 Anglo and 24 minority mayors (both

black and Hispanic), for a minority percentage of 29 percent.

This negative relationship between partisan elections and the election of a minority
mayor holds when examining only cities with a non-Hispanic white majority population
according to the Census of 2000.% Asindicated in Table 2, the 11 white-majority cities that elect
their mayors through partisan elections include 11 Anglo mayors and no minority mayors. Thus

TABLE 1
RACE OF MAYOR & ELECTION TYPE, 100 LARGEST U. S. CITIES, 2000 CENSUS*

PARTISAN ELECTION OF MAYOR

ALL CITIES CITIESWITH CITIESWITH % OF CITIESWITH
ANGLO MAYORS MINORITY MAYORS | MINORITY MAY ORS

17 14 3 18%

NONPARTISAN ELECTION OF MAYOR

ALL CITIES CITIESWITH CITIESWITH % OF CITIESWITH
ANGLO MAYORS MINORITY MAYORS | MINORITY MAY ORS

83 59 24 29%

* SOURCE: NATIONAL LEAGUE OF CITIES, UPDATED WITH MUNICIPAL WEB SITES.
ALL MINORITY MAYORS CURRENTLY ELECTED IN THE 100 LARGEST USCITIES
ARE EITHER AFRICAN-AMERICAN OR HISPANIC.

4 Inthis case, the negative relationship between partisan el ection systems and the election of aminority mayor is
statistically significant.




TABLE 2

RACE OF MAYOR AND ELECTION TYPE, 100 LARGEST U. S CITIES
CITIESWITH NON-HISPANIC WHITE POPULATION MAJORITY ONLY
2000 CENSUS

PARTISAN ELECTION OF MAYOR

ALL CITIES CITIESWITH CITIESWITH % OF CITIESWITH
ANGLO MAYORS MINORITY MAYORS | MINORITY MAYORS
11 11 0 0%
NONPARTISAN ELECTION OF MAYOR
ALL CITIES CITIESWITH CITIESWITH % OF CITIESWITH
ANGLO MAYORS MINORITY MAYORS | MINORITY MAY ORS
45 37 8 18%




all three of the cities with partisan election systems and a minority mayor are majority-minority in
their population. These cities include Philadel phia, Washington, DC, and Rochester. Table 2 also
shows that the 45 white- mgjority cities without a black or Hispanic or other-race magjority and
nonpartisan election of the mayor include 37 Anglo and 8 minority mayors for a minority
percentage of 18 percent.

Likewise, a negative, but not statistically significant, relationship between partisan
elections and the election of a minority mayor emerges when examining equations that
statistically control for the minority percentage of cities. Equations that predict the race of the
mayor (white versus minority) based on the minority percentage of the city and whether the city
elects the mayor through partisan or nonpartisan elections, yield negative, but not statistically
significant coefficients for the variable measuring partisan elections. 5

Thus, the examination of America’s 100 largest cities reveals a negative, not a positive,
relationship between partisan elections and the election of a minority mayor. The analysis does
not demorstrate with a high degree of confidence that partisan system election systems impede
the election of minority mayors. However, the analysis provides no support for the contrary
proposition that conversion from a partisan to a norpartisan system would impede the opportunity
for minority votersin acity to elect minority candidates of their choice.

THE NEW YORK CITY EXPERIENCE

For several reasons the standard model of how partisan elections allegedly benefit
minority voters does not apply to New York City.

First, whites, not minorities, are the strongest voting bloc in Democratic primary
elections.

Second, the current voting strength of minorities is similar in Democratic primaries and
general elections.

Third, distinct minoritiesin New Y ork City do not necessarily vote together cohesively.
Fourth, a minority candidate nominated in a Democratic primary will not necessarily
win enough white votes to carry the general election.

5> The analysis examined equations that combined minority groups and considered groups separately. All equations

included a variable that took on a value of 1 for partisan elections and O for non-partisan elections. The racial

composition of ajurisdiction is the most important determinant of whether the jurisdiction elects minorities to office.
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. WHITESARE THE STRONGEST VOTING BLOC IN DEMOCRATIC PRIMARIES

As indicated in Table 3, the 2000 Census discloses that minorities of voting age are a
larger percentage of New Y ork City s population than whites of voting age. However, unlike
legidative districts in the south there is no dominant minority group in New York City. Black and
Hispanics each constitute about a quarter of the voting-age population, with Asians accounting for
about 10 percent of the voting-age population. Whites are the plurality group by a significant
margin with 39 percent of the city’s voting-age population. Whites combined with Asians and
others constitute about 52 percent of the voting-age popul ation.

Asrevealed by the 2001 Exit Poll data presented in Tables 4 and 5, blacks and
Hispanics are more Democratic in their party affiliation than whites. Asians and others are about

TABLE 3

NEW YORK CITY VOTING AGE POPULATION, 2000 CENSUS

% WHITE

% BLACK

% HISPANIC

% ASIAN

% OTHER

39%

23%

25%

10%

3%




TABLE 4

PARTY IDENTICATION OF RACIAL GROUPS, RACIAL COMPOSITION OF
PARTIES, NEW YORK CITY, EXIT POLL, 2001 GENERAL ELECTION*

PARTY IDENTIFICATION BY RACE

WHITES RI ACKS HISPANICS ASIANS OTHERS
DEMOCRATS 55% 85% 4% 50% 53%
REPUBLICANS 26% 6% 14% 2% 21%
OTHERS 18% P 12% 21% 26%

RACIAL COMPOSITION OF PARTIES

DEMOCRATS REPUBLICANS | OTHERS
WHITES 44% 71% 62%
BLACKS 30% 8% 13%
HISPANICS 20% 13% 14%
ASIANS 3 5% 5%
OTHERS % 4% 6%

* EXIT POLLS CONDUCTED BY EDISON MEDIA RESEARCH OF SOMMERVILLE,
MASSACHUSETTS, WITH 1458 INTERVIEWS FOR THE FIRST DEMOCRATIC PRIMARY, 1665
FOR THE DEMOCRATIC RUNOFF, AND 2036 FOR THE GENERAL ELECTION.

TABLES

RACIAL COMPOSITION OF VOTERS, 2001 CITYWIDE
DEMOCRATIC PRIMARIES & GENERAL ELECTION, EXIT POLLS

FIRST DEM. DEMOCRATIC GENERAL

PRIMARY PRIM. RUNOFF ELECTION
WHITES 48% 47% 52%
BLACKS 24% 23% 23%
HISPANICS 23% 24% 18%
ASIANS 2% 1% 3%
OTHERS 3% 4% 3%
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equal to whitesin their Democratic Party affiliation. As aresult, for voters in the 2001 New Y ork
City general election, the percentage of whites among Democrats is 44 percent, lower than the
white percentage of 52 percent for all general election voters. Still, by a significant margin, whites
are the plurality group within the Democratic Party, with blacks second at 30 percent of
Democrats and Hispanics third with 20 percent of Democrats.

Among voters participating in 2001 Democratic primary elections for citywide office,
Whites are likewise the plurality group. According to Table 5, in the 2001 Democratic primary
elections for citywide positions, whites comprised 48 percent of voters, blacks 24 percent,
Hispanics 23 percent, Asians 2 percent and others 3 percent.

[I.MINORITY VOTING STRENGTH ISNOT MARKEDLY GREATER IN NEW YORK
CITY DEMOCRATIC PRIMARIESTHAN GENERAL ELECTIONS

Asaresult of the lack of substantial Republican Party affiliation among any of New
York City’s demographic groups, primary voters from all groups participate mainly in
Democratic primaries for citywide offices. Thus, minority versus white voting strength in
Democratic primariesis not markedly greater than in general elections. The comprehensive Exit
Polls of 2001 that cover the citywide Democratic primaries as well as the citywide general
election provide a comparison of white and minority voting strength in Democratic primaries and
genera elections, based on the current demography of New York City. According to results
reported in Table 5, whites constituted 48 percent of citywide votersin the first Democratic
primary in 2001, 47 percent of citywide voters in the Democratic runoff, and 52 percent of
citywide votersin the general election.

[11. BLACKSAND HISPANICS IN NEW YORK CITY DO NOT NECESSARILY VOTE
TOGETHER ASA BLOCIN CITYWIDE ELECTIONS

Voting is usualy, but by no means universaly, racialy polarized in New Y ork City:
white voters usualy prefer to vote for white candidates in citywide primary and general elections
and black and Hispanic voters usually prefer to vote for candidates from their racial groups. There
have not been any politically significant citywide Asian candidates or candidates from another
minority group. If minority voters within New Y ork City united as a bloc for a single minority
candidate, they could nominate that candidate in a Democratic primary despite concerted
opposition from whites. However, black and Hispanic voters in citywide primary elections do not
exhibit such cohesive behavior. Appendix | of this report provides detailed analyses of all white
versus minority citywide primary and general elections from 1989 to 2001. The anaysis of
mayoral Democratic primary elections from 1989 to 1997 (Table 1 of Appendix I) discloses
significant disparitiesin black and Hispanic voting. For example, in the 1989 Democratic primary
for mayor, 90 percent or more of black voters voted for black candidate Dinkins, compared to
about 55 to 60 percent of Hispanic voters. Even in the relatively uncontested 1993 Democratic
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primary for mayor, a minor Hispanic candidate challenged Dinkins and garnered about 20 percent
of the Hispanic vote, but virtually none of the black vote. In the 1997 Democratic primary for
mayor, blacks voted overwhelmingly for the two black candidates (mainly Sharpton), whereas
less than athird of Hispanic voters supported the black candidates. Hispanic voters in the 1997
primaries actually preferred white candidate Messinger to either of the black candidates or even
the Hispanic candidate (Melendez). In the 2001 first Democratic primary for mayor, according to
Appendix | Table 2, about 70 percent or more of Hispanic voters supported Ferrer -- the only
minority candidate competing with 4 white candidates -- compared to 44 to 52 percent of black
voters. Moreover, Asian and Other voters cast the great mgjority of their votes for white
candidates, with Ferrer winning only 21 percent of the Asian vote and 27 percent of the Other
vote. Even in the 2001 Democratic runoff primary, with a choice between a single white
candidate (Green) and a single minority candidate (Ferrer), Appendix | Table 2 shows that
Hispanic support for Ferrer (77 percent to 100 percent) was substantially higher than black
support for Ferrer (65 percent to 71 percent). Asian voters favored Green over Ferrer by 58
percent to 42 percent and Other voters favored Green over Ferrer by 59 percent to 41 percent.

Similar disparities in the preferences of voters from different minority groups emerged
in the several minority versus white primary elections for citywide offices other than Mayor.
Appendix | Table 3 shows that in the 1989 primary for Council President, black voters
surprisingly gave majority support to the Hispanic candidate Mendez, whereas Hispanic voters
preferred the white candidate Stein. In the 1993 primary for Comptroller, Appendix | Table 3
reveals that Hispanic voters supported the Hispanic candidate Badillo, whereas black voters
supported the white candidate Holtzman and provided just token support for Badillo. In the 1993
primary for Public Advocate, Appendix | Table 3 shows that black voters preferred black
candidate Patterson and also provided significant support to white candidate Green but virtually
no support for Hispanic candidate Ramirez. Hispanic voters in this primary preferred Ramirez,
who, in turn, received virtually no support from black voters. In the 1997 primary for Public
Advocate, al voter groups favored white candidate M. Green over black candidate R. Green,
according to Appendix | Table 3.

In 2001 there were multiracial primaries for both Public Advocate and Comptroller. In
the First Democratic primary for Public Advocate, Appendix | Table 4 reveals that Hispanic
candidate Colon — the only minority candidate competing against 6 white candidates — finished
clearly in first place among Hispanic voters, while finishing in fourth place among black voters.
Colon, who failed to advance to the Democratic runoff primary, received none of the Asian vote
and 22 percent of the Other vote. In the First Democratic primary for Comptroller, Appendix |
Table 4 reveals that black candidate Thompson — competing against a single white candidate —
received majority support from all minority groups. However, Thompson, who won the primary
and advanced to the general election, won much greater support from black voters (more than 80
percent) than from Hispanic voters (52 percent to 66 percent), Asian voters (61 percent), or Other
voters (72 percent).
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Although minorities have comprised the majority of New Y ork City’s population and
voting-age population for more than a decade, only two minority candidates from 1989 to 2001
have won the Democratic nomination for a citywide office: Dinkins for mayor in 1989 and 1993
and Thompson for Comptroller in 2001.

IV.A MINORITY DEMOCRATIC NOMINEE WILL NOT NECESSARILY WIN THE
WHITE VOTESNEEDED TO CARRY A CITYWIDE GENERAL ELECTION

White votersin New Y ork City, despite their Democratic proclivities, may still not
provide sufficient support for a minority Democratic nominee to win a general election. This may
hold even if the minority candidate gains considerable white support. In 1989, despite
overwhelming support from blacks and strong support from Hispanics, Dinkins barely carried the
general election, winning only 21 to 26 percent of the white vote. In 1993, although he continued
to gain overwhelming black and strong support from Hispanics, he lost the general election as his
support among whites slipped to 20 to 21 percent. Thus, in both of these elections, the Republican
candidate won the overwhelming mgjority of the white vote, even though only about 25 percent of
white voters were Republicans. In 2001, black nominee Thompson for Comptroller faced only
token opposition in the general election and easily prevailed with the overwhelmingly maority of
the votes cast. Since Dinkins' victory in 1989, Thompson is the only minority elected to a
citywide position in New Y ork.

POTENTIAL ADVANTAGES OF NONPARTISAN CITY ELECTIONSFOR MINORITY
VOTERSIN CITYWIDE ELECTIONS

It should be noted that a nonpartisan system of electing citywide officials might
increase the prospects for minority candidates of choice of minority voters to compete in general
elections or runoff elections. Given that whitesin New Y ork City are only 39 percent of the
voting-age population, the white percentage of voters in a nonpartisan primary election, although
greater than the white percentage of voters in a partisan Democratic primary, will not be nearly
large enough for whites to control the nomination of two candidates. As indicated in Table 5
above, the 2001 percentage of white voters in the general election where al voters participate is
about 52 percent. Even assuming highly polarized voting between whites and minorities, this
percentage would be generally sufficient for whites to control the nomination of only asingle
candidate. Moreover, this white percentage is not great enough to ensure that a white candidate
wins amajority of a nonpartisan general election, given political divisions among whites. Not
only are there political divisionsin New Y ork City betweenwhite Democrats, Republicans,
independents, and members of other parties, but white Democrats are divided as well. As
demonstrated in Appendix I, whites in Democratic primaries often split their vote among two or
more candidates. Thus openings may be created for a minority candidate to win sufficient votes to
be one of the top two finishers in anonpartisan primary and even to prevail in a nonpartisan
genera election.
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The experience of other cities with awhite voting-age population plurality and divided
minority groups demonstrates that minority candidates have the potential to prevail in a
nonpartisan runoff or nonpartisan general election against a single white opponent. In the most
recent election in San Jose, for example, Hispanic candidate Ron Gonzales beat a white opponent
one-on-one as did black candidate Lee Brown in Houston. San Jose is 4 percent black, 30 percent
Hispanic, and 27 percent Asian. Houston is 25 percent black, 37 percent Hispanic, and 5 percent
Asan. In San Francisco, the current Africant American mayor Willie Brown defeated the previous
white incumbent Frank Jordan in a one-on-one contest. San Francisco is 8 percent black, 14
percent Hispanic, and 31 percent Asian. In the 3 cities with partisan elections and minority
mayors, all the mayors are black. One was elected in Washington D.C., where blacks are the
majority group, and two were elected in majority- minority cities where blacks are the
predominant minority group (Philadelphia which is 43 percent black and Rochester which is 39
percent black).

Some have argued that any potential advantages of nonpartisan elections could be
negated by a decline in voter turnout, especialy for minorities, which might come with the
abrogation of party labels. Examination of the experience with cities that use partisan and
nonpartisan election systems provides no support for the proposition that nonpartisan elections
depress turnout. | was able to ascertain turnout data for recent mayoral electionsin 81 of the
nation’s 100 largest cities. There is no systematic relationship in these cities between turnout and
election systems, with turnout about equally low in cities with nonpartisan and partisan elections
for mayor. In 66 cities with nonpartisan elections, the turnout averaged about 25 percent of the
voting age population, as compared to 26 percent in 15 cities with partisan elections. Likewise
there is no statistically significant relationship between turnout and partisan elections when
estimating turnout from an equation that controls for the racial composition of a city and the
percentage of its population that is of voting age.

CONFIRMATION OF CITYWIDE FINDINGSIN BOROUGH PRESIDENT AND CITY
COUNCIL ELECTIONS

The findings detailed above for citywide elections are confirmed by the analysis of
borough president and city council elections.

1. BOROUGH PRESIDENT ELECTIONS

Asindicated in Table 6, 4 of 5 boroughs (all but Staten Island) in New Y ork City are
50 percent or more minority in their voting-age populations according to the 2000 Census. Only 3
out of these four boroughs have minority Borough Presidents (Bronx, Manhattan, and Queens).
Thus, partisan elections to this point in New Y ork City have not produced minority Borough
Presidents in all boroughs with substantial concentrations of minority populations. Thus, thereis
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TABLEG6
RACIAL COMPOSITION OF BOROUGHSAND RACE OF CURRENT
BOROUGH PRESIDENT
RACIAL COMPOSITION OF BOROUGH
% NH % % % % RACE OF
WHITE | BLACK | HISP ASIAN | OTHER | BOROUGH
PRES
MANHATTAN | 50% 14% 24% 10% 2% BLACK
BRONX 18% 31% 45% % 3% HISPANIC
BROOKLYN 37% 33% 18% 8% 4% WHITE
QUEENS 36% 18% 23% 1% 6% BLACK
STATEN 4% 8% 11% 6% 1% WHITE
ISLAND
TABLE7

PARTY AFFILIATIONS, REGISTRATION AND EXIT POLL IDENTIFICATION, NYC BOROUGHS

PARTY REGISTRATION 2001 EXIT POLL SELFID 2001 PRIMARY VOTING

%DEM | % REP | % OTH | % DEM | % REP | % OTH | %DEM [ % REP | % OTH
MANHATTAN | 68% 12% 21% 63% 16% 21% 92% 8% NA
BRONX 5% 8% 1% 8% 12% % %% 4% NA
BROOKLYN 71% 10% 1% 69% 18% 13% A% 6% NA
QUEENS 64% 15% 21% NA NA NA 8% 11% NA
STATEN 46% 31% 23% NA NA NA 68% 32% NA
ISLAND
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only alimited basis for any diminution of minority voter opportunities to elect Borough
Presidents of their choice through a change from partisan to nonpartisan elections. Asindicated in
Table 7, in the four boroughs that are 50 percent or more minority in their voting-age populations,
there is minimal representation of Republicans, measured by party registration, the self-
identification of voters participating in the 2001 general elections, and participation in the 2001
primary elections. In addition, there have not been any seriously contested general electionsin the
four magjority-minority boroughs, as election in the Democratic primary is tantamount to election.
Thus, as with citywide elections, standard arguments about distinctions between Democratic
primaries and general elections do not apply to elections for Borough President in the four
boroughs that are 50 percent or more minority in their voting-age populations.

Tables 8 and 9 provide detailed analysis of contested white versus minority Borough
President elections during the past decade. There were no such elections in 1993, one in 1997
(Democratic primary, Manhattan), and three in 2001 (Democratic primary, Bronx, Brooklyn, and
Queens). In the 1997 Manhattan election, black candidate Fields easily prevailed over aracially
large and diverse group of candidates, with overwhelming support from blacks and some support
from the other demographic groups. In the 2001 e ection in the Bronx, where whites are less than
20 percent of the voting-age population, Hispanic candidate Carrion prevailed with strong support
from blacks and Hispanics. In Queens, where whites are less than 40 percent of the voting-age
population, black candidate Marshall prevailed with overwhelming support from blacks and
Hispanics and significant support from whites. In Brooklyn, where whites are likewise less than

TABLES
ESTIMATESOF VOTER BEHAVIOR IN NYC BOROUGH
PRESIDENT ELECTIONS, ECOLOGICAL REGRESSION,
EXTREME CASE ANALYSIS
DEMOCRATIC PRIMARIES, 1997 MINORITY V. WHITE*

% OF WHT % OF BLK % OF HISP
VOTERS VOTERS VOTERS

1997 PRIMARY | REG | EXT REG | EXT REG | EXT
MANHATTAN CSE CSE CSE
FIELDS (B) 31% | 32% % | 8% 2% | 34%
POWELL (B/H** | 1% | 4% 17% | 14% 51% | 3%
PAGAN (H) % | % 1% | 1% 2% | 15%
FAGER (W) 61% | 5% 56 | % 14% | 13%
GLICK (W)
SPITZ (W)

* GIVEN LOW TURNOUT, IT WASNOT POSSIBLE TO ESTIMATE
SEPARATELY ASIAN-AMERICAN VOTING IN THIS ELECTION

** POWELL HASBLACK & HISPANIC ANCESTRY
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TABLE 9
ESTIMATES OF VOTER BEHAVIOR IN BOROUGH PRESIDENT ELECTIONS,
ECOLOGICAL REGRESSION, EXTREME CASE ANALYSIS DEMOCRATIC
PRIMARIES 2001 ELECTIONS, MINORITY V. WHITE
% OF WHT % OF BLK % OF HISP % OF ASIAN
VOTERS VOTERS VOTERS VOTERS
REG | EXT REG | EXT REG | EXT REG | EXT
CSE CSE CSE CSE
BROOKLYN
GADSDEN (B) % | 13% 5% | 51% 1% | 2% NA | NA
FISHER (W) 91% | 87% 6% | 4% 5% | 73% NA | NA
MARKOWITZ (W)
BRONX
CARRION (H) % | 2% 80% | 85% 100% | 93% NA | NA
ESPADA (H)
EISLAND (W) W% | 2% 20% | 15% 0% | % NA | NA
QUEENS
MARSHALL (B) | 32% | 35% % | 76% 100% | 72% % | NA
LEFFLER (W) 68% | 65% %% | 24% % | 28% 100% | NA
GRESSER (W)

40 percent of the voting-age population, black candidate Gadsden lost to white candidate
Markowitz. Gadsden, was the candidate of choice of AfricanrAmericans, with dightly more than
amaority of the vote, and won substantial, but not mgjority support from Hispanics. He was
much less successful with other demographic groups in Brooklyn. However, under a nonpartisan
system of elections, it is extremely likely that black candidate Gadsden would have qualified for a
genera election in competition with Markowitz, giving Africant Americans a second opportunity
to elect a candidate of their choice.

2.CITY COUNCIL ELECTIONS

Asindicated in Table 10, 25 of 51 City Council districts have white voting-age
populations of less than 30 percent white and correspondingly have combined minority voting-
age populations of greater than 70 percent. Likewise 26 of 51 districts have white voting-age
populations that are greater than 30 percent and correspondingly have combined minority voting
age populations of less than 70 percent. As indicated in Table 10 and the accompanying bar
graph minority city council members have aimost exclusively been elected from the districts that
are greater than 70 percent minority. Specifically, 24 of 25 of 70%+ minority districts have a
minority city council member in 2002, compared to just 1 of 26 districts with less than a 70
percent minority voting-age population. Given that minority members are currently elected only
when minorities are overwhelmingly dominant in a Council district, there is virtually no basisin
the current partisan elections of City Council elections for retrogression of minority voter
opportunities to elect candidates of their choice to City Council positions. Also, there is minimal
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TABLE 10: CITY COUNCIL DISTRICTS, VOTING-AGE POPULATION, RACE OF 2002

MEMBER
DIST PWHITE | PBLACK PHISP PASIAN RACE

1 16 1.3 455 49.9 8 | black
2 36 1.3 84.6 10.1 9 | black
3 41 1.6 85.9 9.2 6 | black
4 17 1.8 31.3 64.3 9 | hisp
5 42 24 75.2 18.6 9 | black
6 27 35 78.5 8.3 3.7 | black
7 28 4.2 54.7 19.1 95 | black
8 37 42 28.3 56.8 5.2 | black
9 14 4.3 25.3 64.3 3.4 | hisp
10 40 55 73.8 13.1 34 | black
11 18 5.6 28.6 58.2 40 | hisp
12 15 6.2 26.4 62.0 25 | hisp
13 45 7.3 80.2 7.1 2.0 | black
14 10 8.3 6.4 82.1 1.8 | hisp
15 21 8.3 10.3 66.1 12.7 | hisp
16 12 9.3 66.7 18.9 15 | black
17 34 10.2 21.8 61.3 4.1 | hisp
18 31 12.5 68.2 13.3 1.6 | black
19 7 17.1 33.0 443 3.0 | black
20 35 17.6 62.3 13.2 3.2 | black
21 8 18.2 245 51.0 3.9 | black
22 25 20.0 6.6 36.2 33.4 | white
23 9 23.4 54.7 14.5 45 | black
24 38 23.9 85 50.7 13.3 | hisg
25 20 28.8 3.8 17.1 47.1 | asian
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TABLE 10 CONTINUED, CITY COUNCIL DISTRICTS

DIST PWHITE PBLACK PHISP PASIAN RACE

26.00 26 38.0 6.2 313 20.3 | white
27.00 1 39.1 4.5 12.5 41.3 | white
28.00 24 43.5 10.6 16.6 23.8 | white
29.00 11 44.9 15.7 29.8 6.3 | white
30.00 23 47.9 12.0 11.9 22.4 | white
31.00 22 49.1 8.2 23.7 11.6 | white
32.00 46 51.0 33.7 7.7 5.0 | white
33.00 32 52.0 5.0 22.8 10.6 | white
34.00 49 54.9 19.0 17.1 6.1 | white
35.00 13 57.0 8.8 26.2 5.1 | white
36.00 30 58.3 17 28.8 7.5 | white
37.00 39 60.6 4.3 135 17.0 | white
38.00 29 61.1 29 15.0 16.9 | white
39.00 2 61.4 6.3 18.9 10.9 | hisp

40.00 47 67.0 8.6 10.7 11.0 | white
41.00 19 68.1 15 10.6 18.0 | white
42.00 33 70.5 6.2 14.4 4.2 | white
43.00 3 70.7 53 12.9 8.4 | white
44.00 43 71.0 5 9.0 15.5 | white
45.00 44 72.6 2.3 8.0 14.0 | white
46.00 6 75.6 5.9 10.3 6.3 | white
47.00 48 75.8 3.3 6.3 12.3 | white
48.00 50 77.4 1.9 8.2 10.6 | white
49.00 4 81.2 3.1 5.9 8.2 | white
50.00 5 82.7 3.0 55 7.1 | white
51.00 51 88.0 1.0 5.8 44 | white
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Republican representation in the heavily minority City Council districtsin New Y ork City.

Detailed electoral analysis of city council elections reported in Appendix Il of this
report indicates that there have been very few significantly contested white versus minority
elections from 1993 through 2001. Specifically, there were three such elections in 1993, four in
1997, and six in 2001. Although Asiart Americans represent only 10 percent of New York City’s
voting-age population, Asian-American candidates were the main source of opposition to white
candidates in 6 of these 13 elections (46 percent). Despite heavily contesting City Council
elections, an AsianrAmerican candidate has been elected only in City Council 23, which is greater
than 70 percent combined minority in its voting-age population and nearly half AsianAmerican
in its voting-age population. As indicated by the analysis reported in Appendix 11, Asian
American candidates have usually garnered overwhelming support from Asian-American voters,
but only limited support from other voter groups.

Hispanics have contested more of the remaining elections reported in Appendix 11 and
have been successful in overwhelmingly minority District 38 (76 percent voting-age minority)
and in Digtrict 2, which is mgjority white and is the one exception to the pattern of minority
candidates prevailing only in districts that are 70 percent or more minority in their voting-age
populations. In the few contested elections involving African-American candidates, an African
American has prevailed only in overwhelmingly minority District 7 (83 percent voting-age
minority).

CONCLUSIONS: BOROUGH PRESIDENT AND CITY COUNCIL ELECTIONS

Assessment of nonpartisan elections for Borough President and City Council does not
differ fundamentally from the assessment for citywide electionsin New Y ork. Given the racial
demography and partisan breakdowns of New Y ork City Boroughs and City Council Districts,
current patterns of success and failure for minority candidates of choice of minority voters, and
divisions among minority groupsin their choices of candidates, analysis indicates that a shift from
partisan to nonpartisan elections of Borough Presidents and City Council members would produce
the retrogression of minority voter opportunities.

OVERALL CONCLUSIONS

In sum, neither the analysis of the broad electoral experience of America's mgjor cities nor
of elections and voting within New Y ork City sustains the proposition that a change from partisan
to non-partisan eections would impede the opportunity for minority voters to participate fully in
the political process and elect candidates of their choice to citywide offices. To the contrary, both
external and internal evidence indicates that a system in which two nonpartisan candidates
advance to a nonpartisan general election might well enhanced the prospects for minority
candidates of choice of minority voters to compete successfully for public office in New Y ork.
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APPENDIX |: DETAILED ANALYSISOF MINORITY V.WHITE CITYWIDE
ELECTIONS
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APPENDIX I, TABLE 1

ESTIMATES OF VOTER BEHAVIOR IN NYC MAYORAL ELECTIONS, ECOLOGICAL
REGRESSION, EXTREME CASE ANALYSIS, EXIT POLLS, 1989-1997

MINORITY VERSUSWHITE ELECTIONS

DEMOCRATIC PRIMARIES AND GENERAL ELECTIONS

% OF WHITE % OF BLACK % OF HISP
VOTERS VOTERS VOTERS
1989 PRIMARY REG EXT EXIT REG EXT EXIT REG EXT EXIT
MAYOR CASE | POLL CASE | POLL CASE | POLL
DINKINS (B) 2% [ 20% | 29% 2% | 8% | 9% 58% [ 61% | NA
KOCH (W) 0% | 71% | 61% 4% ™ | % 30% [ 35% | NA
OTHERS (W) 8% Do 10% 4% 2% | 4% 11% | 10% [ NA
1989 GENERAL
MAYOR
DINKINS (B) % | 21% | 26% 9% | B% | 91% 9B% | 73% | 64%
GIULIANI (W) % [ 7% | 1% 2% % | ™% 6% 6% | 35%
OTHERS (W) 8% Do 10% 1% 0% | 2% 1% 1% 1%
1993 PRIMARY
MAYOR
DINKINS (B) A% | 92% | NA 100% | 97% | NA % | 87% | NA
INNIS (B)
MELENDEZ (H) 6% 8% 61% 0% 3% NA 3% | 13% | NA
1993 GENERAL
MAYOR
DINKINS (B) 20% | 20%0 | 21% 100% | 93% | 9% H% | 7% | 60%
GIULIANI (W) 8% | 71% | 7% 0% 6% 5% 5% | 2% | 3%
OTHERS (W) 3% P 2% 0% 1% 0% 6% 1% 3%
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APPENDIX I, TABLE 1, CONTINUED

% OF WHITE % OF BLACK % OF HISP
VOTERS VOTERS VOTERS
1997 PRIMARY REG EXT EXIT REG EXT EXIT REG EXT EXIT
CASE | POLL CASE | POLL CASE | POLL
MAYOR
SHARPTON (B) 4% P NA % | 71% | NA 23% | 32% | NA
ROGERS (B)
ALBANESE (W) [46% | 45% | NA % 5% [ NA 5% P NA
MESSINGER (W) | 50% | 45% | NA 21% [ 2% | NA S55% | 46% | NA
MELENDEZ (H) 1% %% NA 2% 2% [ NA 1% | 12% | NA
1997 GENERAL
MAYOR
MESSINGER (W) [ 18% | 19% | 21% 8% | 7% | 7% 80% | 5% | 5%
GIULIANI (W) 80% | 7% | 76% 2% | 20% | 20% 20% | 40% | 43%
OTHERS (W) 2% 2% % 1% % | 2% 1% 1% 1%
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APPENDIX I, TABLE 2
ESTIMATES OF VOTER BEHAVIOR IN NYC MAYORAL ELECTIONS, ECOLOGICAL
REGRESSION, EXTREME CASE ANALYSIS, EXIT POLLS, 2001
MINORITY VERSUSWHITE ELECTIONS*

% OF WHITE % OF BLACK % OF HISPANIC % OF ASIAN % OF OTHER
VOTERS VOTERS VOTERS VOTERS VOTERS
2001 REG | EXT | EXIT [ REG [ EXT | EXIT | REG | EXT | EXIT | REG | EXT | EXIT | REG | EXT | EXIT
PRIMARY CSE CSE CSE CSE CSE

MAYOR

FERRER 0% 11% | 7% | 44% | 44% | 52% [ 90% | 69% | 72% | NA NA 21% | NA NA 27%
(H)

GREEN 41% | 38% | 40% | 39% | 40% | 34% | 2% | 18% | 12% | NA | NA [ 33% | NA | NA | 39%
W)

HEVES 23% | 21% | 20% | 7% 6% 9% | 0% | 3% 5% NA NA 13% [ NA NA 8%
W)

VALLONE [ 35% | 28% | 31% | 8% | 9% | 4% | 7% 9% 12% | NA NA 27% | NA NA 18%
(W)

SPITZ 1% 1% | 0% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% | 0% NA NA 0% NA NA 3%
W)

2001
RUNOFF
MAYOR

FERRER 0% 19% [ 17% | 65% [ 65% | 71% | 100 | 77% | 84% | NA NA 42% | NA NA [ 41%
(H) %

GREEN 100 | 81% | 83% | 35% [ 35% [ 29% | 0% | 23% | 16% | NA NA 58% | NA NA | 59%
W) %

* IN THE 2001 GENERAL ELECTION WHITE DEMOCRATIC CANDIDATE GREEN COMPETED AGAINST WHITE
REPUBLICAN CANDIDATE BLOOMBERG.
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ESTIMATES OF VOTER BEHAVIOR INNYC OTHER CITYWIDE ELECTIONS,

APPENDIX I, TABLE 3

ECOLOGICAL REGRESSION, EXTREME CASE ANALYSIS, EXIT POLLS, 1989-1997
WHITE V. MINORITY ELECTIONS
DEMOCRATIC PRIMARIES AND GENERAL ELECTIONS

% OF WHITE % OF BLACK % OF HISP
VOTERS VOTERS VOTERS
1989 PRIMARY REG EXT EXIT REG | EXT EXIT REG EXT EXIT
COUN PRES CASE | POLL CASE | POLL CASE | POLL
STEIN (W) 66% 62% NA 4% | 38% | NA 68% | 51% | NA
MENDEZ (H) A% 38% NA 53% | 62% [ NA 32% [ 49% | NA
1993 PRIMARY
COMPTROLLER
BADILLO (H) 2% 36% NA 8% 15% | NA 82%0 | 54% | NA
HEVESI (W) 50% 42% NA 28% | 22% [ NA 0% 15% | NA
HOLTZMAN (W) 21% 22% NA 63% | 63% [ NA 18% [ 31% | NA
1993 PRIMARY
PUBLIC ADV
ALTER (W) 20% 19% NA 8% 11% | NA 0% % NA
GREEN (W) 64% 5% NA 31% | 33% | NA 11% [ 26% | NA
PATTERSON (B) 1% 3% NA 50% | 43% | NA 11% [ 1% | NA
RAMIREZ (H) 0% 3% NA 5% % NA % | 4% | NA
OTHERS (W) 15% 1% NA 6% 6% NA 0% 5% NA
1993 GENERAL
COMPTROLLER
HEVESI (D, W) 42% 40% 42% 98% | 90% | 91% 56% | 59% | 43%
BADILLO 56% 58% 56% 2% P 5% 42% | 3% | 55%
(R& L, W)
OTHERS (W) 2% 2% 2% 1% 1% 3% 2% 2% 1%
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APPENDIX I, TABLE 3, CONTINUED

% OF WHITE % OF BLACK % OF HISP VOTERS
VOTERS VOTERS
1997 PRIMARY REG EXT EXIT REG EXT EXIT REG EXT EXIT
PUBLIC ADV CASE | POLL CASE | POLL CASE | POLL
M. GREEN (W) 8% 87% NA 71% 70% NA 72% 73% NA
R. GREEN (B) 1% 13% NA 2% 3% NA 28% 2% NA
1997 GENERAL
COMPTROLLER
HEVESI (D, W) 71% | 6% | 70% K% [ 91% | 9% X% | 84% | 8%
MCAVOY 28% | 3% |31% 3% ™% 8% 0% 3% | 1%
(R& L, W)
TORRES (I, H) 31% | 4% 2% 2% 2% 2% 5% % %
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APPENDIX I, TABLE 4
ESTIMATES OF VOTER BEHAVIOR IN NYC OTHER CITYWIDE ELECTIONS, ECOLOGICAL
REGRESSION, EXTREME CASE ANALYSIS, EXIT POLLS, 2001
WHITE V. MINORITY ELECTIONS
DEMOCRATIC PRIMARIES

% OF WHITE % OF BLACK % OF HISPANIC % OF ASIAN % OF OTHER
VOTERS VOTERS VOTERS VOTERS VOTERS
2001 REG | EXT | EXIT | REG | EXT [ EXIT [ REG | EXT | EXIT | REG | EXT | EXIT | REG | EXT | EXIT
PRIMARY CSE CSE CSE CSE CSE
PUBLIC
ADVOCATE
COLON 1% | 4% 3% 10% | 12% | 14% [ 60% | 37% | 50% | NA NA 0% NA NA 22%
(H)
DIBRIENZA 20% | 16% | 17% | 11% [ 12% [ 11% | 3% 5% 10% [ NA NA 21% | NA NA 15%
W)
FLAXMAN 2% | 2% 3% | 5% 6% | 4% | 4% [ 3% | 4% NA NA 5% NA NA 2%
W)
FREED (W) 12% [ 10% | 8% | 8% 9% | 7% 6% | 7% 5% NA NA 16% | NA NA 7%
GOTBAUM 33% | 32% | 33% [ 25% | 24% | 24% | 1% 17% | 14% [ NA NA 23% | NA NA 17%
W)
SIEGEL 14% [ 15% | 17% | 26% | 24% | 22% | 11% | 14% | 11% | NA NA 19% | NA NA 31%
W)
STRINGER 19% [ 20% [ 18% | 14% | 13% | 19% | 15% | 18% | 6% NA NA 16% | NA NA 5%
W)
2001
PRIMARY
COMPT
THOMPSON 34% | 39% | 36% | 80% [ 80% [ 81% [ 66% | 57% | 52% | NA NA 61% | NA NA 2%
(B)
BERMAN 66% | 61% | 64% | 20% [ 20% | 19% | 34% | 43% | 48% | NA NA 39% | NA NA 28%
W)

* THERE WERE NO SIGNIFICANTLY CONTESTED WHITE V. MINORITY RUNOFFS OR GENERAL ELECTIONSIN 2001.
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APPENDIX I1: DETAILED ANALYSISOF MINORITY V. WHITE CITYWIDE
ELECTIONS
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APPENDIX |I: TABLE 1
ESTIMATES OF VOTER BEHAVIOR IN NYC CITY COUNCIL ELECTIONS,
ECOLOGICAL REGRESSION, EXTREME CASE ANALYSIS
DEMOCRATIC PRIMARIES, 1993-97 MINORITY V.WHITE

1993 DEM PRIM | % OF WHT % OF BLK % OF HISP % OF ASIAN

ELECTIONS VOTERS VOTERS VOTERS VOTERS
REG | EXT REG | EXT REG | EXT REG | EXT

CSE CSE CSE CSE

DISTRICT 1

MANHATTAN

CHIN (A) 8% 10% 5% | NA 47% | NA 100% | 72%

FREED (W) % 0% %% | NA 5% | NA % | 28%

JOICE (W)

DISTRICT 2

MANHATTAN

PAGAN (H) 45% 50% 1% | NA 82% | NA NA | NA

FRIEDLANDER | 55% 50% 8% | NA 18% | NA NA | NA

(W)

FRIEDMAN (W)

DISTRICT 38

BROOKLYN

RIVERA (H) 0% 14% 65% | NA 71% | 68% 6 | NA

MCCABE (W) 100% | 86% F% | NA 2% | 32% 100% | NA

O'HARA (W)
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APPENDIX II: TABLE 1, CONTINUED
ESTIMATES OF VOTER BEHAVIOR IN NYC CITY COUNCIL ELECTIONS

% OF WHT % OF BLK % OF HISP % OF ASIAN

VOTERS VOTERS VOTERS VOTERS
1997 DEM PRIM | REG | EXT REG | EXT REG | EXT REG | EXT
ELECTIONS CSE CSE CSE CSE
DISTRICT 1
MANHATTAN
LIM (A) 15% 15% 8 | NA 5% | NA UM% | 65%
DORTMUTH (W) | 85% 85% 9% | NA 4% | NA 6% | 3%
FREED (W)
DISTRICT 2
MANHATTAN
LOPEZ (H) 23% 34% 41% | NA 64% | NA 100% | NA
FABOZZI (W) 7% 66% 5% | NA 36% | NA ™ | NA
RAPFOGEL (W)
DISTRICT 20
QUEENS
CHU (A) 2% NA 2% | NA NA | NA 5% | 49%
LIU (A)
HARRISON (W) | 68% NA % | NA NA | NA 48% | 51%
MARKELL (W)
DISTRICT 38
BROOKLYN
CASTELL (H) 31% NA 8% | NA u% | 83% NA | NA
HAGGERTY (H)
RODRIGUEZ (H)
LOEB (W) 69% NA 16% | NA 6% | 17% NA | NA
MCDERMOTT
W)
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APPENDIX II: TABLE 1, CONTINUED

ESTIMATES OF VOTER BEHAVIOR INNYC CITY COUNCIL ELECTIONS,

% OF WHT % OF BLK % OF HISP % OF ASIAN
VOTERS VOTERS VOTERS VOTERS
2001 DEM PRIM | REG | EXT REG | EXT REG | EXT REG | EXT
ELECTIONS CSE CSE CSE CSE
DISTRICT 1
MANHATTAN
CHINM (A) 13% | 18% 76% | NA 4% | NA 100% | 81%
CHIN R (A)
HUI (A)
FRATTA (W) 8% | 82% 2% | 16% 53% | NA % | 19%
GERSON (W)
HOLYMAN (W)
POSNER (W)
DISTRICT 2
MANHATTAN
LOPEZ (H) % | 7% NA | NA 2% | NA NA | NA
WILSON (W) 5% | 2% NA | NA 8% | NA NA_ | NA
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APPENDIX II: TABLE 1, CONTINUED

ESTIMATES OF VOTER BEHAVIOR INNYC CITY COUNCIL ELECTIONS,

% OF WHT % OF BLK % OF HISP % OF ASIAN
VOTERS VOTERS VOTERS VOTERS
20001 DEM PRIM | REG | EXT REG | EXT REG | EXT REG | EXT
ELECTIONS CSE CSE CSE CSE
DISTRICT 7
MANHATTAN
ADAMS (B) 51% | NA 0% | 6% 19% | 21% NA | NA
BLOODSAW (B)
DOTSON (B)
JACKSON (B)
SPENCER (B)
BERNACE (H) 2% | NA 56 | 16% 71% | 58% NA | NA
MORILLA (H)
TORRES (H)
LEVINE (W) 4% | NA 5 | 1% 15% | 20% NA | NA
DISTRICT 20
QUEENS
CHEN (A) 80% | NA 61% | NA NA | NA %% | %%
LIU (A)
PARK (A)
JANNACCIO (W) | 20% | NA 3% | NA NA_ | NA 2% | &%
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APPENDIX II: TABLE 1, CONTINUED
ESTIMATES OF VOTER BEHAVIOR IN NYC CITY COUNCIL ELECTIONS,

% OF WHT % OF BLK % OF HISP % OF ASIAN
VOTERS VOTERS VOTERS VOTERS

2001 DEM PRIM | REG | EXT REG | EXT REG | EXT REG | EXT
ELECTIONS CSE CSE CSE CSE
DISTRICT 23
QUEENS
THAKRAL (A) 7%% | 6% 78% | NA NA | NA 0% | NA
WEPRIN (W) %% | 9% 2% | NA NA | NA 100% | NA
DISTRICT 49
STATEN ISLAND
ROSE (B) 5% | 9% 2% | NA NA | NA NA | NA
DEL GIOMO (W) | %% | 91% 8% | NA NA | NA NA | NA
MCMAHON (W)
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Curriculum Vitae
Allan J. Lichtmn
9219 Villa Dr.
Bet hesda, MD 20817

(301) 530-8262 h
(202) 885-2401 o

May 2003

EDUCATI ON

BA, Brandeis University, Phi Beta Kappa, Magha Cum Laude, 1967
PhD, Harvard University, Gaduate Prize Fellow, 1973

PROFESSI ONAL EXPERI ENCE

Teaching Fellow, Anerican Hi story, Harvard University, 1969-73
I nstructor, Brandeis University, 1970, quantitative history.
Assi stant Professor of History, American University, 1973-1977
Associ ate Professor of History, American University, 1977-78
Prof essor of History, Anerican University, 1978 -

Associ ate Dean for Faculty and Curricul ar Devel opment, College of Arts &
Sci ences, The Anmerican University 1985 - 1987

Chair, Department of History, American University, 1997- 2001

Edi tor, Lexington Books Series, Studies in Mddern American History

HONORS AND AWARDS

Qut st andi ng Teacher, College of Arts and Sci ences, 1975-76
Qut st andi ng Schol ar, College of Arts and Sci ences, 1978-79
Qut st andi ng Schol ar, The Anerican University, 1982-83

CQut st andi ng Schol ar/ Teacher, The American University, 1992-93 (Hi ghest
University faculty award)

Sherman Fairchild Distinguished Visiting Scholar, California Institute of
Technol ogy, 1980-81
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American University summer research grant, 1978 & 1982
Chanber of Commerce, Qutstanding Young Men of Anerica 1979-80
Graduat e Student Council, American University, Faculty Award, 1982

Top Speaker Award, National Convention of the International Platform
Associ ation, 1983, 1984, 1987

Nati onal Age G oup Chanpion (30 - 34) 3000 neter steeplechase 1979
Eastern Regi on Age Group Chanpion (30 - 34) 1500 nmeter run 1979

Def eated twenty opponents on nationally syndicated quiz show, TIC TAC DOUGH,
1981

Bi ographical Listing in Marquis, WHOs WHO I N THE AMERI CA AND VWHOs WHO I N THE
WORLD

Sel ected by the Teachi ng Conpany as one of America:s ASuper Star Teachers. @
SCHOLARSHI P
A. Books

PREJUDI CE AND THE OLD PCLI TI CS: THE PRESI DENTI AL ELECTI ON OF 1928 ( Chapel
Hill: University of North Carolina Press, 1979)

PREJUDI CE AND THE OLD PCOLI TI CS: THE PRESI DENTI AL ELECTI ON OF 1928
(Lexi ngt on Books, 2000), reprint of 1979 edition with new introduction.

HI STORI ANS AND THE LI VI NG PAST: THE THEORY AND PRACTI CE OF HI STORI CAL STUDY
(Arlington Heights, Ill.: Harlan Davidson, Inc., 1978; with Valerie French)
ECOLOG CAL | NFERENCE (with Laura Irwin Langbein, Sage Series in Quantitative

Applications in the Social Sciences, 1978)

YOUR FAM LY HI STORY: HOW TO USE ORAL HI STORY, PERSONAL FAM LY ARCHI VES, AND
PUBLI C DOCUMENTS TO DI SCOVER YOUR HERI TAGE (New Yor k: Random House, 1978)

KIN AND COMWUNI TIES: FAM LIES I N AMERI CA (edited, w th Joan Challinor,
Washi ngton, D. C.: Smithsonian Press, 1979)

THE THI RTEEN KEYS TO THE PRESI DENCY (Lanham Madi son Books, 1990, with Ken
DeCel I')

THE KEYS TO THE WHI TE HOUSE, 1996 EDI TI ON (Lanham Madi son Books, 1996)
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THE KEYS TO THE WHI TE HOUSE, (Lanham Lexington Books Edition, 2000)

WH TE PROTESTANT AMERI CA: THE RI SE OF THE MODERN AMERI CAN Rl GHT, under
contract, Gove/Atlantic Press

B. Scholarly Articles

"The Federal Assault Against Voting Discrimnation in the Deep South,
1957-1967," JOURNAL OF NEGRO HI STORY (COct. 1969)

"Executive Enforcenent of Voting Rights, 1957-60," in Terrence Goggi n and John
Sei del, eds., POLITICS AMERI CAN STYLE (1971)

"Correl ation, Regression, and the Ecol ogical Fallacy: A Critique," JOURNAL OF
I NTERDI SCI PLI NARY HI STORY (W nter 1974)

"Critical Election Theory and the Reality of Anerican Presidential Politics,
1916-1940," AMERI CAN HI STORI CAL REVI EW (April 1976)

"Across the Great Divide: Inferring Individual Behavior From Aggregate Data,"
POLI TI CAL METHODOLOGY (with Laura lrwin, Fall 1976)

"Regression vs. Honmpbgeneous Units: A Specification Analysis,” SOClI AL SClI ENCE
HI STORY (W nter 1978)

"Language Ganes, Social Science, and Public Policy: The Case of the Fanmily,"
in Harold Wallach, ed., APPROACHES TO CHI LD AND FAM LY PCLI CY (Washi ngton, D.
C.: Anerican Association for the Advancenent of Science, 1981)

"Pattern Recognition Applied to Presidential Elections in the United States,
1860-1980: The Role of Integral Social, Economic, and Political Traits,"
PROCEEDI NGS OF THE NATI ONAL ACADEMY OF SCIENCE (with V. 1. Keilis-Borok,
November 1981)

"The End of Realignnment Theory? Toward a New Research Program for Anerican
Political History," H STORI CAL METHODS (Fall 1982)

"Kinship and Fam |y in American History,"” in National Council for Soci al
Studi es Bulletin, UNI TED STATES HI STORY I N THE 1980s (1982)

"Model i ng the Past: The Specification of Functional Form" JOURNAL OF
| NTERDI SCI PLI NARY HI STORY (with Ivy Broder, Wnter 1983)

"Political Realignnment and “Ethnocultural™ Voting in Late Nineteenth Century
America," JOURNAL OF SOCI AL HI STORY (March 1983)

"The "New Political History: Some Statistical Questions Answered," SOCI AL
SCI ENCE HI STORY (with J. Mrgan Kousser, August 1983)
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"Personal Famly History: A Bridge to the Past," PROLOGUE (Spring 1984)
"CGeography as Destiny," REVIEWS |IN AVERI CAN HI STORY (Sept., 1985)

"Civil Rights Law. High Court Decision on Voting Act Hel ps to Renpbve Mnority
Barriers,” NATI ONAL LAW JOURNAL (with Gerald Hebert, Novenber 10, 1986).

"Tonmy The Cork: The Secret World of Washington s First Mdern Lobbyist,"
WASHI NGTON MONTHLY ( February, 1987).

"Discrimnatory Election Systens and the Political Cohesion Doctrine,"
NATI ONAL LAW JOURNAL (with Gerald Hebert, Oct. 5, 1987)

"Aggregat e-Level Analysis of Anerican M dterm Senatorial Election Results,
1974- 1986, " PROCEEDI NGS OF THE NATI ONAL ACADEMY OF SCI ENCES (Dec. 1989, with
Vol odi a Kei |l i s-Bor ok)

"Bl ack/ White Voter Registration Disparities in M ssissippi: Legal and
Met hodol ogi cal |ssues in Challenging Bureau of Census Data," JOURNAL OF LAW
AND POLITICS (Spring, 1991, with Sanuel |ssacharoff)

"Adj usting Census Data for Reapportionnent: The Independent Role of the
States," NATI ONAL BLACK LAW JOURNAL (1991)

"Passing the Test: Ecological Regression in the Los Angel es County Case and
Beyond, " EVALUATI ON REVI EW ( Decenber, 1991)

Under st andi ng and Prediction of Large Unstable Systenms in the Absence of Basic
Equati ons," PROCEEDI NGS OF THE | NTERNATI ONAL SYMPOSI UM ON CONCEPTUAL TOOLS FOR
UNDERSTANDI NG NATURE (with V. |. Keilis-Borok, Trieste, Italy, 1991).

"The Sel f-Organi zati on of American Society in Presidential and Senatori al

El ections,” in Yu. Krautsov, ed., THE LIMTS OF PREDI CTABILITY (with V.I.

Kei |l i s- Bor ok, Nauka, Mscow, 1992).

"' They Endured:' The Denocratic Party in the 1920s," in Ira Foreman, ed.,
DEMOCRATS AND THE AMERI CAN | DEA: A BI CENTENNI AL APPRAI SAL (1992).

"A General Theory of Vote Dilution," LA RAZA (with Gerald Hebert) 6 (1993).

"Adj usting Census Data for Reapportionnent: The |Independent Role of the
States,” JOURNAL OF LI TI GATI ON (Dec. 1993, with Sanuel Issacharoff)

"The Keys to the White House: Who WII| be the Next American President?,"
SCCl AL EDUCATI ON 60 (1996)

"The Rise of Big Government: Not As Sinple As It Seems," REVIEWS | N AMERI CAN
HI STORY 26 (1998)
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“The Keys to Election 2000,” SOCI AL EDUCATI ON (Nov/ Dec. 1999), pp. 422-424
“The Keys to the White House 2000,” NATI ONAL FORUM (W nter, 2000), pp. 13-16.

“Report on the Inplications for Mnority Voter Opportunities if Corrected
census Data Had Been Used for the Post-1990 Redistricting: States Wth The
Largest Numerical Undercount,” UN TED STATES CENSUS MONI TORI NG BOARD, January
2001

“Report on the Racial Inpact of the Rejection of Ballots Cast in the 2000
Presidential Election in the State of Florida,” and “Suppl enental Report,” in
VOTI NG | RREGULARI TI ES I N FLORI DA DURI NG THE 2000 PRESI DENTI AL ELECTI ON, United
States Commi ssion on Civil Rights, June 2001

“What Real |y Happened in Florida s 2000 Presidential Election,” JOURNAL OF
LEGAL STUDI ES (January 2003)

"The Alternative-Justification Affirmati ve: A New Case Form" JOURNAL OF THE
AMERI CAN FORENSI C ASSCOCI ATION (with Charles Garvin and Jeronme Corsi, Fall
1973)

"The Alternative-Justification Case Revisited: A Critique of Goodnight,
Bal throp and Parsons, "The Substance of Inherency, " JOURNAL OF THE AMERI CAN
FORENSI C ASSOCI ATION (with Jeronme Corsi, Spring 1975)

"A General Theory of the Counterplan," JOURNAL OF THE AVMERI CAN FORENSI C
ASSOCI ATION (wi th Dani el Rohrer, Fall 1975)

"The Logic of Policy Dispute," JOURNAL OF THE AMERI CAN FORENSI C ASSOCI ATl ON
(with Daniel Rohrer, Spring 1980)

"Policy Dispute and Paradi gm Eval uation,” JOURNAL OF THE AMERI CAN FORENSI C
ASSOCI ATION (wi th Dani el Rohrer, Fall 1982)

"New Par adi gnms For Acadenic Debate," JOURNAL OF THE AMERI CAN FORENSI C
ASSOCI ATION (Fall, 1985)

"Conpeting Models of the Debate Process," JOURNAL OF THE AMERI CAN FORENSI C
ASSOCI ATI ON (W nter 1986)

"The Role of the Criteria Case in the Conceptual Framework of Academ c
Debate,” in Donald Terry, ed., MODERN DEBATE CASE TECHNI QUES (wi th Dani el
Rohrer, 1970)

"Decision Rules for Policy Debate," and "Debate as a Conparison of Policy
Systens," in Robert 2, ed., THE NEW DEBATE: READI NGS | N CONTEMPORARY DEBATE
THEORY (wi th Dani el Rohrer, 1975)

"A Systenms Approach to Presunption and Burden of Proof;" "The Role of
Empirical Evidence in Debate;" and "A General Theory of the Counterplan,” in
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Davi d Thomas, ed., ADVANCED DEBATE: READI NGS | N THEORY, PRACTI CE, AND TEACHI NG
(with Daniel Rohrer, 1975)

"Decision Rules in Policy Debate;" "The Debate Resolution;" "Affirmative Case
Approaches;" "A General Theory of the Counterplan;” "The Role of Enpirical

Evi dence in Debate;" and "Policy Systens Analysis in Debate,” in David Thomas,
ed., ADVANCED DEBATE (revised edition, with Dani el Rohrer and Jerome Corsi,
1979)

C. Popular Articles

"Presidency By The Book," POLITICS TODAY (Nov. 1979) Reprinted:
LOS ANGELES TI MES

"The Grand O d Ploys," NEW YORK TI MES
Op Ed (July 18, 1980)

"The New Prohibitionism" THE CHRI STI AN CENTURY (Cct. 29, 1980)

"Which Party Really Wants to ~Get Government O f Qur Backs ?" CHRI STI AN
SCI ENCE MONI TOR Opi ni on Page (Dec. 2, 1980)

"Do Americans Really Want "~ Coolidge Prosperity” Again?" CHRI STI AN SCl ENCE
MONI TOR Opi ni on Page (August 19, 1981)

"Chi pping Anvay at Civil Rights,"” CHRISTI AN SCI ENCE MONI TOR Opi ni on Page (Feb.
17, 1982)

"How to Bet in 1984. A Presidential Election Guide," WASH NGTONI AN MAGAZI NE
(April 1982) Reprinted: THE CHI CAGO TRI BUNE

"The Mrage of Efficiency,” CHRI STI AN SCI ENCE MONI TOR Opi ni on Page (COctober 6,
1982)

"For RIFs, It Should Be RIP," LOS ANGELES TI MES Opi ni on Page (January 25,
1983)

"The Patronage Monster, Con't." WASHI NGTON POST Free For All Page (March 16,
1983)

"A Strong Rights Unit,” NEWYORK TIMES Op Ed Page (June 19, 1983)
"Abusing the Public Till," LOS ANGELES TI MES Opi ni on Page (July 26, 1983)

The First Gender Gap," CHRI STI AN SCI ENCE MONI TOR Opi ni on Page (August 16,
1983)

"I's Reagan A Sure Thing?" FT. LAUDERDALE NEWS Qutl ook Section (Feb. 5, 1984)

"The Keys to the American Presidency: Predicting the Next Election,” TALENT
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(Sumrer 1984)

"GOP: Wnning the Political Battle for “88," CHRISTIAN SCI ENCE MONI TOR,
Opi ni on Page, (Dec. 27, 1984)

"The Return of ~Benign Neglect ," WASH NGTON POST, Free For All,
(May 25, 1985)

"Sel ma Revisited: A Quiet Revolution," CHRISTI AN SCI ENCE MONI TOR, Opi nion
Page, (April 1, 1986)

"Denocrats Take Over the Senate" THE WASHI NGTONI AN ( Noverber 1986; article by
Ken DeCell on Lichtman's advance predictions that the Denocrats woul d
recapture the Senate in 1986)

"Wel come War?" THE BALTI MORE EVENI NG SUN, Opi nion Page, (July 15, 1987)

"How to Bet in 1988," WASHI NGTONI AN (May 1988; advance prediction of George
Bush's 1988 victory)

"President Bill?," WASHI NGTONI AN (Cct ober 1992; advance prediction of Bill
Cinton's 1992 victory)

"Don't be Tal ked Qut of Bol dness,” CHRI STI AN SCI ENCE MONI TOR, Opi ni on Page
(with Jesse Jackson, Novenber 9, 1992)

"Def endi ng the Second Reconstruction,” CHRI STI AN SCI ENCE MONI TOR, Opi ni on Page
(April 8, 1994)

"Quotas Aren't The Issue," NEW YORK TIMES, Op Ed Page (Dec. 7, 1994)

"Hi story According to Newt," WASHI NGTON MONTHLY ( May, 1995)

“A Ball ot on Denopcracy,” WASHI NGTON POST Op Ed (Nov. 1, 1998)

“The Theory of Counting Heads vs. One, Two, Three,” CHRI STI AN SCI ENCE MONI TOR
Op Ed (June 22, 1999)

“Race Was Big Factor in Ballot Rejection, BALTIMORE SUN Op Ed (March 5, 2002)
Bi - weekly col um, THE MONTGOVERY JOURNAL, GAZETTE 1990 - present

El ection-year colum, REUTERS NEWS SERVI CE 1996 & 2000

D. Revi ews

Robert W Fogel and Stanley Engerman, TIME ON THE CROSS: THE ECONOM CS OF
SLAVERY, THE NEW REPUBLI C (July 6, 1974)
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Burl Noggle, INTO THE TWENTIES, AMERI CAN HI STORI CAL REVI EW (1976)

Jerome Clubb, WIIiam Flanigan, and Nancy Zi ngal e: PARTI SAN REALI GNMVENT,
AMERI CAN HI STORI CAL REVI EW (1982)

Paul M Kl eppner, WHO VOTED?, JOURNAL OF AMERI CAN HI STORY
(1983)

Stanl ey Kelley, | NTERPRETI NG ELECTI ONS, JOURNAL OF AMERI CAN HI STORY (1984)

Paul a El dot, AL SM TH AS GOVERNOR OF NEW YORK, AMERI CAN HI STORI CAL REVI EW
(1984)

Paul Kl eppner, THE THI RD ELECTORAL SYSTEM JOURNAL OF AMERI CAN HI STORY (1988)
Arno Mayer, VHY THE HEAVENS DI D NOT DARKEN, WASHI NGTON POST (1989)

TEACHI NG

Ongoi ng Cour ses

The History of the U S. | & Il, The Energence of Mdern Anerica, The U S. in
the Twentieth Century, United States Econom c History, Historiography, Mjor
Semi nar in H story, G aduate Research Sem nar, Colloquiumin U S. History

Si nce 1865, The Anerican Dream The Urban-Technol ogical Era, Senior Sem nar in
Anerican Studies, Sem nar in Human Commruni cation

New Courses: Taught for the first time at The Anmerican University

Quantification in History, Wmen in Twentieth Century American Politics, Wnen
in Twentieth Century America, Historians and the Living Past (a course
designed to introduce students to the excitenment and rel evance of historica
study), How to Think: Critical Analysis in the Social Sciences, Pivotal Years
of American Politics, Government and the Citizen (Honors Program

Introduction to Historical Quantification, Public Policy in U S. History,
Honors Seminar in U S. Presidential Elections, Americas:s Presidential

El ecti ons.

TELEVI SI ON APPEARANCES

Political commentary on NBC, CBS, ABC, CNN, C-SPAN, CNN, FOX, MSNBC, BBC, PBS,
and numerous ot her broadcasting outlets internationally

Regul ar political commentary for NBC News Ni ghtside.
Regul ar political commentary for Voice of America and USIA.
Regul ar political commentary for Americas Tal ki ng Cabl e NetworKk.

Regul ar political commentary for the Canadi an Broadcasti ng System
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Appear ances on nurerous foreign tel evision networks.

Consul tant and on-air conmentator for NBC special productions video project on
the history of the Anmerican presidency.

CBS New Consul ant, 1998 and 1999

RADI O SHOWS

| have participated in nmore than 1500 radio interview and tal k shows broadcast
nati onwi de, in foreign nations, and in cities such as Washington, D. C., New
York, Atlanta, Chicago, Los Angeles and Detroit. My appearances include the
Voi ce of Anerica, National Public Radio, and well as all major comrercial
radi o networks.

PRESS ClI TATI ONS

| have been cited hundreds of tinmes on public affairs in the nationss |eading
newspapers. These include, anong many others,

New York Times, WAshi ngton Post, USA Today, Los Angeles Tinmes, Wall Street
Journal, Mam Herald, Washington Tinmes, St. Louis Post Dispatch, Christian
Sci ence Monitor, Phil adel phia Inquirer

CONFERENCES AND LECTURES

Invited participant and speaker, Bostick Conference on Fogel and Engerman’s
TIME ON THE CROSS, University of South Carolina, Nov. 1-2, 1974

"Critical Election Theory and the Presidential Election of 1928," Annua
Meeting of the American Historical Association, Dec. 1974

"A Psychol ogi cal Mddel of American Nativism" Bloonmsberg State Historica
Conference, April 1975

"Met hodol ogy for Aggregating Data in Education Research,” National Institute
of Education, Synposium on Met hodol ogy, July 1975 (with Laura Irw n)

Feat ured Speaker, The Joint Washington State Bicentennial Conference on Famly
Hi story, Cct. 1975

Feat ured Speaker, The Santa Barbara Conference on Fanmily History,
May 1976

Chai rman, The Smithsonian Institution and the American University Conference
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on Techni ques for Studying Historical and Contenporary Fanmilies, June 1976

Panel Chairman, Sixth International Snmithsonian Synposiumon Kin and
Conmunities in America, June 1977

"The uses of History for Policy Analysis,” invited |lecture, Federa
I nt eragency Panel on Early Chil dhood Research, Cct. 1977

Invited participant, Conference on "Child Devel opnment within the Famly -
Evol vi ng New Research Approaches," Interagency Panel of the Federal Government
for Research and Devel opment on Adol escence, June 1978

Conment at or on papers in argunentation, Annual Meeting of the Speech
Communi cati on Associ ation, Nov. 1978

Comment ator on papers on famly policy, Annual Meeting of the American
Associ ation for the Advancenent of Science, Jan. 1979

"Phenomenol ogy, History, and Social Science," G aduate Colloquium of the
Depart nent of Phil osophy,"” The American University, March 1979

"Conparing Tests for Aggregation Bias: Party Realignments of the 1930°s,"
Annual Meeting of the Mdwest Political Science Association March 1979, with
Laura Irwi n Langbein

"Party Loyalty and Progressive Politics: Quantitative Analysis of the Vote for
President in 1912," Annual Meeting of the Organization of Anmerican Historians,
April 1979, with Jack Lord |

"Policy Systems Debate: A Reaffirmation,” Annual Meeting of the
Speech Commruni cati on Associ ation, Nov. 1979

"Personal Fam |y History: Toward a Unified Approach,” Invited Paper, Wrld
Conference on Records, Salt Lake City, Aug. 1980

"Crisis at the Archives: The Acquisition, Preservation, and Di sseni nation of
Publ i ¢ Docurments,” Annual Meeting of the Speech Conmunicati on Associ ation
Nov. 1980

"Recruitment, Conversion, and Political Realignnment in Anerica: 1888- 1940,"
Soci al Science Senminar, California Institute of Technol ogy, April 1980

"Toward a Situational Logic of American Presidential Elections," Annua

Meeting of the Speech Communication Association, Nov. 1981
"Political Realignment in American History,"
Soci al Science Hi story Association, Oct. 1981

Annual Meeting of the
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"Critical Elections in Historical Perspective: the 1890s and the 1930s,"
Annual Meeting of the Social Science History Association, Nov. 1982

Comment at or for Papers on the use of Census data for historical research,
Annual Meeting of the Organi zation of Anerican Hi storians, April 1983

"Thirteen Keys to the Presidency: How to Predict the Next Election," Featured
Presentation, Annual Conference of the International Platform Association
August 1983, Received a Top Speaker Award

"Paradi gms for Academ c Debate,"
Associ ation, Nov. 1983

Annual Meeting of the Speech Comrunication

Local Arrangenents Chairman, Annual Convention of the Social Science History
Association Oct. 1983

"Forecasting the Next Election," Featured Speaker, Annual Convention of the
Ameri can Feed Manufacturers Association (May 1984)

Feat ured Speaker, "The Ferraro Nomi nation," Annual Convention of The
I nternational Platform Association, August 1984, Top Speaker Award

"Forecasting the 1984 Election,"” Annual Convention of the
Soci al Science Hi story Association COct. 1984,

Feat ured Speaker, "The Keys to the Presidency," Meeting of
Wormen in Government Relations Oct. 1984

Feat ured Speaker, "The Presidential Election of 1988," Convention
of the American Association of Political Consultants, Decenmber, 1986

Feat ured Speaker, "The Presidential Election of 1988," Convention of the
Seni or Executive Service of the United States, July 1987

Commentary on Papers on Voting Rights, Annual Meeting of the Anerican
Political Science Association, Septenber 1987.

Comment ary on Papers on Ecol ogi cal |Inference, Annual Meeting of
the Social Science History Association, Novenmber 1987.

Feat ured Speaker: "Expert Wtnesses in Federal Voting Rights Cases," Nationa
Conference on Voting Rights, Novenmber 1987.

Feat ured Speaker: "The Quantitative Analysis of Electoral Data," NAACP
Nat i onal Conference on Voting Rights and School Desegregation, July 1988.

Panel Chairman, "Quantitative Analysis of the New Deal Realignnent," Annual
Meeting of the Social Science History Association, Nov. 1989.

Keynot e Speaker, Convocation of Lake Forest College, Nov. 1989.
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Feat ured Speaker, The Anerican University-Snithsonian Institution Conference
on the Voting Rights Act, April 1990

Panel Speaker, Voting Rights Conference of the Lawer's Committee for Civi
Ri ghts Under Law, April 1990

Panel Speaker, Voting Rights Conference of the NAACP, July 1990
Panel Speaker, Voting Rights Conference of Stetson University, April 1991

Panel Chairman, Annual Meeting of the Organization of Anerican Historians,
April, 1992

Panel Speaker, Synposium on "Lessons from 200 Years of Denocratic Party
Hi story, Center for National Policy, My 1992

Ain Menorial Lecture, U S. Naval Acadeny, Cctober 1992

Coment at or, Annual Meeting of the Organization of American Historians, April
1993

Panel presentation, Conference on Indian Law, National Bar Association, Apri
1993

Feature Presentation, Black Political Science Association, Norfolk State
Uni versity, June 1993

Del egati on Head, Del egati on of Washi ngton Area Scholars to Tai wan, Presented
Paper on the prompti on of denocracy based on the Anerican experience, July
1993

Feature Presentation, Southern Regional Council Conference, Atlanta CGeorgia,
Novenber, 1994

Mast er of Cerenoni es and Speaker, State of the County Brunch, Montgonery
County, February, 1996

Feature Presentation, APredicting The Next Presidential Election,@ Freedoms
Foundati on Sem nar on the American Presidency, August 1996

Feature Presentation, APredicting The Next Presidential Election,{§ Salisbury
State Col |l ege, COctober 1996

Feature Presentation on the Keys to the Wite House, Dirksen Center, Peoria,
I1linois, August, 2000

Feature Presentation on American Political Hi story, Regional Conference of the
Organi zation of Anerican Historians, August 2000
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Testi mony Presented Before the United States Comm ssion on Civil Rights
Regardi ng Voting Systems and Voting Rights, January 2001

Testi mony Presented Before the United States House of Representatives,
Judiciary Committee, Subcommittee on the Constitution, February 2001

Testi mony Presented Before the United States Senate, Government Operations
Committee, Regarding Racial Differentials in Ballot Rejection Rates in the
Fl ori da Presidential Election, June 2001

DEPARTMENTAL AND UNI VERSI TY SERVI CE

Departnment of History Council 1973 -

Under graduate Committee, Department of History 1973-77

Chai rman Under graduate Committee, Department of History 1984-85

Graduate Commttee, Departnent of Hi story, 1978-84

Freshman Advi sor, 1973-1979

First Year Mdule in Human Communi cations, 1977-79

Uni versity Conmittee on Fell owshi ps and Awards 1976-78

Uni versity Senate 1978-79, 1984-85

University Senate Parliamentarian and Executive Board 1978-79

Foundi ng Director, The Anerican University Honors Program 1977-79

Chai rman, Coll ege of Arts and Sciences Budget Committee 1977-78, 1982-84
University Grievance Commttee, 1984-85

Menber, University Honors Committee 1981-82

Col l ege of Arts and Sciences Curriculum Conm ttee 1981-82

Jewi sh Studi es Advi sory Board, 1982-1984

Mel l on Grant Executive Board, College of Arts & Sciences, 1982-83

Chai rman, Coll ege of Arts and Sciences Faculty Coll oquium 1983

Chai rman, College of Arts and Sci ences Task Force on the Depart nment
of Performng Arts, 1984-85
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Local Arrangenments Chairman, National Convention of the Social
Sci ence History Associ ation, 1983

Chai rman, Rank & Tenure Committee of the Department of History,
1981-82, 1984-85

Board Menber, Center for Congressional and Presidential Studies, The Anmerican
Uni versity, 1988-89

Chai rman, Graduate Comrmittee, Department of History, 1989 - 1991

Chai rman, Distingui shed Professor Search Conmittee 1991

Menber, College of Arts & Sciences Associ ate Dean Search Committee, 1991
Board Menber, The Anerican University Press, 1991-95

Chair, Subcomr ttee on Denographi c Change, The American University Comittee
on Mddle States Accreditation Review 1992-94

Menber, Dean's Committee on Curriculum Change, College of Arts and Sciences
1992 - 1993

Member, Dean's Committee on Teaching, College of Arts and Sciences 1992 -
Co- Chair, Departnent of History Graduate Conmmittee, 1994-95

Vice-Chair, College of Arts & Sciences Educational Policy Conmittee, 1994-95
El ected Menmber, University Provost Search Conmittee, 1995-96

Chair, Search Committee for British and European Hi storian, Departnment of

Hi story, 1996

OTHER POSI TI ONS

Director of Forensics, Brandeis University, 1968-71

Di rector of Forensics, Harvard University, 1971-72

Chai rman, New Yor k- New Engl and Debate Committee, 1970-71

Hi storical consultant to the Kin and Communities Program of the Smithsonian
Institution 1974-1979

Along with general advisory duties, this position has involved the
follow ng activities:
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1. directing a national conference on techniques for studying historica
and contenporary families held at the Smthsonian in June 1976.
2. chairing a public session at the Smithsonian on how to do the
history of one's own famly
3. helping to direct the Sixth International Smithsonian Synposi um on
Kin and Comunities in Anerica (June 1977).
4. editing the volunme of essays fromthe synposi um

Consul tant, Expert Wtness and Analyst of Third Parties in the United States.
1. Consultant to John Anderson canpaign for president, 1980.

| researched and wote a study on "Restrictive Ballot Laws and Third-
Force Presidential Candidates.” This document was a maj or conponent of
Anderson's | egal argunments against restrictive ballot laws that ultimtely
prevailed in the Suprene Court (Anderson v. Cel ebreeze 1983). According to
Anderson's attorney: "the basis for the majority's decision echoes the thenes
you incorporated in your original historical piece we filed in the District
Court."

2. Expert Wtness for New Alliance Party Ballot Access in State of
Al abama, 1990 (New Alliance Party v. Hand)

| analyzed the state of Al abama:s systemfor third-party ballot access

to denonstrate that the statess early filing deadline for third parties inposed
an undue burden on such parties, without justification by a conpelling state
interest for the ballot restrictions. My analysis was accepted by the federa
district court (in which | was recogni zed as an expert on third parties) in a
deci sion that was upheld by the 11th Circuit Court of Appeals.

3. Expert Wtness for ReformParty Ballot Access in State of Arkansas,
1996 (Citizens to Establish a Reform Party in Arkansas v. Priest)

I analyzed the state of Arkansas systemfor third-party ball ot access
to denonstrate that the conbination of an early filing deadline and relatively
hi gh signature requirenments for third parties inposed an undue burden on such
parties, without justification by a conpelling state interest for the ball ot
restrictions. | also analyzed the burdens placed on third-parties by the
disparity between third-party and i ndependent signature requirenments and by
the lack of a cure provision for ballot signatures, which is available for
initiative and referendum petitions. My analysis was accepted by the federa
district court in which | was again recognized as an expert on third parties.

4. Books and articles dealing with third parties in the United States.

These include PREJUDI CE AND THE OLD POLI TI CS: THE PRESI DENTI AL ELECTI ON
OF 1928, THE THI RTEEN KEYS TO THE PRESI DENCY, THE KEYS TO THE WHI TE HOUSE
1996, "Critical Election Theory and the Reality of American Presidential
Politics, 1916-1940," AMERI CAN H STORI CAL REVIEW (April 1976), "Politica
Real i gnment and "~ Ethnocultural®™ Voting in Late Nineteenth Century Anerica,"”
JOURNAL OF SOCI AL HI STORY (March 1983), "' They Endured:' The Denocratic Party
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in the 1920s," in Ira Foreman, ed., DEMOCRATS AND THE AMERI CAN | DEA: A
Bl CENTENNI AL APPRAI SAL (1992).

5. Media Citations and appearances.

These include quotations in newspaper articles dealing with third parties,

anal yses of the role of third parties in popular articles (e.g., APresident

Bi |1 26 WASHI NGTONI AN (Cct., 1992), an appearance as a third-party expert on C
SPANss Washi ngton Journal programon third parties (03/20/96), appearances on
United States Information Agency=s Worl dnet television on the Anerican party
system an appearance on National Public Radio Talk of the Nation as an expert
on third parties, and a speech to foreign correspondents at the National Press
Club on third parties.

Statistical Consultant to the George Washi ngton University Program of Policy
Studies in Science and Technol ogy, 1983

| advised researchers at the Policy Studies Program on the application of
pattern recognition techniques to their work on the recovery of comrunities
fromthe effects of such natural disasters as earthquakes and fl oods.

Expert Wtness-on Quantitative Analysis, Political Systems, Political History,
and Voting Behavior for the Lawers, Committee for Civil Rights Under Law
1983-

I have anal yzed racial bloc voting, turnout, and registration; socioeconomc
conditions; political systenms; and nethodol ogical issues for voting rights
cases involving the follow ng ,Jurisdictions: Petersburg, Virginia; Boston
Massachusetts; Hol yoke Massachusetts; Hi nds County M ssissippi; the state of
M ssi ssippi (voter registration); the state of M ssissippi (judicial

el ections); Springfield, Illinois, Pittsburgh Pennsylvania; Anchorage, Al aska;
Hol yoke, Massachusetts; Crittenden County, Arkansas; Red Clay School District,
Del aware; the state of Florida (judicial elections). | have also anal yzed

statistical information on pronotion practices for probation officers within
the Phil adel phia Court of Commopn Pl eas.

| prepared witten reports for each of the three of the M ssissippi cases, the
Pittsburgh case, the Red Clay School District case, the Phil adel phia case, and

the Florida judges case. | presented in-court testinony for the judicial and
regi stration cases in Mssissippi, two judicial cases in Florida, and for the
cases involving Springfield, Illinois; Hol yoke Massachusetts; Crittenden

County, Arkansas; and Red Clay School District.

Expert Wtness on Quantitative Analysis, Political Systens, Political History,
and Voter Behavior for the United States Departnent of Justice 1983 -

I have anal yzed racial bloc voting; turnout and registration; socioeconomc
conditions; political systems; methodol ogical issues for voting rights cases
in the followi ng jurisdictions: Geenwod, M ssissippi; Halifax County, North
Carolina; Valdosta, Georgia; Bessemer, Al abama; Marengo County, Al abamg;
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Dal | as County, Al abama; Sel na, Al abama; Canbridge, Maryl and; Darlington
County, South Carolina; Lee County, M ssissippi; Passaic, New Jersey;

Law ence, Massachusetts; Santa Paula, California; the state of North Carolina
(judicial elections); Augusta, Georgia;, Wconico County, Maryland; the state
of M ssissippi; Los Angeles, California; the state of Georgia (judicial

el ections, majority vote requirenment, and Shaw v. Reno type chall enge); the
state of Florida (statewi de | egislative plans); the state of Texas (judicial

el ections, Edwards Aquifer governing plans); the city of Chicago (Shaw v. Reno
type challenge to Hispanic congressional district).

| prepared witten reports for the cases in G eenwood, Halifax County,
Marengo County, Dallas County, Selm, Canbridge, Wcom co County, Los Angel es
County, Lee County, Passaic, Lawence, Santa Paula, Ceorgia, Florida, and
Texas, and Chicago. | presented in-court testinmony for the cases in Dall as,
Marengo, W com co, and Los Angel es Counties, and the states of Florida,
Ceorgia (judicial elections, Shaw v. Reno chall enge), and Chi cago.

Expert Wtness on Quantitative Analysis, Political Systenms, Denography, and
Vot er Behavi or for State, Muinicipal and County Jurisdictions, 1986-

I have analyzed matters such as racial and party bloc voting, turnout and

regi stration, annexations, racial denography, political systens, and

met hodol ogi cal issues for various state, nunicipal and county jurisdictions:
Cl ai borne County, M ssissippi; Dade County,

Florida; Grenada County, M ssissippi; Spartansburg, South Carolina; Maywood
School District, Illinois; Crete-Mnee School District and Rockford Schoo
District, Illinois; the city of New York (Charter Revision Comr ssion); the
state of North Carolina (judges and redistricting); the state of Virginia; the
state of Maryland; the state of Texas; the state of Connecticut; the state of
Pennsyl vani a (non-parti san comm ssion); the state of New York (Assenbly); the
state of New Jersey (non-partisan comm ssion); the state of Louisiana; the
State of Texas (Speaker of the House), the state of Illinois (Speaker of the
House), the city of New York (Charter Revision Comm ssion), and |Indianapolis,
I ndi ana.

| prepared witten reports for Cl ai borne, Grenada, and Dade Counties, Crete-
Monee School District, and the states of Illinois, Louisiana, Maryland, New
Jersey, North Carolina, New York, Texas, and Virginia. | presented ora

testi mony on behal f of Cl ai borne County, Crete-Mnee School District, Dade
County, the state of Texas, the state of New Jersey, the state of Illinois,
the state of North Carolina, the state of Louisiana, and the state of

Maryl and. For the states of Louisiana, Texas, and North Carolina |I have
provided testinmony related to i ssues posed in the Suprene Court case, Shaw v
Reno.

Expert Wtness on Quantitative Analysis, Political Systens, Political History,
and Voter Behavior for Private Attorneys: 1986-

| anal yzed matters such as racial bloc voting, turnout and registration
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political systens, political history, annexations, and nethodol ogi cal issues
for private attorneys in voting rights cases taking place in Boyle,

M ssi ssippi; C eveland, M ssissippi; Mssissippi statew de (on behal f of
mnority voters, legislative plan and Supreme Court Districts); City of Starke
and Hardee County, Florida; Peoria Illinois; Chicago Heights, Illinois;
Jefferson County, Al abam; Chickasaw, Lafayette, Monroe, Newt on, Sinmpson, and
Yal obusha counties, M ssissippi; Colunmbus County, North Carolina; Kent County,
M chigan; Florida statewi de (on behalf of mnority plaintiffs), Massachusetts
statewi de (on behal f of Republican party, legislative plan), M chigan
statewi de (on behal f of Denobcratic party, |egislative and congressiona

pl ans), Pennsylvani a statew de (Denobcratic congressi onal caucus) New Jersey
statewi de (on behalf of the Denocratic party), Texas Statew de (on behal f of

| MPAC 2000), and Virginia statewide (on behalf of the Denocratic party). |
have anal yzed statistical results of enployment decisions by enployers for an
enpl oyment discrimnation case, analyzed the history of perenptory strikes of
bl ack and white jurors in Hinds County for a death penalty case, and ball ot
access by third parties in Jefferson County, Alabama. | have anal yzed the

i nfluence of voting systemtechnology on voting in Florida during the 2000
presi dential election.

| prepared witten reports for all cases except Peoria and Jefferson County
and have presented oral testinmony in the jury selection case; Starke County;
Har dee County; Jefferson County; Chicago Hei ghts, Mnroe County; Chickasaw
County; Lafayette County; Newton County, Colunmbus County; the statew de

M chi gan cases; the statewi de M ssissippi redistricting case; and the Florida
voting systens case.

Expert Wtness on Quantitative Analysis, Political Systens, Political History,
and Voter Behavior for the ACLU. 1987 -

| analyzed racially polarized voting, the soci oeconom ¢ standing of racial
groups, and black political opportunities for Henrico and Brunswi ck Counti es,
Virginia;, and Sout hern Pines and More County, North Carolina. | prepared a
written report for the Henrico case and the Southern Pines case. | presented
in-court testinmony for the Henrico, Brunsw ck, and Southern Pines cases.

Expert Wtness on Quantitative Analysis, Political Systens, Political History,
and Voter Behavior for the Southern Poverty Law Center. 1990 -

| analyzed racially polarized voting, the socioeconom c conditions, and bl ack
political opportunities for judicial circuits in Alabama. | prepared a
witten report and presented oral testinony.

Expert Wtness for the Mexican-Anmerican Legal Defense Fund, 1991 -

| analyzed the inmpact of the Census undercount on the state |egislative plan
in Texas, including oral testinony in state court. | analyzed racially

pol ari zed voting in the city of Chicago and its inplications for al dermanic
el ecti ons.
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Expert Wtness on Quantitative Analysis, Political Systens, Political History,
and Voter Behavior for the NAACP, 1993-

| prepared a witten report and presented in-court testinony for the NAACP' s
chal l enge to the State House and Senate plan in M chigan

Expert Wtness on voter purging for the Puerto Rican Legal Defense and
Educati on Fund 1991 -
| prepared a witten report and presented in-court testinmony for PRLDEF s

chal l enge to voter purging in Philadel phia.
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