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Report on the Proposed Arkansas State House Plan 

Dr. Lisa Handley 

 

 

I. Introduction 

 Summary Conclusion   Voting in Arkansas is racially polarized. This polarization impedes 

the opportunity for Black voters to elect candidates of their choice unless districts are drawn to 

provide Black voters with an ability to elect their preferred candidates to the state legislature. The 

state-passed proposed state house plan (Proposed Plan) decreases the number of Black opportunity 

districts from 12 to 11 compared to the plan in place for the past decade (Current Plan). An 

illustrative state house plan drawn by Tony Fairfax (Illustrative Plan) demonstrates that not only 

was the decrease in Black opportunity districts between the Current and Proposed Plans avoidable, 

but five additional Black opportunity districts could have been drawn. The failure of the Proposed 

Plan to provide more Black opportunity districts dilutes the opportunity of Black voters to 

participate in the electoral process and elect candidates of their choice to the Arkansas state house. 

 Scope of Project    I was retained by the ACLU as an expert to conduct an analysis of 

voting patterns by race in the State of Arkansas to determine whether voting in Arkansas is racially 

polarized. In addition, was I asked to assess the ability of Black voters to elect their candidates of 

choice in Proposed Plan compared to the Illustrative Plan being offered by plaintiffs in this 

litigation. 

 

II. Professional Background and Experience       

 I have over thirty-five years of experience as a voting rights and redistricting expert. I 

have advised scores of jurisdictions and other clients on minority voting rights and redistricting-

related issues. I have served as an expert in dozens of voting rights cases. My clients have 

included state and local jurisdictions, independent redistricting commissions (Arizona, Colorado, 

Arkansas), the U.S. Department of Justice, national civil rights organizations, and such 

international organizations as the United Nations.  

 I have been actively involved in researching, writing, and teaching on subjects relating to 

voting rights, including minority representation, electoral system design, and redistricting. I co-

authored a book, Minority Representation and the Quest for Voting Equality (Cambridge 
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University Press, 1992) and co-edited a volume, Redistricting in Comparative Perspective 

(Oxford University Press, 2008), on these subjects. In addition, my research on these topics has 

appeared in peer-reviewed journals such as Journal of Politics, Legislative Studies Quarterly, 

American Politics Quarterly, Journal of Law and Politics, and Law and Policy, as well as law 

reviews (e.g., North Carolina Law Review) and a number of edited books. I hold a Ph.D. in 

political science from The George Washington University.  

 I have been a principal of Frontier International Electoral Consulting since co-founding the 

company in 1998. Frontier IEC specializes in providing electoral assistance in transitional 

democracies and post-conflict countries. In addition, I am a Visiting Research Academic at Oxford 

Brookes University in Oxford, United Kingdom. Attached to the end of this report as Appendix D 

is a copy of my curriculum vitae.  

 

III. Plan Comparison 

 Current State House Plan The Arkansas state house plan currently in place provides 

Black voters with an opportunity to elect their candidates of choice in 12 districts. This 

assessment is based on more than simply the demographic composition of the district; it takes 

into account whether the district is “effective” in electing Black-preferred candidates.  

 A district-specific, functional analysis is required to determine if a district provides 

minority voters with an opportunity to elect their candidates of choice – or, in a slightly more 

complicated process, if a proposed district is likely to provide this opportunity if it is enacted. 

This assessment depends not only upon the demographic composition of the district but the 

voting patterns in that district and whether the candidates preferred by minority voters can 

actually win – this is what is meant by “functional.” In the case of proposed districts, election 

results recompiled to conform to the boundaries of draft district can be used. The best election 

contests for this purpose are recent elections that included a viable major party minority 

candidate supported by minority voters but not by white voters. Only one recent election for 

statewide office satisfies these conditions: the 2018 race for Lieutenant Governor. African 

American Democrat Anthony Bland garnered around 90 percent of Black voters support but less 

than 20 percent of the white voters cast their votes for him. I have used recompiled election 

results for this election contest to ascertain whether the Black-preferred candidate would carry 

draft districts.  
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 Table 1 lists the Black opportunity districts in the current state house plan. The list was 

compiled using the percent Black voting age population (BVAP)1 and the effectiveness score – 

all majority Black districts had scores indicating they would be effective and no other districts 

with significant Black population had scores greater than .5 (the minimum required to be deemed 

effective).2 Table 1 also identifies the current incumbent, well as the race and political party of 

the incumbent, in each of the districts. 

 

Table 1: Black Opportunity Districts: Current Plan 

District 
Incumbent Name                  

(Race, Party) 

Percent 

Black VAP 

Effectiveness 

Score 

017 Vivian Flowers (B, D) 76.35% 0.824 

016 Ken Ferguson (B, D) 61.56% 0.698 

037 Jamie Scott (B, D) 61.31% 0.730 

030 Fred Allen (B, D) 59.71% 0.745 

034 Joy Springer (B, D) 59.51% 0.755 

048 Reginald Murdock (B, D) 58.18% 0.606 

036 Denise Ennett (B, D) 56.40% 0.758 

029 Fred Love (B, D) 55.67% 0.770 

050 Milton Nicks (B, D) 53.40% 0.528 

012 David Tollett (W, R) 53.05% 0.534 

005 David Fielding (B, D) 52.01% 0.508 

055 Monte Hodges (B, D) 51.91% 0.502 

 

 

 Proposed State House Plan The Arkansas Board of Apportionment recently adopted new 

state legislative district plans. The proposed plan for the state house decreases the number of 

 
1 Black voting age population has been calculated by counting all persons who checked “Black or African 

American” on their census form. 

 
2 There were four districts besides the majority Black districts that had scores greater than .5 but none of 

these districts had significant Black populations. See Appendix A1 for a list of the effectiveness scores, as 

well as the BVAP percentage, of all of the districts in the Current Plan. 
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districts that offer Black voters an opportunity to elect their candidates of choice from 12 to 11. 

This decrease was not inevitable as the illustrative plan, below, clearly demonstrates. In fact, 16 

Black opportunity districts could have been created rather than the 11 that were actually drawn. 

 Table 2 provides the same information included in Table 1, but for each of the state house 

Black opportunity districts in the Proposed Plan. If incumbents have been paired within a 

proposed district (as is the case with District 62), the table indicates this. There are no additional 

districts, beyond the 11 listed, with a significant Black VAP and an effectiveness score greater 

than .5. 

 

Table 2: Black Opportunity Districts: Proposed Plan 

District 
Incumbent Name                  

(Race, Party) 

Percent 

Black VAP 

Effectiveness 

Score 

64 Ken Ferguson (B, D) 67.84% 0.736 

76 Joy Springer (B, D) 67.65% 0.827 

65 Vivian Flowers (B, D) 66.75% 0.753 

79 Fred Love (B, D) 57.90% 0.764 

77 Fred Allen (B, D) 55.97% 0.731 

35 Milton Nicks (B, D) 54.32% 0.544 

63 Deborah Ferguson (W, D) 54.17% 0.556 

62 
Reginald Murdock (B, D); 

David Tollett (W, R) 
52.97% 0.538 

80 Denise Ennett (B, D) 52.92% 0.731 

72 Jamie Scott (B, D) 52.41% 0.668 

66 Mark Perry (W, D) 51.95% 0.610 

 

 Illustrative State House Plan  As the illustrative Arkansas state house plan drawn by 

Tony Fairfax demonstrates, it is possible to construct 16 districts that provide Black voters with 

an opportunity to elect their candidates of choice to the state house. Table 3 provides the same 

information included in Tables 1 and 2 for the Illustrative Plan. The table lists all of the state 

house districts that have significant Black populations and have effectiveness scores greater than 

.5. 
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Table 3: Black Opportunity Districts: Illustrative Plan 

District 
Incumbent Name                  

(Race, Party) 

Percent 

Black VAP 

Effectiveness 

Score 

51 Deborah Ferguson (W, D) 58.23% 0.582 

29 Fred Love (B, D) 57.76% 0.765 

5 David Fielding (B, D) 54.43% 0.550 

48 Reginald Murdock (B, D) 54.30% 0.556 

50 Milton Nicks (B, D) 54.06% 0.550 

42 Mark Perry (W, D) 53.25% 0.620 

33 Joy Springer (B, D) 52.57% 0.726 

16 Ken Ferguson (B, D) 52.45% 0.591 

55 Monte Hodges (B, D) 51.41% 0.512 

12 David Tollett (W, R) 50.83% 0.533 

11 Mark McElroy (W, R) 50.64% 0.537 

34 Tippi McCullough (W, D) 50.57% 0.810 

36 Denise Ennett (B, D) 50.41% 0.677 

30 Fred Allen (B, D) 50.35% 0.690 

37 Jamie Scott (B, D) 50.30% 0.650 

17 Vivian Flowers (B, D) 50.28% 0.645 

 

 What is clear from an examination of Tables 1, 2, and 3 is that in Arkansas Black 

opportunity districts are invariably majority Black in voting age population. The Proposed Plan 

decreases the Black percentage of two majority Black districts and renders them no longer 

effective. District 5, with a 52.01% BVAP and an effectiveness score of .508 has been redrawn 

(as District 98) with a 44.15% BVAP and an effectiveness score of .448. District 55, with a 

51.91% BVAP and an effectiveness score of .502 is District 34 with a BVAP of 45.84% and an 

effectiveness score of .462 in the Proposed Plan. Both of these districts have African American 

incumbents. (The Proposed Plan offers a new Black opportunity district to replace one of the 

districts removed: Current District 42, with a BVAP of 37.49% is redrawn as District 66 with a 

BVAP of 51.95% and an effectiveness score of .610.) 
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 The tables in Appendix A provide the BVAP and effectiveness scores for all districts – 

not simply the Black opportunity districts – in the Current, Proposed and Illustrative state house 

plans. 

 

IV. Analysis of Voting Patterns by Race 

 An analysis of voting patterns by race/ethnicity serves as the foundation of two of the three 

elements of the “results test” as outlined in Gingles: a racial bloc voting analysis is needed to 

determine whether the minority group is politically cohesive; and the analysis is required to 

determine if whites are voting sufficiently as a bloc to usually defeat the candidates preferred by 

minority voters. The voting patterns of white and minority voters must be estimated using 

statistical techniques because direct information the race of the voters is not, of course, available 

on the ballots cast.  

 To carry out an analysis of voting patterns by race, an aggregate level database must be 

constructed, usually employing election precincts as the units of observation. Information 

relating to the demographic composition and election results in these precincts is collected, 

combined and statistically analyzed to determine if there is a relationship between the racial 

composition of the precincts and support for specific candidates across the precincts. 

 Standard Statistical Techniques Three standard statistical techniques have been 

developed over time to estimate vote choices by race/ethnicity: homogeneous precinct analysis, 

ecological regression, and ecological inference.3 Two of these analytic procedures – 

homogeneous precinct analysis and ecological regression – were employed by the plaintiffs’ 

expert in Gingles, have the benefit of the Supreme Court’s approval in that case, and have been 

used in most subsequent voting rights cases. The third technique, ecological inference, was 

developed after the Gingles decision and was designed, in part, to address some of the 

disadvantages associated with ecological regression analysis. Ecological inference analysis has 

been introduced and accepted in numerous district court proceedings.  

 
3 For a detailed explanation of homogenous precinct analysis and ecological regression see Bernard 

Grofman, Lisa Handley and Richard Niemi, Minority Representation and the Quest for Voting Equality 

(Cambridge University Press, 1992). See Gary King, A Solution to the Ecological Inference Problem 

(Princeton University Press, 1997) for a more detailed explanation of ecological inference.    
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 Homogeneous precinct (HP) analysis is the simplest technique. It involves comparing the 

percentage of votes received by each of the candidates in precincts that are racially or ethnically 

homogeneous. The general practice is to label a precinct as homogeneous if at least 90 percent of 

the voters or voting age population is composed of a single race. In fact, the homogeneous results 

reported are not estimates – they are the actual precinct results. However, most voters in 

Arkansas do not reside in homogeneous precincts and voters who reside in homogeneous 

precincts may not be representative of voters who live in more racially diverse precincts. For this 

reason, I refer to these percentages as estimates.  

 The second statistical technique employed, ecological regression (ER), uses information 

from all precincts, not simply the homogeneous ones, to derive estimates of the voting behavior 

of minorities and whites. If there is a strong linear relationship across precincts between the 

percentage of minorities and the percentage of votes cast for a given candidate, this relationship 

can be used to estimate the percentage of minority voters supporting the candidate. 

 The third technique, ecological inference (EI), was developed by Professor Gary King. 

This approach also uses information from all precincts but, unlike ecological regression, it does 

not rely on an assumption of linearity. Instead, it incorporates maximum likelihood statistics to 

produce estimates of voting patterns by race. In addition, it utilizes the method of bounds, which 

uses more of the available information from the precinct returns as well as providing more 

information about the voting behavior being estimated.4  Unlike ecological regression, which can 

produce percentage estimates of less than 0 or more than 100 percent, ecological inference was 

designed to produce only estimates that fall within the possible limits. However, EI does not 

guarantee that the estimates for all of the candidates add to 100 percent for each of the racial 

groups examined. 

 In conducting my analysis of voting patterns by race in recent statewide elections in 

Arkansas, I also used a more recently developed version of ecological inference, which I have 

labeled “EI RxC” in the summary tables found in Appendix B and Appendix C at the end of the 

report. EI RxC expands the analysis so that more than two racial/ethnic groups can be considered 

 
4 The following is an example of how the method of bounds works: if a given precinct has 100 voters, of 

whom 75 are Black and 25 are white, and the Black candidate received 80 votes, then at least 55 of the 

Black voters voted for the Black candidate and at most all 75 did. (The method of bounds is less useful 

for calculating estimates for white voters, as anywhere between none of the whites and all of the whites 

could have voted for the candidate.)  
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simultaneously. More importantly from the perspective of analyzing voting patterns in Arkansas, 

it allows us to take into account differences in the relative rates of Black and white turnout when, 

as is the case in Arkansas, we do not have turnout by race but instead must rely on voting age 

population by race to derive estimates of Black and white support for each of the candidates.  

 Database To analyze voting patterns by race using aggregate level information, a database 

that combines election results with demographic information is required. This database is almost 

always constructed using election precincts as the unit of analysis. The demographic composition 

of the precincts is based on voter registration or turnout by race/ethnicity if this information is 

available; if it is not, then voting age population or citizen voting age population is used. Arkansas 

does not collect voter registration data by race and therefore voting age population (VAP) by race 

and ethnicity as reported in the PL94-171 census redistricting data was used for ascertaining the 

demographic composition of the precincts. 

 To build the Arkansas dataset used for this racial bloc voting analysis, 2016, 2018, and 

2020 precinct-level shapefiles were acquired from the Voting and Election Science Team. These 

shapefiles were joined to precinct-level election returns from the Arkansas Secretary of State’s 

office, which were processed and cleaned by OpenElections. The 2020 Census Block shapefiles, 

and total and voting age population by race and ethnicity, were obtained from the Census FTP 

portal. The Arkansas Proposed state house plan was acquired form the Board of Apportionment 

redistricting website as a shapefile. 

 The election returns for the 2016, 2018, and 2020 election cycles were disaggregated down 

to the level of the 2020 Census block. This block-level dataset was then reaggregated up to the 

level of the 2020 voting districting, taking into account splits of the voting districts by the 

implemented and proposed plans. 

 Statewide elections analyzed  All recent statewide election contests were analyzed. The 

general elections included the 2020 contests for U.S. President and U.S. Senate; the 2018 contests 

for Governor, Lieutenant Governor, Attorney General, Secretary of State, and Treasurer; and the 

2016 contests for U.S. President and U.S. Senate. There were only two general election contests in 

which African American candidates competed: the 2020 U.S. Senate race in which Ricky Dale 

Harrington did not run as a major party candidate (he ran as a Libertarian) and garnered 33.5 

percent of the vote and the 2018 election for Lieutenant Governor in which African American 
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Democrat Anthony Bland won 33.0 percent of the vote.5 In both instances, the African American 

candidate was clearly the candidate of choice of a very large majority of Black voters. 

 I also analyzed the only recent statewide Democratic primary that included an African 

American candidate, the 2018 gubernatorial primary.6 Republican primaries were not examined 

because the overwhelming majority of Blacks voters who participate in primaries cast their 

ballots in Democratic rather than Republican primaries.  As a consequence, Democratic 

primaries are far more probative than Republican primaries in ascertaining the candidates 

preferred by Black voters.7  The African American candidate in the 2018 Democratic primary for 

Governor, Leticia Sanders, was supported by a clear majority of Black voters but lost the 

nomination with 36.7 percent of the vote. 

 The estimates of Black and white support for each of the candidates who ran in the recent 

statewide elections analyzed are reported in Appendix B. 

 State House Elections Analyzed  In addition to recent statewide elections, I also analyzed 

state house elections in those districts that overlap with the five new Black opportunity districts 

offered by the Illustrative Plan as compared to the Proposed Plan. This analysis was carried out to 

determine if voting in state legislative elections specific to the areas in which additional minority 

districts could have been drawn was racially polarized.  

 The evolution of the current majority Black districts, through the Proposed Plan and to the 

Illustrative Plan is depicted in the diagram below (Diagram 1).8 The shaded districts are majority 

 
5  Courts consider election contests that include minority candidates more probative than contests that 

include only white candidates for determining if voting is racially polarized. This is because it is not 

sufficient for minority voters to be able to elect their candidates of choice only if these candidates are 

white. On the other hand, it is important to recognize that not all minority candidates are the preferred 

candidates of minority voters. 

 
6 The 2018 Democratic primary for Governor was in fact the only statewide Democratic primary 

conducted since 2016 other than the presidential preference primaries in 2016 and 2020. 

 
7 In addition, producing reliable estimates for Black voters in Republican primaries would not have been 

possible. 

 
8 The evolution of the districts was traced using the “core constituencies” report function in Maptitude, a 

redistricting GIS package. The report compares the residents from each of the districts in one plan to 

where they would fall in the second plan. The core constituencies report was also used to identify the 

current state house districts overlapping with the new Black opportunity districts offered in the Illustrative 

Plan. 
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Black districts; the five districts outlined in black are the five additional Black opportunity districts 

offered in the Illustrative Plan that are not in the Proposed Plan. 

 

Diagram 1: Evolution of Arkansas Majority Black State House Districts  

 

 Current Plan       Proposed Plan   Illustrative Plan

 

 
 

 The five additional Black opportunity district and the current state house districts with 

which they overlap by at least 3% are as follows: 

 

Illustrative State 

House District 

Current State House Districts Overlapped by 

Illustrative District 

  

5 2, 5, 6, 7 

11 11, 12, 16 

12 12, 14, 15, 16, 17 

34 29, 30, 33, 34, 36 

55 50, 54, 55 
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 The analysis included all contested general elections in 2016, 2018 and 2020 in these 

districts, as well as any contested Democratic primaries that included African American 

candidates in 2018 and 2020. The summary table in Appendix C provides estimates of the voting 

behavior of Black and white voters in these recent state house elections. 

 

V. Findings 

 Voting is racially polarized in Arkansas. In all nine statewide general elections examined, 

Black voters overwhelmingly supported their preferred candidates (usually Democrats, but in two 

of the nine elections, the candidate of choice was the Libertarian candidate) – the average 

percentage of Black vote received by the candidate of choice was between 89 and 90%. White 

voters consistently and successfully bloc voted to defeat these candidates – the average percentage 

of the white vote received by the candidates preferred by Black voters was between 18 and 19%. 

There was no election contest analyzed in which the candidate preferred by Black voters garnered 

more than more than 23% of the white vote. For example, in the 2018 contest for Lieutenant 

Governor, approximately 90% of the Black voters supporting Anthony Bland but less than 18% of 

white voters (the two EI estimates are 16.1 and 17.5) cast a vote for him. Not a single Black-

preferred candidate was elected statewide in 2016, 2018 or 2020. 

 Voting was also racially polarized in the one statewide Democratic primary analyzed, the 

2018 gubernatorial primary. The majority of Black voters supported the African American 

candidate, Leticia Sanders, but over 70 percent of white voters supported her white opponent, Jared 

Henderson, who won the Democratic nomination. (Henderson was defeated in the general 

election). 

 Voting in at least 13 of the 17 state house contests I analyzed was racially polarized, with 

the percentage of white voters supporting the candidate of choice of Black voters receiving no 

more support (and in many instances, much less support) than Black-preferred candidates 

statewide. In the three contests that were not polarized, either both candidates were African 

American (District 34 in 2020), both candidates were white (District 33 in 2016), or the African 

American Democrat did not face a Republican candidate. However, in at least one of the other two 

state house contests in which the African American Democrat faced a minority party candidate, 

voting was polarized. (There was one contest in which the two EI estimates pointed to different 

candidates as the candidate supported by a majority of the white voters – this contest, in District 29 
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in 2016, pitted an African American Democrat against a white Libertarian.)  With only one 

exception, African American candidates supported by Black voters only succeeded in winning 

polarized contests in districts in which the BVAP was over 50 percent. The exception was the 2018 

election for District 11, in which white voters split their vote between the African American 

Republican and the White Independent, Mark McElroy (who ran as a Democrat in 2016), and the 

African American Democrat, Don Glover, won with a plurality of the vote. In 2020, Mark 

McElroy, running as a Republican in 2020, defeated Don Glover.  

 The three Democratic state house primaries I examined were not polarized, but in each case 

the only candidates running were African American candidates. 

 

VI. Conclusion  

 My analysis of voting patterns by race found that the Black community in Arkansas is 

cohesive in supporting their preferred candidates and that white voters consistently bloc vote to 

defeat these candidates. Racially polarized voting substantially impedes the ability of Black 

voters to elect candidates of their choice to the Arkansas State House unless districts are drawn 

to provide Black voters with this opportunity. The Proposed State House Plan dilutes the 

voting strength of Black voters in Arkansas by failing to create additional districts that offer 

Black voters an opportunity to elect their candidates of choice to the state house.  

 

 

 

 

 

I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct.   

Executed on December 28, 2021.  
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Current 

District

2020 Total 

Population
Deviation

Percent Black 

VAP

Effectiveness 

Score

001 28612 -4.99% 35.41% 0.352

002 29409 -2.34% 14.21% 0.188

003 26388 -12.38% 28.90% 0.335

004 26967 -10.45% 11.39% 0.260

005 24127 -19.88% 52.01% 0.508

006 29024 -3.62% 22.06% 0.270

007 24868 -17.42% 38.87% 0.394

008 25483 -15.38% 27.84% 0.313

009 26487 -12.05% 28.41% 0.328

010 25733 -14.55% 12.11% 0.172

011 24796 -17.66% 46.21% 0.495

012 22304 -25.94% 53.05% 0.534

013 26827 -10.92% 18.09% 0.243

014 29105 -3.35% 23.69% 0.352

015 29504 -2.03% 5.23% 0.185

016 27536 -8.56% 61.56% 0.698

017 23226 -22.88% 76.35% 0.824

018 28747 -4.54% 19.23% 0.354

019 26011 -13.63% 12.60% 0.243

020 26438 -12.21% 0.55% 0.175

021 27300 -9.35% 0.81% 0.169

022 31427 4.36% 2.86% 0.237

023 36470 21.10% 7.02% 0.229

024 30859 2.47% 8.52% 0.306

025 29276 -2.79% 15.78% 0.396

026 29579 -1.78% 12.87% 0.282

027 33046 9.73% 11.74% 0.286

028 30201 0.29% 8.31% 0.267

029 30605 1.63% 55.67% 0.770

030 30754 2.12% 59.71% 0.745

031 37688 25.15% 7.66% 0.283

032 31382 4.21% 15.68% 0.411

033 27648 -8.19% 25.49% 0.679

034 28949 -3.87% 59.51% 0.755

035 30639 1.74% 18.42% 0.492

036 28312 -5.99% 56.40% 0.758

037 28779 -4.44% 61.31% 0.730

038 29854 -0.87% 21.70% 0.443

039 32742 8.72% 25.87% 0.406

040 30736 2.06% 7.56% 0.274

041 31492 4.57% 23.95% 0.390

042 30021 -0.31% 37.49% 0.459

043 31324 4.01% 2.92% 0.175

044 33168 10.14% 1.50% 0.160
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045 28739 -4.57% 3.69% 0.173

046 28946 -3.88% 10.07% 0.203

047 27160 -9.81% 16.58% 0.284

048 24333 -19.20% 58.18% 0.606

049 25529 -15.23% 32.04% 0.344

050 24703 -17.97% 53.40% 0.528

051 28119 -6.63% 42.54% 0.430

052 29563 -1.83% 6.64% 0.235

053 34470 14.46% 10.22% 0.266

054 27971 -7.12% 10.44% 0.232

055 24216 -19.59% 51.91% 0.502

056 27382 -9.08% 0.63% 0.229

057 32789 8.88% 2.51% 0.220

058 34094 13.21% 18.05% 0.345

059 31999 6.26% 19.79% 0.339

060 27477 -8.76% 1.09% 0.217

061 29832 -0.94% 0.83% 0.253

062 29104 -3.36% 1.72% 0.196

063 30899 2.60% 3.06% 0.206

064 28527 -5.27% 0.30% 0.196

065 27898 -7.36% 8.61% 0.291

066 28662 -4.82% 1.40% 0.176

067 32506 7.94% 4.13% 0.207

068 29562 -1.84% 0.98% 0.174

069 29194 -3.06% 2.32% 0.246

070 33169 10.14% 15.74% 0.373

071 30339 0.74% 7.08% 0.300

072 30519 1.34% 23.02% 0.499

073 26473 -12.09% 1.45% 0.204

074 27979 -7.09% 1.25% 0.194

075 28850 -4.20% 1.35% 0.182

076 30660 1.81% 7.33% 0.284

077 29883 -0.77% 7.92% 0.334

078 28372 -5.79% 14.33% 0.549

079 29421 -2.30% 2.68% 0.223

080 31958 6.12% 1.87% 0.283

081 29401 -2.37% 1.10% 0.266

082 28005 -7.01% 0.67% 0.230

083 27564 -8.47% 0.35% 0.201

084 36067 19.76% 4.17% 0.495

085 38445 27.66% 5.76% 0.563

086 37055 23.04% 7.70% 0.689

087 37120 23.26% 2.17% 0.256

088 32678 8.51% 3.32% 0.391

089 33704 11.92% 2.76% 0.467

090 43865 45.66% 2.25% 0.326

091 43643 44.92% 2.75% 0.269
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092 34610 14.93% 1.55% 0.265

093 43653 44.95% 3.54% 0.382

094 32551 8.09% 2.39% 0.412

095 35046 16.37% 1.26% 0.298

096 32124 6.67% 0.94% 0.316

097 33040 9.71% 0.88% 0.365

098 29401 -2.37% 0.58% 0.213

099 29458 -2.18% 0.36% 0.205

100 28954 -3.86% 0.41% 0.238
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Proposed 

District

2020 Total 

Population
Deviation

Percent Black 

VAP

Effectiveness 

Score

1 30815 2.32% 0.65% 0.226

2 30892 2.58% 0.89% 0.252

3 31181 3.54% 0.40% 0.239

4 29687 -1.42% 0.31% 0.226

5 30881 2.54% 0.51% 0.210

6 29541 -1.91% 0.65% 0.332

7 29885 -0.76% 0.97% 0.329

8 30027 -0.29% 1.29% 0.289

9 30625 1.69% 2.80% 0.476

10 31066 3.16% 2.42% 0.362

11 29776 -1.13% 2.89% 0.366

12 30767 2.17% 0.92% 0.262

13 29618 -1.65% 3.57% 0.383

14 29752 -1.21% 4.78% 0.335

15 29405 -2.36% 2.20% 0.383

16 29446 -2.22% 1.97% 0.296

17 29726 -1.29% 1.28% 0.229

18 29291 -2.74% 3.77% 0.354

19 29276 -2.79% 4.00% 0.399

20 29707 -1.35% 4.69% 0.564

21 29499 -2.05% 7.56% 0.754

22 29260 -2.84% 6.26% 0.508

23 29561 -1.84% 1.83% 0.331

24 29388 -2.41% 1.56% 0.196

25 29668 -1.48% 0.94% 0.299

26 30381 0.88% 0.65% 0.242

27 31177 3.53% 1.34% 0.199

28 31081 3.21% 1.21% 0.187

29 30392 0.92% 13.23% 0.257

30 30278 0.54% 6.68% 0.239

31 31014 2.99% 2.60% 0.223

32 31106 3.29% 20.84% 0.388

33 31192 3.58% 4.66% 0.215

34 30073 -0.14% 45.84% 0.462

35 30532 1.38% 54.32% 0.544

36 31082 3.21% 17.39% 0.310

37 30593 1.59% 25.38% 0.310

38 31048 3.10% 11.65% 0.262

39 31122 3.34% 9.92% 0.217

40 30068 -0.16% 2.65% 0.192

41 30194 0.26% 0.40% 0.177

42 30098 -0.06% 2.01% 0.181

43 30068 -0.16% 7.91% 0.269
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44 29145 -3.22% 1.48% 0.172

45 30641 1.75% 2.21% 0.239

46 29927 -0.62% 1.26% 0.210

47 29203 -3.03% 0.87% 0.159

48 29847 -0.89% 4.46% 0.243

49 29484 -2.10% 14.57% 0.531

50 29517 -1.99% 7.68% 0.337

51 31079 3.20% 5.38% 0.267

52 29755 -1.20% 1.21% 0.184

53 29344 -2.56% 6.97% 0.290

54 29768 -1.15% 7.00% 0.290

55 29682 -1.44% 17.85% 0.383

56 29821 -0.98% 19.90% 0.451

57 30134 0.06% 1.20% 0.156

58 31207 3.63% 9.70% 0.200

59 30899 2.60% 3.32% 0.175

60 30469 1.18% 13.09% 0.252

61 30564 1.49% 26.22% 0.336

62 29636 -1.59% 52.97% 0.538

63 30659 1.81% 54.17% 0.556

64 30494 1.26% 67.84% 0.736

65 29551 -1.87% 66.75% 0.753

66 29555 -1.86% 51.95% 0.610

67 31047 3.09% 28.00% 0.407

68 31183 3.55% 3.07% 0.180

69 30711 1.98% 12.68% 0.296

70 30427 1.04% 17.70% 0.390

71 29220 -2.97% 23.54% 0.396

72 29903 -0.70% 52.41% 0.668

73 29972 -0.47% 14.81% 0.467

74 30327 0.70% 21.22% 0.632

75 30262 0.49% 19.31% 0.429

76 29928 -0.62% 67.65% 0.827

77 30006 -0.36% 55.97% 0.731

78 29358 -2.51% 4.89% 0.273

79 30065 -0.17% 57.90% 0.764

80 30091 -0.08% 52.92% 0.731

81 30525 1.36% 14.89% 0.325

82 30021 -0.31% 11.18% 0.294

83 29821 -0.98% 3.81% 0.215

84 29837 -0.92% 13.18% 0.367

85 29925 -0.63% 3.33% 0.244

86 29922 -0.64% 0.68% 0.169

87 29189 -3.07% 10.59% 0.254

88 30356 0.80% 28.61% 0.345

89 29332 -2.60% 14.55% 0.272

90 29709 -1.35% 13.30% 0.328
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91 30145 0.10% 10.64% 0.330

92 30129 0.05% 3.04% 0.175

93 29911 -0.68% 11.43% 0.200

94 29908 -0.69% 32.42% 0.356

95 29270 -2.81% 34.05% 0.397

96 30051 -0.21% 24.90% 0.303

97 30182 0.22% 34.30% 0.349

98 30460 1.15% 44.15% 0.448

99 29605 -1.69% 17.43% 0.206

100 30106 -0.03% 33.07% 0.328
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Illustrative 

District

2020 Total 

Population Deviation

Percent Black 

VAP

Effectiveness 

score

1 29387 -2.42% 34.03% 0.339

2 28718 -4.64% 15.44% 0.199

3 29220 -2.97% 31.56% 0.371

4 28625 -4.95% 12.17% 0.276

5 31009 2.97% 54.43% 0.550

6 29320 -2.64% 23.12% 0.294

7 28745 -4.55% 24.88% 0.302

8 29149 -3.21% 17.88% 0.246

9 30703 1.95% 27.10% 0.315

10 28996 -3.72% 3.34% 0.195

11 28733 -4.59% 50.64% 0.537

12 28616 -4.98% 50.83% 0.533

13 29223 -2.96% 19.00% 0.266

14 31165 3.49% 11.10% 0.246

15 28964 -3.82% 3.59% 0.193

16 28822 -4.29% 52.45% 0.591

17 29011 -3.67% 50.28% 0.645

18 28947 -3.88% 7.11% 0.263

19 29492 -2.07% 3.66% 0.179

20 29136 -3.25% 0.59% 0.176

21 30787 2.23% 1.31% 0.176

22 28737 -4.58% 3.49% 0.249

23 30557 1.47% 6.06% 0.230

24 28683 -4.76% 6.97% 0.290

25 28823 -4.29% 17.73% 0.412

26 29203 -3.03% 12.39% 0.253

27 29977 -0.46% 13.33% 0.297

28 29243 -2.90% 11.19% 0.302

29 30623 1.69% 57.76% 0.765

30 29323 -2.63% 50.35% 0.690

31 31022 3.01% 10.70% 0.360

32 31097 3.26% 21.93% 0.408

33 29375 -2.46% 52.57% 0.726

34 29123 -3.29% 50.57% 0.810

35 29971 -0.48% 17.15% 0.512

36 29623 -1.63% 50.41% 0.677

37 30297 0.60% 50.30% 0.650

38 30257 0.47% 17.61% 0.403

39 30100 -0.05% 17.02% 0.353

40 31543 4.74% 11.40% 0.301

41 30460 1.15% 23.52% 0.377

42 28692 -4.73% 53.25% 0.620

43 30797 2.26% 2.91% 0.178

44 31076 3.19% 1.63% 0.162

45 29648 -1.55% 7.71% 0.194
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46 30397 0.94% 5.12% 0.167

47 31157 3.46% 7.12% 0.217

48 28702 -4.69% 54.30% 0.556

49 30171 0.19% 20.47% 0.270

50 31204 3.62% 54.06% 0.550

51 28662 -4.82% 58.23% 0.582

52 31270 3.84% 6.19% 0.227

53 30148 0.11% 8.66% 0.255

54 31530 4.70% 5.97% 0.200

55 29043 -3.56% 51.41% 0.512

56 31238 3.73% 1.00% 0.241

57 30849 2.44% 2.62% 0.225

58 29129 -3.27% 16.36% 0.342

59 29296 -2.72% 29.37% 0.439

60 31103 3.28% 0.98% 0.211

61 31231 3.71% 0.63% 0.231

62 29387 -2.42% 1.23% 0.216

63 29897 -0.72% 3.11% 0.222

64 31390 4.23% 0.20% 0.195

65 29233 -2.93% 10.52% 0.305

66 30757 2.13% 0.64% 0.185

67 29252 -2.87% 2.52% 0.175

68 29759 -1.18% 1.11% 0.216

69 29194 -3.06% 2.32% 0.246

70 30659 1.81% 16.57% 0.360

71 29804 -1.03% 6.88% 0.284

72 29428 -2.28% 22.21% 0.515

73 29033 -3.59% 1.44% 0.195

74 29727 -1.29% 1.22% 0.212

75 31033 3.05% 1.42% 0.182

76 29074 -3.46% 6.11% 0.274

77 29898 -0.72% 8.02% 0.336

78 30453 1.12% 15.06% 0.558

79 31316 3.99% 2.36% 0.207

80 31365 4.15% 1.08% 0.262

81 31557 4.79% 3.65% 0.446

82 30120 0.02% 1.94% 0.350

83 30787 2.23% 2.46% 0.343

84 29631 -1.61% 4.18% 0.546

85 31295 3.92% 5.14% 0.512

86 31173 3.51% 9.05% 0.638

87 31133 3.38% 3.58% 0.332

88 31479 4.53% 2.93% 0.315

89 31124 3.35% 2.52% 0.452

90 31218 3.66% 2.08% 0.309

91 31529 4.70% 2.14% 0.261

92 30636 1.73% 2.63% 0.259
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93 31129 3.37% 2.17% 0.353

94 31365 4.15% 2.71% 0.345

95 31585 4.88% 1.27% 0.315

96 31276 3.86% 1.71% 0.451

97 31356 4.12% 0.85% 0.347

98 29592 -1.74% 0.58% 0.219

99 31143 3.41% 0.53% 0.208

100 31589 4.89% 0.39% 0.242

Case 4:21-cv-01239-LPR   Document 2-9   Filed 12/29/21   Page 23 of 65



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

APPENDIX B 

Case 4:21-cv-01239-LPR   Document 2-9   Filed 12/29/21   Page 24 of 65



Party Race Vote HP ER EI 2x2 EI RxC HP ER EI 2x2 EI RxC

2020 General

U.S. President

Joseph Biden D W 34.8% 90.3 94.8 90.2 90.6 19.0 13.4 18.5 20.4

Donald Trump R W 62.4% 5.8 0.3 8.1 4.0 78.7 84.4 78.6 78.3

others 2.8% 3.9 4.9 3.5 5.3 2.3 2.2 2.0 1.3

votes for office 49.1 42.1 44.3 44.3 62.0 60.0 62.4 62.4

U.S. Senate

Ricky Dale Harrington Lib AA 33.5% 82.9 85.5 86.1 91.3 18.7 14.3 17.9 19.6

Tom Cotton R W 66.5% 17.1 14.5 13.9 8.7 81.3 85.7 82.1 80.4

votes for office 44.1 37.5 40.0 40.0 61.1 59.6 62.1 62.1

2018 General

Governor

Jared Henderson D W 31.8% 83.1 87.0 87.1 89.0 18.3 13.4 15.3 16.7

Asa Hutchinson R W 65.3% 14.9 11.6 11.8 7.8 78.3 83.1 81.4 80.8

Mark West Lib W 2.9% 2.0 1.4 1.6 3.2 3.4 3.4 3.2 2.4

votes for office 42.5 36.8 38.2 38.2 45.6 43.4 45.8 45.8

Lieutenant Governor

Anthony Bland D AA 33.0% 88.8 92.5 89.7 90.6 19.2 13.8 16.1 17.5

Tim Griffin R W 64.2% 9.1 5.3 9.0 5.6 78.2 83.6 80.9 80.6

Frank Gilbert Lib W 2.8% 2.1 2.2 2.4 3.8 2.6 2.7 2.7 1.8

votes for office 42.4 36.7 38.1 38.1 45.4 43.3 45.6 45.6

Attorney General

Mike Lee D W 35.4% 89.0 93.7 90.7 91.1 21.1 16.0 18.8 20.4

Leslie Rutledge R W 61.8% 9.0 4.6 8.4 5.6 76.3 81.3 78.1 77.9

Kerry Hicks Lib W 2.8% 2.0 1.8 1.7 3.3 2.6 2.8 2.8 2.0

votes for office 42.4 36.8 38.2 38.2 45.5 43.3 45.6 45.6

Estimates for Black Voters Estimates for White VotersStatewide
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Party Race Vote HP ER EI 2x2 EI RxC HP ER EI 2x2 EI RxC

Estimates for Black Voters Estimates for White VotersStatewide

Secretary of State

Susan Inman D W 36.5% 88.3 94.7 91.1 91.0 22.3 17.5 20.2 21.5

John Thurston R W 60.6% 8.0 2.4 7.7 5.2 75.0 79.8 76.6 76.5

Christopher Olson Lib W 2.9% 3.7 2.9 2.9 3.8 2.6 2.7 2.7 1.9

votes for office 42.4 36.8 38.1 38.1 45.4 43.2 45.4 45.4

Treasurer

Dennis Milligan R W 70.9% 23.5 20.4 18.2 14.3 82.6 87.2 86.2 84.9

Ashley Ewald Lib W 29.1% 76.5 79.5 81.9 85.7 17.4 12.8 13.8 15.1

votes for office 37.8 32.5 33.8 33.8 44.6 42.9 44.9 44.9

2016 General 

U.S. President

Hillary Clinton D W 33.7% 92.8 97.1 91.7 91.7 20.0 14.8 16.1 17.5

Donald Trump R W 60.6% 4.5 0.3 7.2 4.5 75.2 80.1 77.2 76.8

others 5.7% 2.7 2.6 2.2 3.8 4.9 5.6 6.3 5.7

votes for office 55.5 48.2 48.1 48.1 57.2 54.7 56.4 56.4

U.S. Senator

Conner Eldridge D W 36.2% 87.7 90.8 89.4 90.2 24.7 20.6 21.2 22.7

John Boozman R W 59.8% 9.1 6.5 8.7 6.1 71.3 75.3 74.5 73.6

Frank Gilbert Lib W 4.0% 3.2 2.6 2.3 3.7 4.1 4.1 3.9 3.7

votes for office 52.1 45.2 45.5 45.5 56.0 53.8 55.6 55.6

Democratic Primaries

2018 Democratic Primary for Governor

Leticia Sanders D AA 36.7% 59.4 62.9 61.9 51.2 26.6 26.6 25.1 21.0

Jared Henderson D W 63.3% 40.6 37.1 37.8 48.8 73.4 73.4 75.0 79.0

votes for office 20.4 17.5 22.2 22.2 7.8 2.8 6.2 6.2
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Party Race Vote HP ER EI 2x2 EI RxC HP ER EI 2x2 EI RxC

2020 General

State House District 5

David Fielding D B 56.8% 105.0 93.5 91.9 9.0 16.6 23.8

Chase McDowell R W 43.2% -5.1 6.5 8.1 91.1 83.3 76.2

turnout of VAP 36.3 44.3 66.9 63.0

State House District 7

George Calloway Jr D B 40.1% 97.0 87.4 87.7 0.0 6.1 11.0

Sonia Eubanks Barker R W 59.9% 2.9 12.3 12.4 99.9 93.6 89.0

turnout of VAP 33.9 29.2 64.4 62.8

State House District 11

Don Glover D B 49.7% 94.3 99.0 96.7 94.2 -2.4 7.1 6.1

Mark McElroy R W 50.3% 5.7 1.1 3.2 5.8 102.4 93.1 93.9

turnout of VAP 51.9 50.8 56.6 56.3 na

State House District 14

Rick Bransford D W 33.3% 96.3 87.5 74.8 15.8 9.5 13.2 14.2

Roger Lunch R W 58.8% -13.8 5.2 7.5 80.2 88.1 78.6 82.3

Christa Jones I 8.0% 17.6 21.9 17.7 4.0 2.5 2.0 3.6

turnout of VAP 52.6 62.3 66.6 53.6 55.8

State House District 34

Joy Springer D B 70.4% 76.3 na 74.6 59.0 58.6 58.4

Roderick Greer Talley I B 29.6% 23.9 na 25.5 41.0 41.7 41.6

turnout of VAP 42.5 45.6 50.2 55.4

State House District 55 (missing Mississippi Co. precincts)

Monte Hodges D B 52.2%

Gary Tobar R B 47.8%

turnout of VAP

State Legislative Elections Estimates for Black Voters Estimates for White Voters
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Party Race Vote HP ER EI 2x2 EI RxC HP ER EI 2x2 EI RxC

State Legislative Elections Estimates for Black Voters Estimates for White Voters

2018 General

State House District 5

David Fielding D B 56.9% 101.3 89.4 na 10.9 20.4 na

Wade Andrews R W 43.1% -0.9 10.7 na 89.2 79.3 na

turnout of VAP 34.0 29.5 70.9 54.5

State House District 11

Don Glover D B 44.0% 87.6 83.9 80.5 -2.2 5.3 5.8

Ricky Lattimore R B 25.5% 1.3 5.2 8.5 52.5 49.7 45.1

Mark McElroy I W 30.4% 11.1 3.7 11.0 49.8 60.8 49.1

turnout of VAP 48.0 49.1 41.2 44.2

State House District 12

Chris Richey D W 61.0% 99.3 92.6 91.5 20.1 17.8 21.0 19.4

Jason Dobson R W 39.0% 0.5 7.4 8.5 79.9 82.1 78.2 80.6

turnout of VAP 45.8 45.7 43.6 42.3 44.6

State House District 17

Vivian Flowers D B 88.7% 94.9 97.3 95.2 97.2 48.7 45.4 30.7

Gregory Maxwell L 11.3% 5.1 2.8 4.7 2.8 51.1 55.1 69.3

turnout of VAP 35.5 38.9 38.8 21.1 21.7

State House District 30

Fred Allen D B 86.4% 107.5 99.1 92.5 49.3 53.7 64.4

Mitchell Fenton L W 13.7% -7.7 0.6 7.5 50.6 46.5 35.6

turnout of VAP 49.3 46.0 39.2 38.0

State House District 54

Austin Jones D 24.1% 86.5 97.6 54.9 14.3 5.5 13.4 13.6

Johnny Rye R W 75.9% 13.5 1.6 45.1 85.7 94.5 85.6 86.4

turnout of VAP 56.7 60.6 32.7 31.5 33.8
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Party Race Vote HP ER EI 2x2 EI RxC HP ER EI 2x2 EI RxC

State Legislative Elections Estimates for Black Voters Estimates for White Voters

State House District 55

Monte Hodges D B 61.7% 79.0 85.3 75.8 36.2 36.4 42.7

Gary Tobar R B 38.3% 21.1 14.9 24.2 63.9 64.5 57.3

turnout of VAP 41.7 33.5 39.8 40.4

2016 General

State House District 7

Floyd Thomas Jr. D W 37.4% 73.3 77 na 16.8 13.4 na

Sonia Eubanks Barker R W 54.8% 9.6 15.5 na 81.4 80.5 na

Glen Glover I 7.8% 17.1 14.9 na 1.5 5.1 na

turnout of VAP 89.1 80.2 76.1 79.1

State House District 10

Dorothy Hall D W 36.4% 86.9 89.4 71.2 31.1 28.3 27.2 29.0

Mike Holcomb R W 63.6% 13.2 11.2 28.9 68.9 71.7 72.8 71.0

turnout of VAP 41.6 41.2 56.8 56.8 56.6

State House District 14

Camille Bennett D W 47.9% 108.7 97.1 90.4 27.1 26.0 29.7 28.9

Roger Lynch R W 52.1% -8.7 2.9 9.6 72.9 74.0 70.3 71.1

turnout of VAP 55.1 55.6 61.4 51.4 53.2

State House District 29

Fred Love D B 86.4% 108.9 99.0 92.5 45.5 46.1 56.0

Glen Swartz L W 13.6% -8.8 0.9 7.5 54.4 52.6 44.0

turnout of VAP 42.1 51.1 38.5 42.3

State House District 33

Sabin Warwick D W 77.9% 83.3 84.9 70.1 75.3 75.0 80.0

Michael Williams L W 22.1% 16.7 15.1 29.9 24.9 25.0 20.0

turnout of VAP 33.1 40.5 62.0 59.6
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Party Race Vote HP ER EI 2x2 EI RxC HP ER EI 2x2 EI RxC

State Legislative Elections Estimates for Black Voters Estimates for White Voters

State House District 54

Hunter Williams D W 25.8% 90.7 86.9 58.2 23.6 14.3 9.8 14.7

Johnny Rye R W 74.2% 8.7 12.7 48.8 76.4 85.9 90.8 85.3

turnout of VAP 54.5 59.4 39.6 39.7 38.8

Democratic Primaries

2020 Democratic Primary

State House District 34

Joy Springer D B 64.4% 69.3 66.5 68.4 52.4 56.7 53.1

Ryan Davis D B 28.0% 28.4 31.6 25.7 28.4 29.0 38.8

Lee Miller D 7.6% 2.2 1.9 5.9 19.8 19.6 13.1

turnout of VAP 22.2 22.2 11.0 12.7

State House District 36

Denise Ennett D B 69.7% 76.0 78.7 74.4 59.2 59.3 58.6

Russell Williams D B 30.3% 24.0 21.2 25.6 41.0 40.6 41.4

turnout of VAP 31.7 33.9 0.0 2.3

2018 Democratic Primary

State House District 36

Charles Blake D B 61.7% 70.4 62.2 64.1 45.6 58.5 56.8

Darell Stephens D B 38.3% 29.9 38.8 35.9 54.7 44.6 43.2

turnout of VAP 22.8 23.8 0.0 1.0
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Lisa R. Handley 
CURRICULUM VITAE 

                            
 

Professional Experience 
 
Dr. Handley has over thirty years of experience in the areas of redistricting and voting rights, both as a 
practitioner and an academician, and is recognized nationally and internationally as an expert on these 
subjects. She has advised numerous clients on redistricting and has served as an expert in dozens of 
redistricting and voting rights court cases. Her clients have included the U.S. Department of Justice, 
civil rights organizations, independent redistricting commissions and scores of state and local 
jurisdictions. Internationally, Dr. Handley has provided electoral assistance in more than a dozen 
countries, serving as a consultant on electoral system design and redistricting for the United Nations, 
UNDP, IFES, and International IDEA. In addition, Dr. Handley served as Chairman of the Electoral 
Boundaries Commission in the Cayman Islands. 
 
Dr. Handley has been actively involved in research, writing and teaching on the subjects of redistricting 
and voting rights.  She has co-written a book, Minority Representation and the Quest for Voting 
Equality (Cambridge University Press, 1992) and co-edited a volume (Redistricting in Comparative 
Perspective, Oxford University Press, 2008) on these subjects. Her research has also appeared in peer-
reviewed journals such as Journal of Politics, Legislative Studies Quarterly, American Politics Quarterly, 
Journal of Law and Politics, and Law and Policy, as well as law reviews and edited books.  She has 
taught political science undergraduate and graduate courses related to these subjects at several 
universities including the University of Virginia and George Washington University. Dr. Handley is a 
Visiting Research Academic at Oxford Brookes University in the United Kingdom. 
 
Dr. Handley is the President of Frontier International Consulting, a consulting firm that specializes in 
providing electoral assistance in transitional and post-conflict democracies. She also works as an 
independent election consultant both in the United States and internationally. 
 

Education 
 
Ph.D. The George Washington University, Political Science, 1991 
 

Present Employment 
 
President, Frontier International Electoral Consulting LLC (since co-founding company in 1998).   
 
Senior International Electoral Consultant  Technical assistance for clients such as the UN, UNDP and 
IFES on electoral system design and boundary delimitation 
 
Visiting Research Academic, Centre for Development and Emergency Practice (CENDEP), Oxford 
Brookes University 
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U.S. Clients since 2000 

American Civil Liberties Union (expert testimony in Ohio partisan gerrymander challenge and  
challenge to Commerce Department inclusion of citizenship question on 2020 census form) 

Lawyers Committee for Civil Rights Under Law (expert testimony in challenges to statewide judicial 
elections in Texas and Alabama) 

US Department of Justice (expert witness testimony in several Section 2 and Section 5 cases) 

Alaska: Alaska Redistricting Board (redistricting consultation, expert witness testimony) 

Arizona: Arizona Independent Redistricting Board (redistricting consultation, expert witness) 

Arkansas: expert witness for Plaintiffs in Jeffers v. Beebe 

Colorado: Colorado Redistricting Board (redistricting consultation) 

Connecticut: State Senate and State House of Representatives (redistricting consultation) 

Florida: State Senate (redistricting consultation) 

Kansas: State Senate and House Legislative Services (redistricting consultation) 

Louisiana: Louisiana Legislative Black Caucus (expert witness testimony) 

Massachusetts: State Senate (redistricting consultation) 

Maryland: Attorney General (redistricting consultation, expert witness testimony) 

Miami-Dade County, Florida: County Attorney (redistricting consultation) 

Nassau County, New York: Redistricting Commission (redistricting consulting) 

New Mexico: State House (redistricting consultation, expert witness testimony) 

New York: State Assembly (redistricting consultation) 

New York City: Redistricting Commission and Charter Commission (redistricting consultation and 
Section 5 submission assistance) 

New York State Court: Expert to the Special Master (drew congressional lines for state court) 

Ohio: State Democratic Party (redistricting litigation support, expert witness testimony) 

Pennsylvania: Senate Democratic Caucus (redistricting consultation) 

Rhode Island: State Senate and State House (litigation support, expert witness testimony) 

Vermont: Secretary of State (redistricting consultation) 
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International Clients since 2000 
 
United Nations  

• Afghanistan – electoral system design and district delimitation expert 
• Bangladesh (UNDP) – redistricting expert 
• Sierra Leone (UNDP) – redistricting expert 
• Liberia (UNMIL, UN peacekeeping mission) – redistricting expert  
• Democratic Republic of the Congo (MONUC, UN peacekeeping mission) – election feasibility 

mission, electoral system design and redistricting expert   
• Kenya (UN) – electoral system design and redistricting expert  
• Haiti (UN) – election feasibility mission, electoral system design and redistricting expert 
• Zimbabwe (UNDP) – redistricting expert 
• Lead Writer on the topic of boundary delimitation (redistricting) for ACE (Joint UN, IFES and 

IDEA project on the Administration and Cost of Elections Project) 
 
International Foundation for Election Systems (IFES) 

• Afghanistan – district delimitation expert 
• Sudan – redistricting expert 
• Kosovo – electoral system design and redistricting expert 
• Nigeria – redistricting expert 
• Nepal – redistricting expert 
• Georgia – electoral system design and district delimitation expert 
• Yemen – redistricting expert  
• Lebanon – electoral system design and redistricting expert 
• Malaysia – electoral system design and redistricting expert 
• Myanmar – electoral system design and redistricting expert 
• Ukraine – electoral system design and redistricting expert 
• Pakistan – consultant for developing redistricting software 
• Principal consultant for the Delimitation Equity Project – conducted research, wrote reference 

manual and developed training curriculum 
• Writer on electoral boundary delimitation (redistricting), Elections Standards Project 
• Training – developed training curriculum and conducted training workshops on electoral 

boundary delimitation (redistricting ) in Azerbaijan and Jamaica 
 
International Institute for Democracy and Electoral Assistance (International IDEA):  

• Consultant on electoral dispute resolution systems  
• Technology consultant on use of GIS for electoral district delimitation  
• Training – developed training material and conducted training workshop on electoral boundary 

delimitation (redistricting ) for African election officials (Mauritius) 
• Curriculum development – boundary delimitation curriculum for the BRIDGE Project  

 
Other international clients have included The Cayman Islands; the Australian Election Commission; the 
Boundary Commission of British Columbia, Canada; and the Global Justice Project for Iraq. 
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Publications 
 

Books: 
 
Does Torture Prevention Work? Liverpool University Press, 2016 (served as editor and author, with 
Richard Carver) 
 
Comparative Redistricting in Perspective, Oxford University Press, 2008 (first editor, with Bernard 
Grofman). 
 
Delimitation Equity Project: Resource Guide, Center for Transitional and Post-Conflict Governance at 
IFES and USAID publication, 2006 (lead author). 
 
Minority Representation and the Quest for Voting Equality, Cambridge University Press, 1992 (with 
Bernard Grofman and Richard Niemi). 
 
Academic Journal Articles: 
 
“Drawing Electoral Districts to Promote Minority Representation” Representation, forthcoming, 
published online DOI:10.1080/00344893.2020.1815076. 
 
"Evaluating national preventive mechanisms: a conceptual model,” Journal of Human Rights Practice, 
Volume 12 (2), July 2020 (with Richard Carver). 
 
“Minority Success in Non-Majority Minority Districts: Finding the ‘Sweet Spot’,” Journal of Race, 
Ethnicity and Politics, forthcoming (with David Lublin, Thomas Brunell and Bernard Grofman). 
 

”Has the Voting Rights Act Outlived its Usefulness: In a Word, “No,” Legislative Studies Quarterly, 
volume 34 (4), November 2009 (with David Lublin, Thomas Brunell and Bernard Grofman). 
 
“Delimitation Consulting in the US and Elsewhere,” Zeitschrift für Politikberatung, volume 1 (3/4), 2008 
(with Peter Schrott). 
 
“Drawing Effective Minority Districts: A Conceptual Framework and Some Empirical Evidence,” North 
Carolina Law Review, volume 79 (5), June 2001 (with Bernard Grofman and David Lublin). 
 
“A Guide to 2000 Redistricting Tools and Technology” in The Real Y2K Problem: Census 2000 Data and 
Redistricting Technology, edited by Nathaniel Persily, New York: Brennan Center, 2000. 
 
"1990s Issues in Voting Rights," Mississippi Law Journal, 65 (2), Winter 1995 (with Bernard Grofman). 
 
"Minority Turnout and the Creation of Majority-Minority Districts," American Politics Quarterly, 23 (2), 
April 1995 (with Kimball Brace, Richard Niemi and Harold Stanley). 
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"Identifying and Remedying Racial Gerrymandering," Journal of Law and Politics, 8 (2), Winter 1992 
(with Bernard Grofman). 
 
"The Impact of the Voting Rights Act on Minority Representation in Southern State Legislatures," 
Legislative Studies Quarterly, 16 (1), February 1991 (with Bernard Grofman). 
 
"Minority Population Proportion and Black and Hispanic Congressional Success in the 1970s and 
1980s," American Politics Quarterly, 17 (4), October 1989 (with Bernard Grofman). 
 
"Black Representation: Making Sense of Electoral Geography at Different Levels of Government," 
Legislative Studies Quarterly, 14 (2), May 1989 (with Bernard Grofman). 
 
"Minority Voting Equality: The 65 Percent Rule in Theory and Practice," Law and Policy, 10 (1), January 
1988 (with Kimball Brace, Bernard Grofman and Richard Niemi). 
 
"Does Redistricting Aimed to Help Blacks Necessarily Help Republicans?" Journal of Politics, 49 (1), 
February 1987 (with Kimball Brace and Bernard Grofman). 
 
Chapters in Edited Volumes: 
 
“Effective torture prevention,” Research Handbook on Torture, Sir Malcolm Evans and Jens Modvig 
(eds), Cheltenham: Edward Elgar, 2020 (with Richard Carver). 
 
“Redistricting” in Oxford Handbook of Electoral Systems, Erik Herron Robert Pekkanen and Matthew 
Shugart (eds), Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2018. 
 
“Role of the Courts in the Electoral Boundary Delimitation Process,” in International Election Remedies, 
John Hardin Young (ed.), Chicago: American Bar Association Press, 2017. 
 
“One Person, One Vote, Different Values: Comparing Delimitation Practices in India, Canada, the 
United Kingdom, and the United States,” in Fixing Electoral Boundaries in India, edited by Mohd. 
Sanjeer Alam and K.C. Sivaramakrishman, New Delhi: Oxford University Press, 2015. 
 
“Delimiting Electoral Boundaries in Post-Conflict Settings,” in Comparative Redistricting in Perspective, 
edited by Lisa Handley and Bernard Grofman, Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2008. 
 
“A Comparative Survey of Structures and Criteria for Boundary Delimitation,” in Comparative 
Redistricting in Perspective, edited by Lisa Handley and Bernard Grofman, Oxford: Oxford University 
Press, 2008. 
 
“Drawing Effective Minority Districts: A Conceptual Model,” in Voting Rights and Minority 
Representation, edited by David Bositis, published by the Joint Center for Political and Economic 
Studies, Washington DC, and University Press of America, New York, 2006. 
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 “Electing Minority-Preferred Candidates to Legislative Office: The Relationship Between Minority 
Percentages in Districts and the Election of Minority-Preferred Candidates,” in Race and Redistricting in 
the 1990s, edited by Bernard Grofman; New York: Agathon Press, 1998 (with Bernard Grofman and 
Wayne Arden). 
 
“Estimating the Impact of Voting-Rights-Related Districting on Democratic Strength in the U.S. House of 
Representatives,” in Race and Redistricting in the 1990s, edited by Bernard Grofman; New York: 
Agathon Press, 1998 (with Bernard Grofman). 
 
“Voting Rights in the 1990s: An Overview,” in Race and Redistricting in the 1990s, edited by Bernard 
Grofman; New York: Agathon Press, 1998 (with Bernard Grofman and Wayne Arden). 
 
"Racial Context, the 1968 Wallace Vote and Southern Presidential Dealignment: Evidence from North 
Carolina and Elsewhere," in Spatial and Contextual Models in Political Research, edited by Munroe 
Eagles; Taylor and Francis Publishing Co., 1995 (with Bernard Grofman). 
 
"The Impact of the Voting Rights Act on Minority Representation: Black Officeholding in Southern State 
Legislatures and Congressional Delegations," in The Quiet Revolution: The Impact of the Voting Rights 
Act in the South, 1965-1990, eds. Chandler Davidson and Bernard Grofman, Princeton University Press, 
1994 (with Bernard Grofman). 
 
"Preconditions for Black and Hispanic Congressional Success," in United States Electoral Systems: Their 
Impact on Women and Minorities, eds. Wilma Rule and Joseph Zimmerman, Greenwood Press, 1992 
(with Bernard Grofman). 
 
Electronic Publication: 
 
“Boundary Delimitation” Topic Area for the Administration and Cost of Elections (ACE) Project, 1998. 
Published by the ACE Project on the ACE website (www.aceproject.org).  
 
Additional Writings of Note: 
 
Amicus brief presented to the US Supreme Court in Gill v. Whitford, Brief of Political Science Professors 
as Amici Curiae, 2017 (one of many social scientists to sign brief) 
 
 
Amicus brief presented to the US Supreme Court in Shelby County v. Holder, Brief of Historians and 
Social Scientists as Amici Curiae, 2013 (one of several dozen historians and social scientists to sign 
brief) 
 
Amicus brief presented to the US Supreme Court in Bartlett v. Strickland, 2008 (with Nathaniel Persily, 
Bernard Grofman, Bruce Cain, and Theodore Arrington). 
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Recent Court Cases  
 
In the past ten years, Dr. Handley has served as an testifying expert or expert consultant in the 
following cases: 
 
Ohio Philip Randolph Institute v. Larry Householder (2019) – partisan gerrymander challenge to Ohio 
congressional districts; testifying expert for ACLU on minority voting patterns 
 
State of New York v. U.S. Department of Commerce/ New York Immigration Coalition v. U.S. 
Department of Commerce (2018-2019) – challenge to inclusion of citizenship question on 2020 census 
form; testifying expert on behalf of ACLU 
 
U.S. v. City of Eastpointe (settled 2019) – minority vote dilution challenge to City of Eastpointe, 
Michigan, at-large city council election system; testifying expert on behalf of U.S. Department of Justice 
 
Alabama NAACP v. State of Alabama (decided 2020) – minority vote dilution challenge to Alabama 
statewide judicial election system; testifying expert on behalf of Lawyers Committee for Civil Rights 
Under Law 
 
Lopez v. Abbott (2017-2018) – minority vote dilution challenge to Texas statewide judicial election 
system; testifying expert on behalf of Lawyers Committee for Civil Rights Under Law 
 
Personhuballuah v. Alcorn (2015-2017) – racial gerrymandering challenge to Virginia congressional 
districts; expert for the Attorney General and Governor of the State of Virginia; written testimony on 
behalf of Governor 
 
Perry v. Perez (2014) – Texas congressional and state house districts (Section 2 case before federal 
court in San Antonio, Texas; testifying expert for the U.S. Department of Justice)  
 
Jeffers v. Beebe (2012) – Arkansas state house districts (testifying expert for the Plaintiffs) 
 
State of Texas v. U.S. (2011-2012) – Texas congressional and state house districts (Section 5 case 
before the Circuit Court of the District of Columbia; testifying expert for the U.S. Department of Justice) 
 
In RE 2011 Redistricting Cases (2011-2012) – State legislative districts for State of Alaska (testifying 
expert for the Alaska Redistricting Board) 
 
 
 
 

Contact Information 
 
Email: lrhandley@aol.com; lrhandley.Frontier@gmail.com                  
Telephone: ++1.301.765.5024  
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Current 

District

2020 Total 

Population
Deviation

Percent Black 

VAP

Effectiveness 

Score

001 28612 -4.99% 35.41% 0.352

002 29409 -2.34% 14.21% 0.188

003 26388 -12.38% 28.90% 0.335

004 26967 -10.45% 11.39% 0.260

005 24127 -19.88% 52.01% 0.508

006 29024 -3.62% 22.06% 0.270

007 24868 -17.42% 38.87% 0.394

008 25483 -15.38% 27.84% 0.313

009 26487 -12.05% 28.41% 0.328

010 25733 -14.55% 12.11% 0.172

011 24796 -17.66% 46.21% 0.495

012 22304 -25.94% 53.05% 0.534

013 26827 -10.92% 18.09% 0.243

014 29105 -3.35% 23.69% 0.352

015 29504 -2.03% 5.23% 0.185

016 27536 -8.56% 61.56% 0.698

017 23226 -22.88% 76.35% 0.824

018 28747 -4.54% 19.23% 0.354

019 26011 -13.63% 12.60% 0.243

020 26438 -12.21% 0.55% 0.175

021 27300 -9.35% 0.81% 0.169

022 31427 4.36% 2.86% 0.237

023 36470 21.10% 7.02% 0.229

024 30859 2.47% 8.52% 0.306

025 29276 -2.79% 15.78% 0.396

026 29579 -1.78% 12.87% 0.282

027 33046 9.73% 11.74% 0.286

028 30201 0.29% 8.31% 0.267

029 30605 1.63% 55.67% 0.770

030 30754 2.12% 59.71% 0.745

031 37688 25.15% 7.66% 0.283

032 31382 4.21% 15.68% 0.411

033 27648 -8.19% 25.49% 0.679

034 28949 -3.87% 59.51% 0.755

035 30639 1.74% 18.42% 0.492

036 28312 -5.99% 56.40% 0.758

037 28779 -4.44% 61.31% 0.730

038 29854 -0.87% 21.70% 0.443

039 32742 8.72% 25.87% 0.406

040 30736 2.06% 7.56% 0.274

041 31492 4.57% 23.95% 0.390

042 30021 -0.31% 37.49% 0.459

043 31324 4.01% 2.92% 0.175

044 33168 10.14% 1.50% 0.160
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045 28739 -4.57% 3.69% 0.173

046 28946 -3.88% 10.07% 0.203

047 27160 -9.81% 16.58% 0.284

048 24333 -19.20% 58.18% 0.606

049 25529 -15.23% 32.04% 0.344

050 24703 -17.97% 53.40% 0.528

051 28119 -6.63% 42.54% 0.430

052 29563 -1.83% 6.64% 0.235

053 34470 14.46% 10.22% 0.266

054 27971 -7.12% 10.44% 0.232

055 24216 -19.59% 51.91% 0.502

056 27382 -9.08% 0.63% 0.229

057 32789 8.88% 2.51% 0.220

058 34094 13.21% 18.05% 0.345

059 31999 6.26% 19.79% 0.339

060 27477 -8.76% 1.09% 0.217

061 29832 -0.94% 0.83% 0.253

062 29104 -3.36% 1.72% 0.196

063 30899 2.60% 3.06% 0.206

064 28527 -5.27% 0.30% 0.196

065 27898 -7.36% 8.61% 0.291

066 28662 -4.82% 1.40% 0.176

067 32506 7.94% 4.13% 0.207

068 29562 -1.84% 0.98% 0.174

069 29194 -3.06% 2.32% 0.246

070 33169 10.14% 15.74% 0.373

071 30339 0.74% 7.08% 0.300

072 30519 1.34% 23.02% 0.499

073 26473 -12.09% 1.45% 0.204

074 27979 -7.09% 1.25% 0.194

075 28850 -4.20% 1.35% 0.182

076 30660 1.81% 7.33% 0.284

077 29883 -0.77% 7.92% 0.334

078 28372 -5.79% 14.33% 0.549

079 29421 -2.30% 2.68% 0.223

080 31958 6.12% 1.87% 0.283

081 29401 -2.37% 1.10% 0.266

082 28005 -7.01% 0.67% 0.230

083 27564 -8.47% 0.35% 0.201

084 36067 19.76% 4.17% 0.495

085 38445 27.66% 5.76% 0.563

086 37055 23.04% 7.70% 0.689

087 37120 23.26% 2.17% 0.256

088 32678 8.51% 3.32% 0.391

089 33704 11.92% 2.76% 0.467

090 43865 45.66% 2.25% 0.326

091 43643 44.92% 2.75% 0.269
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092 34610 14.93% 1.55% 0.265

093 43653 44.95% 3.54% 0.382

094 32551 8.09% 2.39% 0.412

095 35046 16.37% 1.26% 0.298

096 32124 6.67% 0.94% 0.316

097 33040 9.71% 0.88% 0.365

098 29401 -2.37% 0.58% 0.213

099 29458 -2.18% 0.36% 0.205

100 28954 -3.86% 0.41% 0.238
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Proposed 

District

2020 Total 

Population
Deviation

Percent Black 

VAP

Effectiveness 

Score

1 30815 2.32% 0.65% 0.226

2 30892 2.58% 0.89% 0.252

3 31181 3.54% 0.40% 0.239

4 29687 -1.42% 0.31% 0.226

5 30881 2.54% 0.51% 0.210

6 29541 -1.91% 0.65% 0.332

7 29885 -0.76% 0.97% 0.329

8 30027 -0.29% 1.29% 0.289

9 30625 1.69% 2.80% 0.476

10 31066 3.16% 2.42% 0.362

11 29776 -1.13% 2.89% 0.366

12 30767 2.17% 0.92% 0.262

13 29618 -1.65% 3.57% 0.383

14 29752 -1.21% 4.78% 0.335

15 29405 -2.36% 2.20% 0.383

16 29446 -2.22% 1.97% 0.296

17 29726 -1.29% 1.28% 0.229

18 29291 -2.74% 3.77% 0.354

19 29276 -2.79% 4.00% 0.399

20 29707 -1.35% 4.69% 0.564

21 29499 -2.05% 7.56% 0.754

22 29260 -2.84% 6.26% 0.508

23 29561 -1.84% 1.83% 0.331

24 29388 -2.41% 1.56% 0.196

25 29668 -1.48% 0.94% 0.299

26 30381 0.88% 0.65% 0.242

27 31177 3.53% 1.34% 0.199

28 31081 3.21% 1.21% 0.187

29 30392 0.92% 13.23% 0.257

30 30278 0.54% 6.68% 0.239

31 31014 2.99% 2.60% 0.223

32 31106 3.29% 20.84% 0.388

33 31192 3.58% 4.66% 0.215

34 30073 -0.14% 45.84% 0.462

35 30532 1.38% 54.32% 0.544

36 31082 3.21% 17.39% 0.310

37 30593 1.59% 25.38% 0.310

38 31048 3.10% 11.65% 0.262

39 31122 3.34% 9.92% 0.217

40 30068 -0.16% 2.65% 0.192

41 30194 0.26% 0.40% 0.177

42 30098 -0.06% 2.01% 0.181

43 30068 -0.16% 7.91% 0.269
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44 29145 -3.22% 1.48% 0.172

45 30641 1.75% 2.21% 0.239

46 29927 -0.62% 1.26% 0.210

47 29203 -3.03% 0.87% 0.159

48 29847 -0.89% 4.46% 0.243

49 29484 -2.10% 14.57% 0.531

50 29517 -1.99% 7.68% 0.337

51 31079 3.20% 5.38% 0.267

52 29755 -1.20% 1.21% 0.184

53 29344 -2.56% 6.97% 0.290

54 29768 -1.15% 7.00% 0.290

55 29682 -1.44% 17.85% 0.383

56 29821 -0.98% 19.90% 0.451

57 30134 0.06% 1.20% 0.156

58 31207 3.63% 9.70% 0.200

59 30899 2.60% 3.32% 0.175

60 30469 1.18% 13.09% 0.252

61 30564 1.49% 26.22% 0.336

62 29636 -1.59% 52.97% 0.538

63 30659 1.81% 54.17% 0.556

64 30494 1.26% 67.84% 0.736

65 29551 -1.87% 66.75% 0.753

66 29555 -1.86% 51.95% 0.610

67 31047 3.09% 28.00% 0.407

68 31183 3.55% 3.07% 0.180

69 30711 1.98% 12.68% 0.296

70 30427 1.04% 17.70% 0.390

71 29220 -2.97% 23.54% 0.396

72 29903 -0.70% 52.41% 0.668

73 29972 -0.47% 14.81% 0.467

74 30327 0.70% 21.22% 0.632

75 30262 0.49% 19.31% 0.429

76 29928 -0.62% 67.65% 0.827

77 30006 -0.36% 55.97% 0.731

78 29358 -2.51% 4.89% 0.273

79 30065 -0.17% 57.90% 0.764

80 30091 -0.08% 52.92% 0.731

81 30525 1.36% 14.89% 0.325

82 30021 -0.31% 11.18% 0.294

83 29821 -0.98% 3.81% 0.215

84 29837 -0.92% 13.18% 0.367

85 29925 -0.63% 3.33% 0.244

86 29922 -0.64% 0.68% 0.169

87 29189 -3.07% 10.59% 0.254

88 30356 0.80% 28.61% 0.345

89 29332 -2.60% 14.55% 0.272

90 29709 -1.35% 13.30% 0.328
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91 30145 0.10% 10.64% 0.330

92 30129 0.05% 3.04% 0.175

93 29911 -0.68% 11.43% 0.200

94 29908 -0.69% 32.42% 0.356

95 29270 -2.81% 34.05% 0.397

96 30051 -0.21% 24.90% 0.303

97 30182 0.22% 34.30% 0.349

98 30460 1.15% 44.15% 0.448

99 29605 -1.69% 17.43% 0.206

100 30106 -0.03% 33.07% 0.328
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Illustrative 

District

2020 Total 

Population Deviation

Percent Black 

VAP

Effectiveness 

score

1 29387 -2.42% 34.03% 0.339

2 28718 -4.64% 15.44% 0.199

3 29220 -2.97% 31.56% 0.371

4 28625 -4.95% 12.17% 0.276

5 31009 2.97% 54.43% 0.550

6 29320 -2.64% 23.12% 0.294

7 28745 -4.55% 24.88% 0.302

8 29149 -3.21% 17.88% 0.246

9 30703 1.95% 27.10% 0.315

10 28996 -3.72% 3.34% 0.195

11 28733 -4.59% 50.64% 0.537

12 28616 -4.98% 50.83% 0.533

13 29223 -2.96% 19.00% 0.266

14 31165 3.49% 11.10% 0.246

15 28964 -3.82% 3.59% 0.193

16 28822 -4.29% 52.45% 0.591

17 29011 -3.67% 50.28% 0.645

18 28947 -3.88% 7.11% 0.263

19 29492 -2.07% 3.66% 0.179

20 29136 -3.25% 0.59% 0.176

21 30787 2.23% 1.31% 0.176

22 28737 -4.58% 3.49% 0.249

23 30557 1.47% 6.06% 0.230

24 28683 -4.76% 6.97% 0.290

25 28823 -4.29% 17.73% 0.412

26 29203 -3.03% 12.39% 0.253

27 29977 -0.46% 13.33% 0.297

28 29243 -2.90% 11.19% 0.302

29 30623 1.69% 57.76% 0.765

30 29323 -2.63% 50.35% 0.690

31 31022 3.01% 10.70% 0.360

32 31097 3.26% 21.93% 0.408

33 29375 -2.46% 52.57% 0.726

34 29123 -3.29% 50.57% 0.810

35 29971 -0.48% 17.15% 0.512

36 29623 -1.63% 50.41% 0.677

37 30297 0.60% 50.30% 0.650

38 30257 0.47% 17.61% 0.403

39 30100 -0.05% 17.02% 0.353

40 31543 4.74% 11.40% 0.301

41 30460 1.15% 23.52% 0.377

42 28692 -4.73% 53.25% 0.620

43 30797 2.26% 2.91% 0.178

44 31076 3.19% 1.63% 0.162

45 29648 -1.55% 7.71% 0.194
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46 30397 0.94% 5.12% 0.167

47 31157 3.46% 7.12% 0.217

48 28702 -4.69% 54.30% 0.556

49 30171 0.19% 20.47% 0.270

50 31204 3.62% 54.06% 0.550

51 28662 -4.82% 58.23% 0.582

52 31270 3.84% 6.19% 0.227

53 30148 0.11% 8.66% 0.255

54 31530 4.70% 5.97% 0.200

55 29043 -3.56% 51.41% 0.512

56 31238 3.73% 1.00% 0.241

57 30849 2.44% 2.62% 0.225

58 29129 -3.27% 16.36% 0.342

59 29296 -2.72% 29.37% 0.439

60 31103 3.28% 0.98% 0.211

61 31231 3.71% 0.63% 0.231

62 29387 -2.42% 1.23% 0.216

63 29897 -0.72% 3.11% 0.222

64 31390 4.23% 0.20% 0.195

65 29233 -2.93% 10.52% 0.305

66 30757 2.13% 0.64% 0.185

67 29252 -2.87% 2.52% 0.175

68 29759 -1.18% 1.11% 0.216

69 29194 -3.06% 2.32% 0.246

70 30659 1.81% 16.57% 0.360

71 29804 -1.03% 6.88% 0.284

72 29428 -2.28% 22.21% 0.515

73 29033 -3.59% 1.44% 0.195

74 29727 -1.29% 1.22% 0.212

75 31033 3.05% 1.42% 0.182

76 29074 -3.46% 6.11% 0.274

77 29898 -0.72% 8.02% 0.336

78 30453 1.12% 15.06% 0.558

79 31316 3.99% 2.36% 0.207

80 31365 4.15% 1.08% 0.262

81 31557 4.79% 3.65% 0.446

82 30120 0.02% 1.94% 0.350

83 30787 2.23% 2.46% 0.343

84 29631 -1.61% 4.18% 0.546

85 31295 3.92% 5.14% 0.512

86 31173 3.51% 9.05% 0.638

87 31133 3.38% 3.58% 0.332

88 31479 4.53% 2.93% 0.315

89 31124 3.35% 2.52% 0.452

90 31218 3.66% 2.08% 0.309

91 31529 4.70% 2.14% 0.261

92 30636 1.73% 2.63% 0.259
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93 31129 3.37% 2.17% 0.353

94 31365 4.15% 2.71% 0.345

95 31585 4.88% 1.27% 0.315

96 31276 3.86% 1.71% 0.451

97 31356 4.12% 0.85% 0.347

98 29592 -1.74% 0.58% 0.219

99 31143 3.41% 0.53% 0.208

100 31589 4.89% 0.39% 0.242
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Party Race Vote HP ER EI 2x2 EI RxC HP ER EI 2x2 EI RxC

2020 General

U.S. President

Joseph Biden D W 34.8% 90.3 94.8 90.2 90.6 19.0 13.4 18.5 20.4

Donald Trump R W 62.4% 5.8 0.3 8.1 4.0 78.7 84.4 78.6 78.3

others 2.8% 3.9 4.9 3.5 5.3 2.3 2.2 2.0 1.3

votes for office 49.1 42.1 44.3 44.3 62.0 60.0 62.4 62.4

U.S. Senate

Ricky Dale Harrington Lib AA 33.5% 82.9 85.5 86.1 91.3 18.7 14.3 17.9 19.6

Tom Cotton R W 66.5% 17.1 14.5 13.9 8.7 81.3 85.7 82.1 80.4

votes for office 44.1 37.5 40.0 40.0 61.1 59.6 62.1 62.1

2018 General

Governor

Jared Henderson D W 31.8% 83.1 87.0 87.1 89.0 18.3 13.4 15.3 16.7

Asa Hutchinson R W 65.3% 14.9 11.6 11.8 7.8 78.3 83.1 81.4 80.8

Mark West Lib W 2.9% 2.0 1.4 1.6 3.2 3.4 3.4 3.2 2.4

votes for office 42.5 36.8 38.2 38.2 45.6 43.4 45.8 45.8

Lieutenant Governor

Anthony Bland D AA 33.0% 88.8 92.5 89.7 90.6 19.2 13.8 16.1 17.5

Tim Griffin R W 64.2% 9.1 5.3 9.0 5.6 78.2 83.6 80.9 80.6

Frank Gilbert Lib W 2.8% 2.1 2.2 2.4 3.8 2.6 2.7 2.7 1.8

votes for office 42.4 36.7 38.1 38.1 45.4 43.3 45.6 45.6

Attorney General

Mike Lee D W 35.4% 89.0 93.7 90.7 91.1 21.1 16.0 18.8 20.4

Leslie Rutledge R W 61.8% 9.0 4.6 8.4 5.6 76.3 81.3 78.1 77.9

Kerry Hicks Lib W 2.8% 2.0 1.8 1.7 3.3 2.6 2.8 2.8 2.0

votes for office 42.4 36.8 38.2 38.2 45.5 43.3 45.6 45.6

Estimates for Black Voters Estimates for White VotersStatewide
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Party Race Vote HP ER EI 2x2 EI RxC HP ER EI 2x2 EI RxC

Estimates for Black Voters Estimates for White VotersStatewide

Secretary of State

Susan Inman D W 36.5% 88.3 94.7 91.1 91.0 22.3 17.5 20.2 21.5

John Thurston R W 60.6% 8.0 2.4 7.7 5.2 75.0 79.8 76.6 76.5

Christopher Olson Lib W 2.9% 3.7 2.9 2.9 3.8 2.6 2.7 2.7 1.9

votes for office 42.4 36.8 38.1 38.1 45.4 43.2 45.4 45.4

Treasurer

Dennis Milligan R W 70.9% 23.5 20.4 18.2 14.3 82.6 87.2 86.2 84.9

Ashley Ewald Lib W 29.1% 76.5 79.5 81.9 85.7 17.4 12.8 13.8 15.1

votes for office 37.8 32.5 33.8 33.8 44.6 42.9 44.9 44.9

2016 General 

U.S. President

Hillary Clinton D W 33.7% 92.8 97.1 91.7 91.7 20.0 14.8 16.1 17.5

Donald Trump R W 60.6% 4.5 0.3 7.2 4.5 75.2 80.1 77.2 76.8

others 5.7% 2.7 2.6 2.2 3.8 4.9 5.6 6.3 5.7

votes for office 55.5 48.2 48.1 48.1 57.2 54.7 56.4 56.4

U.S. Senator

Conner Eldridge D W 36.2% 87.7 90.8 89.4 90.2 24.7 20.6 21.2 22.7

John Boozman R W 59.8% 9.1 6.5 8.7 6.1 71.3 75.3 74.5 73.6

Frank Gilbert Lib W 4.0% 3.2 2.6 2.3 3.7 4.1 4.1 3.9 3.7

votes for office 52.1 45.2 45.5 45.5 56.0 53.8 55.6 55.6

Democratic Primaries

2018 Democratic Primary for Governor

Leticia Sanders D AA 36.7% 59.4 62.9 61.9 51.2 26.6 26.6 25.1 21.0

Jared Henderson D W 63.3% 40.6 37.1 37.8 48.8 73.4 73.4 75.0 79.0

votes for office 20.4 17.5 22.2 22.2 7.8 2.8 6.2 6.2
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Party Race Vote HP ER EI 2x2 EI RxC HP ER EI 2x2 EI RxC

2020 General

State House District 5

David Fielding D B 56.8% 105.0 93.5 91.9 9.0 16.6 23.8

Chase McDowell R W 43.2% -5.1 6.5 8.1 91.1 83.3 76.2

turnout of VAP 36.3 44.3 66.9 63.0

State House District 7

George Calloway Jr D B 40.1% 97.0 87.4 87.7 0.0 6.1 11.0

Sonia Eubanks Barker R W 59.9% 2.9 12.3 12.4 99.9 93.6 89.0

turnout of VAP 33.9 29.2 64.4 62.8

State House District 11

Don Glover D B 49.7% 94.3 99.0 96.7 94.2 -2.4 7.1 6.1

Mark McElroy R W 50.3% 5.7 1.1 3.2 5.8 102.4 93.1 93.9

turnout of VAP 51.9 50.8 56.6 56.3 na

State House District 14

Rick Bransford D W 33.3% 96.3 87.5 74.8 15.8 9.5 13.2 14.2

Roger Lunch R W 58.8% -13.8 5.2 7.5 80.2 88.1 78.6 82.3

Christa Jones I 8.0% 17.6 21.9 17.7 4.0 2.5 2.0 3.6

turnout of VAP 52.6 62.3 66.6 53.6 55.8

State House District 34

Joy Springer D B 70.4% 76.3 na 74.6 59.0 58.6 58.4

Roderick Greer Talley I B 29.6% 23.9 na 25.5 41.0 41.7 41.6

turnout of VAP 42.5 45.6 50.2 55.4

State House District 55 (missing Mississippi Co. precincts)

Monte Hodges D B 52.2%

Gary Tobar R B 47.8%

turnout of VAP

State Legislative Elections Estimates for Black Voters Estimates for White Voters
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Party Race Vote HP ER EI 2x2 EI RxC HP ER EI 2x2 EI RxC

State Legislative Elections Estimates for Black Voters Estimates for White Voters

2018 General

State House District 5

David Fielding D B 56.9% 101.3 89.4 na 10.9 20.4 na

Wade Andrews R W 43.1% -0.9 10.7 na 89.2 79.3 na

turnout of VAP 34.0 29.5 70.9 54.5

State House District 11

Don Glover D B 44.0% 87.6 83.9 80.5 -2.2 5.3 5.8

Ricky Lattimore R B 25.5% 1.3 5.2 8.5 52.5 49.7 45.1

Mark McElroy I W 30.4% 11.1 3.7 11.0 49.8 60.8 49.1

turnout of VAP 48.0 49.1 41.2 44.2

State House District 12

Chris Richey D W 61.0% 99.3 92.6 91.5 20.1 17.8 21.0 19.4

Jason Dobson R W 39.0% 0.5 7.4 8.5 79.9 82.1 78.2 80.6

turnout of VAP 45.8 45.7 43.6 42.3 44.6

State House District 17

Vivian Flowers D B 88.7% 94.9 97.3 95.2 97.2 48.7 45.4 30.7

Gregory Maxwell L 11.3% 5.1 2.8 4.7 2.8 51.1 55.1 69.3

turnout of VAP 35.5 38.9 38.8 21.1 21.7

State House District 30

Fred Allen D B 86.4% 107.5 99.1 92.5 49.3 53.7 64.4

Mitchell Fenton L W 13.7% -7.7 0.6 7.5 50.6 46.5 35.6

turnout of VAP 49.3 46.0 39.2 38.0

State House District 54

Austin Jones D 24.1% 86.5 97.6 54.9 14.3 5.5 13.4 13.6

Johnny Rye R W 75.9% 13.5 1.6 45.1 85.7 94.5 85.6 86.4

turnout of VAP 56.7 60.6 32.7 31.5 33.8
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Party Race Vote HP ER EI 2x2 EI RxC HP ER EI 2x2 EI RxC

State Legislative Elections Estimates for Black Voters Estimates for White Voters

State House District 55

Monte Hodges D B 61.7% 79.0 85.3 75.8 36.2 36.4 42.7

Gary Tobar R B 38.3% 21.1 14.9 24.2 63.9 64.5 57.3

turnout of VAP 41.7 33.5 39.8 40.4

2016 General

State House District 7

Floyd Thomas Jr. D W 37.4% 73.3 77 na 16.8 13.4 na

Sonia Eubanks Barker R W 54.8% 9.6 15.5 na 81.4 80.5 na

Glen Glover I 7.8% 17.1 14.9 na 1.5 5.1 na

turnout of VAP 89.1 80.2 76.1 79.1

State House District 10

Dorothy Hall D W 36.4% 86.9 89.4 71.2 31.1 28.3 27.2 29.0

Mike Holcomb R W 63.6% 13.2 11.2 28.9 68.9 71.7 72.8 71.0

turnout of VAP 41.6 41.2 56.8 56.8 56.6

State House District 14

Camille Bennett D W 47.9% 108.7 97.1 90.4 27.1 26.0 29.7 28.9

Roger Lynch R W 52.1% -8.7 2.9 9.6 72.9 74.0 70.3 71.1

turnout of VAP 55.1 55.6 61.4 51.4 53.2

State House District 29

Fred Love D B 86.4% 108.9 99.0 92.5 45.5 46.1 56.0

Glen Swartz L W 13.6% -8.8 0.9 7.5 54.4 52.6 44.0

turnout of VAP 42.1 51.1 38.5 42.3

State House District 33

Sabin Warwick D W 77.9% 83.3 84.9 70.1 75.3 75.0 80.0

Michael Williams L W 22.1% 16.7 15.1 29.9 24.9 25.0 20.0

turnout of VAP 33.1 40.5 62.0 59.6
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Party Race Vote HP ER EI 2x2 EI RxC HP ER EI 2x2 EI RxC

State Legislative Elections Estimates for Black Voters Estimates for White Voters

State House District 54

Hunter Williams D W 25.8% 90.7 86.9 58.2 23.6 14.3 9.8 14.7

Johnny Rye R W 74.2% 8.7 12.7 48.8 76.4 85.9 90.8 85.3

turnout of VAP 54.5 59.4 39.6 39.7 38.8

Democratic Primaries

2020 Democratic Primary

State House District 34

Joy Springer D B 64.4% 69.3 66.5 68.4 52.4 56.7 53.1

Ryan Davis D B 28.0% 28.4 31.6 25.7 28.4 29.0 38.8

Lee Miller D 7.6% 2.2 1.9 5.9 19.8 19.6 13.1

turnout of VAP 22.2 22.2 11.0 12.7

State House District 36

Denise Ennett D B 69.7% 76.0 78.7 74.4 59.2 59.3 58.6

Russell Williams D B 30.3% 24.0 21.2 25.6 41.0 40.6 41.4

turnout of VAP 31.7 33.9 0.0 2.3

2018 Democratic Primary

State House District 36

Charles Blake D B 61.7% 70.4 62.2 64.1 45.6 58.5 56.8

Darell Stephens D B 38.3% 29.9 38.8 35.9 54.7 44.6 43.2

turnout of VAP 22.8 23.8 0.0 1.0
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Lisa R. Handley 
CURRICULUM VITAE 

                            
 

Professional Experience 
 
Dr. Handley has over thirty years of experience in the areas of redistricting and voting rights, both as a 
practitioner and an academician, and is recognized nationally and internationally as an expert on these 
subjects. She has advised numerous clients on redistricting and has served as an expert in dozens of 
redistricting and voting rights court cases. Her clients have included the U.S. Department of Justice, 
civil rights organizations, independent redistricting commissions and scores of state and local 
jurisdictions. Internationally, Dr. Handley has provided electoral assistance in more than a dozen 
countries, serving as a consultant on electoral system design and redistricting for the United Nations, 
UNDP, IFES, and International IDEA. In addition, Dr. Handley served as Chairman of the Electoral 
Boundaries Commission in the Cayman Islands. 
 
Dr. Handley has been actively involved in research, writing and teaching on the subjects of redistricting 
and voting rights.  She has co-written a book, Minority Representation and the Quest for Voting 
Equality (Cambridge University Press, 1992) and co-edited a volume (Redistricting in Comparative 
Perspective, Oxford University Press, 2008) on these subjects. Her research has also appeared in peer-
reviewed journals such as Journal of Politics, Legislative Studies Quarterly, American Politics Quarterly, 
Journal of Law and Politics, and Law and Policy, as well as law reviews and edited books.  She has 
taught political science undergraduate and graduate courses related to these subjects at several 
universities including the University of Virginia and George Washington University. Dr. Handley is a 
Visiting Research Academic at Oxford Brookes University in the United Kingdom. 
 
Dr. Handley is the President of Frontier International Consulting, a consulting firm that specializes in 
providing electoral assistance in transitional and post-conflict democracies. She also works as an 
independent election consultant both in the United States and internationally. 
 

Education 
 
Ph.D. The George Washington University, Political Science, 1991 
 

Present Employment 
 
President, Frontier International Electoral Consulting LLC (since co-founding company in 1998).   
 
Senior International Electoral Consultant  Technical assistance for clients such as the UN, UNDP and 
IFES on electoral system design and boundary delimitation 
 
Visiting Research Academic, Centre for Development and Emergency Practice (CENDEP), Oxford 
Brookes University 
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U.S. Clients since 2000 

American Civil Liberties Union (expert testimony in Ohio partisan gerrymander challenge and  
challenge to Commerce Department inclusion of citizenship question on 2020 census form) 

Lawyers Committee for Civil Rights Under Law (expert testimony in challenges to statewide judicial 
elections in Texas and Alabama) 

US Department of Justice (expert witness testimony in several Section 2 and Section 5 cases) 

Alaska: Alaska Redistricting Board (redistricting consultation, expert witness testimony) 

Arizona: Arizona Independent Redistricting Board (redistricting consultation, expert witness) 

Arkansas: expert witness for Plaintiffs in Jeffers v. Beebe 

Colorado: Colorado Redistricting Board (redistricting consultation) 

Connecticut: State Senate and State House of Representatives (redistricting consultation) 

Florida: State Senate (redistricting consultation) 

Kansas: State Senate and House Legislative Services (redistricting consultation) 

Louisiana: Louisiana Legislative Black Caucus (expert witness testimony) 

Massachusetts: State Senate (redistricting consultation) 

Maryland: Attorney General (redistricting consultation, expert witness testimony) 

Miami-Dade County, Florida: County Attorney (redistricting consultation) 

Nassau County, New York: Redistricting Commission (redistricting consulting) 

New Mexico: State House (redistricting consultation, expert witness testimony) 

New York: State Assembly (redistricting consultation) 

New York City: Redistricting Commission and Charter Commission (redistricting consultation and 
Section 5 submission assistance) 

New York State Court: Expert to the Special Master (drew congressional lines for state court) 

Ohio: State Democratic Party (redistricting litigation support, expert witness testimony) 

Pennsylvania: Senate Democratic Caucus (redistricting consultation) 

Rhode Island: State Senate and State House (litigation support, expert witness testimony) 

Vermont: Secretary of State (redistricting consultation) 
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International Clients since 2000 
 
United Nations  

• Afghanistan – electoral system design and district delimitation expert 
• Bangladesh (UNDP) – redistricting expert 
• Sierra Leone (UNDP) – redistricting expert 
• Liberia (UNMIL, UN peacekeeping mission) – redistricting expert  
• Democratic Republic of the Congo (MONUC, UN peacekeeping mission) – election feasibility 

mission, electoral system design and redistricting expert   
• Kenya (UN) – electoral system design and redistricting expert  
• Haiti (UN) – election feasibility mission, electoral system design and redistricting expert 
• Zimbabwe (UNDP) – redistricting expert 
• Lead Writer on the topic of boundary delimitation (redistricting) for ACE (Joint UN, IFES and 

IDEA project on the Administration and Cost of Elections Project) 
 
International Foundation for Election Systems (IFES) 

• Afghanistan – district delimitation expert 
• Sudan – redistricting expert 
• Kosovo – electoral system design and redistricting expert 
• Nigeria – redistricting expert 
• Nepal – redistricting expert 
• Georgia – electoral system design and district delimitation expert 
• Yemen – redistricting expert  
• Lebanon – electoral system design and redistricting expert 
• Malaysia – electoral system design and redistricting expert 
• Myanmar – electoral system design and redistricting expert 
• Ukraine – electoral system design and redistricting expert 
• Pakistan – consultant for developing redistricting software 
• Principal consultant for the Delimitation Equity Project – conducted research, wrote reference 

manual and developed training curriculum 
• Writer on electoral boundary delimitation (redistricting), Elections Standards Project 
• Training – developed training curriculum and conducted training workshops on electoral 

boundary delimitation (redistricting ) in Azerbaijan and Jamaica 
 
International Institute for Democracy and Electoral Assistance (International IDEA):  

• Consultant on electoral dispute resolution systems  
• Technology consultant on use of GIS for electoral district delimitation  
• Training – developed training material and conducted training workshop on electoral boundary 

delimitation (redistricting ) for African election officials (Mauritius) 
• Curriculum development – boundary delimitation curriculum for the BRIDGE Project  

 
Other international clients have included The Cayman Islands; the Australian Election Commission; the 
Boundary Commission of British Columbia, Canada; and the Global Justice Project for Iraq. 
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Publications 
 

Books: 
 
Does Torture Prevention Work? Liverpool University Press, 2016 (served as editor and author, with 
Richard Carver) 
 
Comparative Redistricting in Perspective, Oxford University Press, 2008 (first editor, with Bernard 
Grofman). 
 
Delimitation Equity Project: Resource Guide, Center for Transitional and Post-Conflict Governance at 
IFES and USAID publication, 2006 (lead author). 
 
Minority Representation and the Quest for Voting Equality, Cambridge University Press, 1992 (with 
Bernard Grofman and Richard Niemi). 
 
Academic Journal Articles: 
 
“Drawing Electoral Districts to Promote Minority Representation” Representation, forthcoming, 
published online DOI:10.1080/00344893.2020.1815076. 
 
"Evaluating national preventive mechanisms: a conceptual model,” Journal of Human Rights Practice, 
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1980s," American Politics Quarterly, 17 (4), October 1989 (with Bernard Grofman). 
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Recent Court Cases  
 
In the past ten years, Dr. Handley has served as an testifying expert or expert consultant in the 
following cases: 
 
Ohio Philip Randolph Institute v. Larry Householder (2019) – partisan gerrymander challenge to Ohio 
congressional districts; testifying expert for ACLU on minority voting patterns 
 
State of New York v. U.S. Department of Commerce/ New York Immigration Coalition v. U.S. 
Department of Commerce (2018-2019) – challenge to inclusion of citizenship question on 2020 census 
form; testifying expert on behalf of ACLU 
 
U.S. v. City of Eastpointe (settled 2019) – minority vote dilution challenge to City of Eastpointe, 
Michigan, at-large city council election system; testifying expert on behalf of U.S. Department of Justice 
 
Alabama NAACP v. State of Alabama (decided 2020) – minority vote dilution challenge to Alabama 
statewide judicial election system; testifying expert on behalf of Lawyers Committee for Civil Rights 
Under Law 
 
Lopez v. Abbott (2017-2018) – minority vote dilution challenge to Texas statewide judicial election 
system; testifying expert on behalf of Lawyers Committee for Civil Rights Under Law 
 
Personhuballuah v. Alcorn (2015-2017) – racial gerrymandering challenge to Virginia congressional 
districts; expert for the Attorney General and Governor of the State of Virginia; written testimony on 
behalf of Governor 
 
Perry v. Perez (2014) – Texas congressional and state house districts (Section 2 case before federal 
court in San Antonio, Texas; testifying expert for the U.S. Department of Justice)  
 
Jeffers v. Beebe (2012) – Arkansas state house districts (testifying expert for the Plaintiffs) 
 
State of Texas v. U.S. (2011-2012) – Texas congressional and state house districts (Section 5 case 
before the Circuit Court of the District of Columbia; testifying expert for the U.S. Department of Justice) 
 
In RE 2011 Redistricting Cases (2011-2012) – State legislative districts for State of Alaska (testifying 
expert for the Alaska Redistricting Board) 
 
 
 
 

Contact Information 
 
Email: lrhandley@aol.com; lrhandley.Frontier@gmail.com                  
Telephone: ++1.301.765.5024  
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT  
EASTERN DISTRICT OF ARKANSAS  

CENTRAL DIVISION  
  

  
THE ARKANSAS STATE CONFERENCE 
NAACP, ARKANSAS PUBLIC POLICY 
PANEL,  

Plaintiffs,  
  

vs.  
  
THE ARKANSAS BOARD OF APPOR-
TIONMENT; THE STATE OF ARKAN-
SAS; ASA HUTCHINSON, in 
his official capacity as the Governor of Ar-
kansas and Chairman of the Arkansas Board 
of Apportionment; JOHN THURSTON, in 
his official capacity as the Secretary of State 
of Arkansas and as a member of the Arkan-
sas Board of Apportionment; LESLIE 
RUTLEDGE, in her official capacity as the 
Attorney General of the State of Arkansas 
and as a member of the Arkansas Board of 
Apportionment.  
  

Defendants.  
  

  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
 

Case No.: 21-cv-1239-LPR 

 
DECLARATION OF JAY BARTH, Ph.D. 

PRELIMINARY REPORT 
 

Pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1746, I, Jay Barth, hereby declare as follows:  

1. I earned my B.A. in American Studies at Hendrix College in 1987 and my M.A. 

in 1989 and Ph.D. in 1994 in Political Science from the University of North Carolina at Chapel 

Hill. I am currently the M.E. and Ima Graves Peace Distinguished Professor Emeritus of Politics 

at Hendrix College in Conway, Arkansas. During my 26-year career as a professor of American 

politics at Hendrix (1994-2019), I served in a variety of other roles including Bill and Connie 

Bowen Odyssey Professor of Politics, Director of Civic Engagement Projects, Director of the 
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Odyssey Program, and Director of the Crossings Program. During my time at Hendrix, I was a 

member of the Inaugural Faculty of the University of Arkansas Clinton School of Public Service. 

Following my shift to emeritus status at Hendrix, I have also served as an adjuct faculty member 

at the University of Arkansas at Little Rock William H. Bowen School of Law. A copy of my 

curriculum vitae is attached as an exhibit. I am being compensated $200 per hour for my work on 

this case. 

2. My expertise is in American politics generally. However, my teaching and 

research interests have ranged widely—from the politics of the American South to political 

parties and elections to American Constitutional Law to race in American politics to LGBTQ 

politics to research methods. I am the co-author of the second edition of the book Arkansas 

Politics and Government: Do the People Rule? (University of Nebraska Press, 2005). In addition 

to seventeen chapters in varied collections, I have published almost 30 authored and co-authored 

pieces in peer-reviewed journals such as Social Science Quarterly, Political Behavior, Policy 

Studies Journal, Political Research Quarterly, Publius: The Journal of Federalism, Political 

Psychology, Polity, State Politics & Policy Quarterly, and Politics & Policy. My research 

combines qualitative and quantitative methodologies. Since 2010, I have been a collaborator on 

the Talk Business & Politics-Hendrix College poll that does survey work on attitudes towards 

politics and policy in the state of Arkansas. In addition, I have authored, co-authored, or 

mentored approximately twenty reports for a variety of foundations and advocacy organizations 

on public policy in Arkansas. 

3. In 2007, I was named Arkansas Professor of the Year by the Carnegie Foundation 

for the Advancement of Teaching and the Council for Advancement and Support of Education 

(CASE). In 2014, I was named winner of the Southern Political Science Association’s Diane 
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Blair Award for Outstanding Achievement in Politics and Government. In 2018, I received the 

Distinguished Scholar Award from the Arkansas Political Science Association for, among other 

work, my research on Arkansas politics and government, and I gained the 2019 Distinguished 

Service Award from the National Association of State Boards of Education. In 2000-01, I 

received the Steiger Congressional Fellowship from the American Political Science Association 

to serve on the staff of the late U.S. Sen. Paul Wellstone (MN) working on education and civil 

rights policy.  

4. In addition to my academic work, I have taken on leadership roles with a variety 

of governmental, political, and non-profit boards. From 2012 to 2019, I was a member of the 

Arkansas State Board of Education and chaired that body for two years. I also served as a 

member of the Arkansas Non-Legislative Commission on the Study of Landlord-Tenant Laws 

(2011-2012) and the Arkansas Governor’s Task Force on Best Practices for After-School and 

Summer Programs (2008). Since 2019, I have been a commission member of Central Arkansas 

Water, the water service serving the greater Little Rock and North Little Rock area. At present, I 

also serve as a member of the Democratic National Committee representing Arkansas and chair 

of the Democratic Party of Arkansas Rules Committee. I have served as a delegate to two 

Democratic national conventions and was a candidate for the Arkansas State Senate in 2010. I 

have chaired the boards of Arkansas Advocates for Children and Families, the National 

Association of State Boards of Education, Just Communities of Arkansas, the ACLU of 

Arkansas, the Arkansas Single Parent Scholarship Fund, the Single Parent Scholarship Fund of 

Pulaski County, and Planned Parenthood Great Plains, and I was a twelve-year member of the 

board of the National ACLU. I also presently serve as Vice-Chair of the Downtown Little Rock 

Community Development Corporation. 
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5. In this report, I examine Arkansas’s racial past and present in terms of five of the 

enumerated “Senate Factors” traditionally examined in Voting Rights Act cases involving 

limitations on representation of racial minorities. For each of these five areas, consistent and 

troubling patterns emerge regarding the structures created in the past that limited, and continue to 

limit, Black voices in politics and policymaking, often through acts of intimidation, and the 

politics and policy outcomes in today’s Arkansas. 

 

SENATE FACTOR ONE 

6. Senate Factor One addresses the degree to which a history of official discrimina-

tion grounded in race exists in the state of Arkansas.  

 

Race and Arkansas’s Origins 

7. Race is at the heart of Arkansas’s existence, and official racial discrimination has 

permeated the bulk of the state’s history. Most fundamentally, during a period of careful 

balancing between slave and free states in the admissions of new states by the Congress 

following the Missouri Compromise of 1820, Arkansas came into being as a state in 1836 despite 

its relatively tiny population, entering the Union as a slave state (paired with Michigan, over 

three times its size in population, as a free state). The small number of Arkansans at the state’s 

birth (52,240 persons spread across 53,335 square miles, according to a special census a year 

before admission as a state) led to a variety of obstacles such as insufficient tax revenues to fund 

the necessities of a state government, much less allow the investments in essential infrastructure 
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needed in a densely-forested and swampy place. Some argue this “premature birth” has harmed 

Arkansas’s vitality as a state to the present.1  

8. Many arguments were advanced on behalf of Arkansas’s premature agitation for 

admission, but there is no doubt that the most compelling of these reasons was the determination 

to enter the Union while the legal status of slavery could still be secured.2 Thus, the 

enshrinement of slavery in the founding documents of the state brought the pernicious 

consequences of slavery for Black and white citizens alike. 

9. Following Arkansas’s admission to the Union, slavery spread across the southeast 

quadrant of Arkansas in the agriculturally vibrant Delta where large plantations came into being. 

While a relatively small percentage of white Arkansans had sufficient wealth to own enslaved 

individuals, a vast majority of white Arkansans had come to the state from another slaveholding 

state meaning that white supremacy was deeply embedded in the state’s political culture. 

Furthermore, highly disproportionate numbers of the political leadership were planters who 

owned twenty or more enslaved individuals. An initial meeting of a special convention to 

consider secession from the Union resulted in an impasse in March 1861. However, after the 

firing on Fort Sumter, the convention was rapidly called back into session, and this time the vote 

was 65 to 5 for secession in early May 1861.3 

 
1 Blair, Diane D., and Jay Barth. Arkansas Politics and Government: Do the People Rule? 2d ed. (Lincoln: Universi-
ty of Nebraska Press, 2005); Bolton, S. Charles. Arkansas, 1800–1860: Remote and Restless. (Fayetteville: Univer-
sity of Arkansas Press, 1998). 
2 Blair and Barth, Arkansas Politics and Government; Grif Stockley, Ruled by Race: Black/White Relations in Ar-
kansas from Slavery to the Present. (Fayetteville: University of Arkansas Press, 2009). 
3 Blair and Barth, Arkansas Politics and Government; DeBlack, Thomas A. With Fire and Sword: Arkansas, 1861–
1874. (Fayetteville: University of Arkansas Press, 2003); Orville W. Taylor, Negro Slavery in Arkansas. (Durham, 
NC: Duke University Press, 1958); Robert Walz, “Migration into Arkansas, 1834–1880” (PhD diss., University of 
Texas at Austin, 1958), 214; Ralph A. Wooster, “Notes on the Membership of the Thirteenth General Assembly of 
Arkansas,” Arkansas Historical Quarterly 17 (1958): 45– 55; Stephen Houser, “The Arkansas Legislature” (Univer-
sity of Arkansas, 1983, typescript); Gene W. Boyett, “The Whigs of Arkansas” (PhD diss., Louisiana State Universi-
ty, 1972), 113–14.  
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10. Although the civil war itself had devastating personal and economic consequences 

for Arkansans, Reconstruction, especially Radical Reconstruction (1867–74), had the most 

lasting political consequences. To the Reconstructionists’ credit, civil rights were secured for the 

formerly enslaved individuals, the Ku Klux Klan’s intimidation was thwarted in Arkansas more 

than in other states through a declaration of martial law by Governor Powell Clayton, the first 

genuine effort to establish common schools was initiated, the University of Arkansas was finally 

established, and the first significant railroad development was begun. Still, whatever may have 

been its original ideals and intents, the most lasting effects of this imposed administration 

included an additional $10 million debt, primarily extended for internal improvements and 

railroad construction that never materialized; election processes that continued to lack openness 

and transparency; and an intensified suspicion of and contempt for strong state government. 

Most relevant for future political and governmental actions, the period created a long-lived belief 

among most white Arkansans that a Republican vote was a vote for arrogant, alien, untrained, 

and dishonest public officials; this belief among white Arkansans, of course, was deeply tied to 

race as Black voters and officeholders were overwhelmingly Republican during this period.4 

 

Race in Post-Reconstruction Arkansas 

11. Reconstruction ended in Arkansas in 1874 and Arkansas’s own, so-called “Re-

deemers,” recaptured power. With the return to power of these white elites, Black power in the 

state was diminished. The Pulitzer Prize-winning historian C. Vann Woodward, born in Arkan-

sas, provided this description of this period: “The Redeemers tried by invoking the past to avert 

the future. The politics of Redemption belonged to the romantic school, emphasizing race and 

 
4 Blair and Barth, Arkansas Politics and Government; DeBlack, With Fire and Sword; Kenneth C. Barnes, The Ku 
Klux Klan in Arkansas: How Protestant White Nationalism Came to Rule a State, (Fayetteville, AR: University of 
Arkansas Press, 2021). 

Case 4:21-cv-01239-LPR   Document 2-10   Filed 12/29/21   Page 7 of 86



7 
 

tradition and deprecating issues of economics and self-interest.” This meant Arkansas saw elec-

tions where race and the Lost Cause of the Confederacy increasingly became a focus of cam-

paigns, while issues consequential to the daily lives of Arkansans such as the allocation of goods 

and services receded from politics and policy alike.5 

12. In the mid-1880s, a biracial coalition rose up to challenge the Redeemers who led 

a generally do-little state government. This fusion movement of Republicans—white and 

Black—and economic populists provided a genuine threat to the Democratic majority. In 1888, 

the threat reached its apex with an exceptionally close gubernatorial race between Democrat 

James Philip Eagle and Union Labor and Republican fusion candidate Charles M. Norwood in 

which significant electoral fraud was key to the Democratic victory. A congressional race in the 

central portion of the state in that same election resulted in an even more marginal (and even 

more dubious) Democratic victory. When the Republican candidate John Clayton attempted to 

provoke a federal investigation into the voting process, he was murdered in Conway County. In 

the chaos following the death of Clayton and threats of additional political violence against sup-

porters of Clayton, many Black residents fled the county (with some even fleeing the country as 

part of a “back to Africa” movement).6  

13. White Democrats, alarmed by the electoral threat posed by the Republican coali-

tion of Black and white populist voters, passed a series of anti-democratic electoral “reforms” to 

entrench their own power. The most important of these reforms was the Election Reform Act of 

1891. The Act’s two most important provisions were obviously intended to ensure the future 

electoral fortunes of the white Democratic establishment. One provision effectively turned over 

 
5 C. Vann Woodward, Origins of the New South, 1877–1913 (Baton Rouge: Louisiana State University Press, 1951), 
51. 
6 Blair and Barth, Arkansas Politics and Government; Kenneth C. Barnes, Who Killed John Clayton? Political Vio-
lence and the Emergence of the New South, 1861–1893. (Durham, N.C.: Duke University Press, 1998). 
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all the state’s election machinery to the Democratic Party, with only token representation for Re-

publicans and populist parties on county election commissions, which guided the operation of 

elections. The other provision significantly disfranchised illiterate Arkansans (over one-fourth of 

the population at that time, a majority of whom were African-American according to the 1900 

Census) by removing all political symbols from the ballot and providing that only the precinct 

judges (not a friend or fellow party member) could assist illiterates in preparing their ballots.7  

14. The legislature also initiated a constitutional amendment that placed a one-dollar 

state poll tax on voting, and in 1892 (by which time the 1891 reforms were in effect) this 

amendment was ratified.8 Counties could add an additional dollar poll tax as well, creating a de 

facto two-dollar tax across much of the state. The Democratic legislature also gerrymandered the 

congressional districts to dilute and confine the remaining pockets of Republicanism, a move that 

only layered on the disempowerment of Black voters since African-Americans had constituted at 

least one-third of the Republican vote and were hardest hit by the ballot reforms and poll-tax re-

quirement because of their illiteracy rates and low incomes. It is estimated that the Black partici-

pation rates dropped from seventy-one percent of eligible voters in the 1890 election to thirty-

eight percent in the 1892 election. Moreover, the escalating racist rhetoric of the period cannot 

be ignored or mistaken.9 

15. What also cannot be ignored is the demise of African American representation in 

the state. Between 1868 and 1893 at least 87 Black men were members of the Arkansas General 

 
7 Election outrages of 1888 in Joe T. Segraves. “Arkansas Politics, 1874–1918.” (PhD diss., University of Kentucky, 
1973). Details of the 1891 act are in John W. Graves, “Negro Disfranchisement in Arkansas,” Arkansas Historical 
Quarterly 26 (1967): 199–225; David M. Tucker, Arkansas: A People and Their Reputation (Memphis, TN: Mem-
phis State University Press, 1985), 46–47, provides evidence of white resumption of power through violence. For a 
more recent analysis of the disfranchisement process in Arkansas, see Michael Perman, Struggle for Mastery: Dis-
franchisement in the South, 1888–1908 (Chapel Hill, NC: University of North Carolina Press, 2001), 59–67.  
8 $1.00 in 1892 equals just over $30 in 2021. Around the turn of the century, a dollar per day was a common wage in 
the state. 
9 Chris M. Braman “Another Look at Disfranchisement in Arkansas, 1888–1894.” Arkansas Historical Quarterly 69 
(2010): 245–262. 
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Assembly. With the introduction of the election reforms of the early 1890s, representation 

dropped precipitously and by 1895 there were no African American legislators.10  

16. As in other southern states where white legislators passed disenfranchisement 

measures heavily aimed at Black voters at the close of the Nineteenth Century, Arkansas mani-

fested all the major expressions of southern segregation and white supremacy in the decades that 

followed, including “Jim Crow” laws, the “white primary” (in which only whites were allowed 

to participate in party primaries), and consistently inferior public services for African Americans 

such as inequitable segregated schools. Arkansas’s key Jim Crow laws included a Separate 

Coach law (1891) akin to that considered by the Supreme Court in the Louisiana Plessy v. Fer-

guson case (1896), a Streetcar Segregation Act (1903), a 1903 law mandating segregation in 

prisons, a 1911 bar on interracial marriage, and a 1921 law barring white and Black Arkansans 

from cohabitating.11 

 

Race-Based Violence  

17. While rhetoric grounded in racism, discussed more fully below, increasingly be-

came more common than physical violence in the aftermath of the Election Reform Act, physical 

violence against Black Arkansans did not totally recede from the Arkansas political landscape, 

particularly when local elites perceived threats to the racial or economic order. The most notori-

ous of such events came in the Elaine Race Massacre of 1919 in Phillips County. This race mas-

sacre marked, probably, the deadliest event of racial violence in U.S. history.  

 
10 Blake J. Wintory. “African–American Legislators in the Arkansas General Assembly, 1868–1893: Another 
Look.” In A Confused and Confusing Affair: Arkansas and Reconstruction, edited by Mark Christ, 86–145. (Little 
Rock: Butler Center Books, 2018); Blake J. Wintory. “African-American Legislators in the Arkansas General As-
sembly, 1868–1893.” Arkansas Historical Quarterly 65 (2006): 385–434. 
11 John W. Graves. “The Arkansas Separate Coach Law of 1891.” Arkansas Historical Quarterly 32 (1973): 148–
165; Charles F Robinson. Dangerous Liaisons: Sex and Love in the Segregated South. (Fayetteville: University of 
Arkansas Press, 2003); Blair and Barth, Arkansas Politics and Government. 
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18. In that Delta community, unsubstantiated rumors began to spread that a number of 

white plantation owners were being targeted for killing as part of black sharecropper union or-

ganizing efforts. After a shooting incident at a union organizing meeting (the exact facts of the 

event remain murky although white residents thought it to be precipitated by Black-on-white vio-

lence), dozens of whites were deputized by the Phillips County sheriff, a white official, to put 

down the imagined uprising; whites began to arrive from surrounding communities to assist. An 

appeal by Phillips County officials was made to Governor Charles Brough for support, and he 

asked Washington to allow him to direct federal troops to the scene, skipping the typical first 

step of activating the Arkansas National Guard. The exact number of people killed across the 

several days of the massacre is unknown but likely more than 200 African Americans and five 

whites died in the race-based violence.12 

19. At the scene, Governor Brough worked with local white elites to develop a plan to 

prosecute several dozen Blacks for the violence in exchange for avoidance of a mass lynching 

event. Immediately, a dozen Blacks involved with the union were prosecuted. They were defend-

ed by Scipio Africanus Jones, a Little Rock-based African-American attorney. Despite his de-

fense, all twelve were quickly tried and sentenced to death. As six of the twelve neared execution 

by electrocution at the state penitentiary, Jones threw a legal Hail Mary, and these cases were 

accepted for review by the U.S. Supreme Court. There, in Moore v. Dempsey (1923), a majority 

on the Court led by Justice Oliver Wendell Holmes agreed with the argument of Jones, working 

 
12 Stockley, Grif, Brian K. Mitchell, and Guy Lancaster. Blood in Their Eyes: The Elaine Massacre of 1919. Rev. 
ed. (Fayetteville: University of Arkansas Press, 2020). 
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with the NAACP, and significantly expanded the reach of the 14th Amendment’s due process 

clause to ensure a legitimate appeals process in capital cases.13 

20. Understandably, because of the scope of violence and the engagement of the 

United States Supreme Court, the Elaine Massacre of 1919 has been the most analyzed of the 

numerous Arkansas events grounded in race-based violence. But two other significant events 

have also gained notice in recent years among observers of the period: the dramatic racial cleans-

ing of communities and the “last lynching” in Little Rock.14  

21. Across northwest and western Arkansas, a number of communities came to be 

identified as so-called “sundown towns.” Such communities are ones where explicit or implicit 

commands were made to African Americans that they should not be found in the community af-

ter dark. In some cases, literal signs existed making clear this rule, as in the Franklin County 

community of Alix where this sign existed as late as 1970: “N****r, Don’t Let The Sun Go 

Down On You In Alix.” Some communities, like Mena in western Arkansas, advertised their ab-

solute whiteness to prospective visitors. In some towns, significant Black populations existed but 

these African Americans were expelled by white residents. Most infamous was the case of Harri-

son in Boone County where several hundred Black residents lived as late as the early 1900s. In 

1905, however, mobs spread through the town demanding that Black residents leave the commu-

nity; many left their belongings behind as they quickly escaped. As late as 1954, just after the 

Brown v. Board of Education decisions, a more polite expulsion of Blacks occurred in Sheridan 

where the owner of the local sawmill offered to move Blacks who lived in homes owned by the 

 
13 Stockley, Mitchell, and Lancaster, Blood in Their Eyes; Richard C. Cortner. A Mob Intent on Death: The NAACP 
and the Arkansas Riot Cases. (Middletown, CT: Wesleyan University Press, 1988); Tom Dillard. “Scipio A. Jones.” 
Arkansas Historical Quarterly 31 (1972): 201–219. 
14 James Loewen, Sundown Towns: A Hidden Dimension of American Racism, (New York: New Press, 2004); 
Jacqueline Froelich, “Race, History, and Memory in Harrison, Arkansas: An Ozarks Town Reckons with Its Past” In 
Race and Ethnicity in Arkansas: New Perspectives, edited by John A. Kirk. (Fayetteville; University of Arkansas 
Press, 2014). 
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sawmill company to Malvern (25 miles away) at no cost. If they refused, the promise was that 

the workers would be evicted and their belongings burned. All of the Blacks living in the com-

pany’s housing moved to Malvern and, aware that they were not welcome, other Blacks in Sher-

idan moved soon thereafter.15 

22. In what became known as the “last lynching” in Little Rock, John Carter was bru-

tally lynched in the spring of 1927, during a moment of intense racial tension in the city of Little 

Rock. The tension was produced by the discovery of the body of a 12-year-old white girl in the 

belfry of the First Presbyterian Church in downtown Little Rock. The Black church janitor, who 

found the body, and his biracial son Lonnie Dixon, who ultimately confessed, were arrested for 

the murder. To avoid mob justice in the form of attacks on the men, officials relocated them to 

Texarkana until their trials could occur. A penal farm escapee named John Carter, a Black man 

with no ties to the original crime, took their place in the rabid white community’s bull’s-eye after 

being accused of an assault on two white women in a rural area just west of the state’s capital 

city.16 

23. An armed group of white men searched for Carter, found him, hung him from a 

telephone pole and shot him. Cars then dragged Carter’s body through the streets of the city, fi-

nally stopping at 9th and Broadway—which at the time was the heart of the city’s vibrant Black 

business community. The horror continued as a crowd of an estimated 5,000 whites converged 

on the area, setting Carter’s now-mangled body afire and keeping the fire stoked with furniture 

 
15 Guy Lancaster. Racial Cleansing in Arkansas, 1883–1924: Politics, Land, Labor, and Criminality. (Lanham, MD: 
Lexington Books, 2014); Guy Lancaster. “‘There Are Not Many Negroes Here’: African Americans in Polk County, 
Arkansas, 1896–1937.” Arkansas Historical Quarterly 70 (2011): 429–449; Froelich, Jacqueline. “Race, History, 
and Memory in Harrison, Arkansas.” 
16 Brian D. Greer. “The Last Lynching: A New Look at Little Rock’s Last Episode of Deadly Mob Justice.” Arkan-
sas Times. August 4, 2000, 12–19; Stephanie Harp. “Stories of a Lynching: Accounts of John Carter, 1927.” In Bul-
lets and Fire: Lynching and Authority in Arkansas, 1840–1950, edited by Guy Lancaster. (Fayetteville: University 
of Arkansas Press, 2018); Jay Barth, “Remember the 1927 Lynching in Little Rock,” Arkansas Times, 1 August 
2012. 
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from Black businesses and churches in the neighborhood. Thus, the vigilante attack on one ac-

cused Black man became an attack on the entire African-American community. Hours after the 

riots began, Governor John Martineau deployed the National Guard to the scene. Upon their arri-

val, the National Guard found a member of the white mob directing traffic using one of Carter’s 

arms—charred and dismembered from his body.17  

24. The lynching of John Carter was widely covered in national newspapers at the 

time; in response, two Black publications—the Chicago Defender and the Pittsburgh Courier—

were barred from sale in Little Rock by the City’s Board of Censors. While this event was omit-

ted from the official community history of Little Rock for most of the 20th century, modern his-

torians have not just recounted the lynching and its aftermath but recognized their importance in 

shaping African-American perceptions of what it meant to be a resident of a white-dominated 

Southern city. In many ways, the tale of John Carter played the jarring role that the killing of 

Emmett Till, the Chicago teen killed while visiting relatives in Mississippi in 1955 for “whis-

tling” at a white woman, did elsewhere in the South. For instance, members of the Little Rock 

Nine report the Carter lynching’s centrality to worries about their own safety in the midst of the 

1957 Central High Crisis.18 

25. The decade in which the Carter killing occurred was one in which white national-

ism became institutionalized in Arkansas through the second wave of the Ku Klux Klan (KKK). 

During 1923 and 1924, through effective political machinations such as running a slate of Klan 

candidates up and down the ballot, the KKK became a controlling force in the Arkansas legisla-

ture along with dominating the politics of the state’s largest county, Pulaski. The Arkansas Klan 

(known as the Realm of Arkansas) had tens of thousands of members across 150 chapters, lead-

 
17 Greer, “The Last Lynching”; Harp, “Stories of a Lynching.” 
18 Ibid. 
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ing Kenneth A. Barnes to conclude in his recent analysis of the movement that the Klan seemed 

to wield power everywhere in 1920s Arkansas. Led by physicians, lawyers, elected officials, and 

business elites, the Klan consciously emphasized its respectability in its efforts to control politics 

at all levels in the state.19 

26. The Klan-dominated General Assembly took several actions to promote the goals 

of the KKK, including alterations to the state’s school curriculum to emphasize the idealized role 

of white Founders of the Republic and a law requiring all pistols in the state to be registered with 

white county officials with only those of “good moral character” allowed to keep their weapons. 

One law that persists today is the addition of a fourth star to the field of the Arkansas state flag 

denoting the state’s period as one of the Confederate States of America.20 

 

The Central High Crisis and Its Legacy  

27. The middle of the Twentieth Century exhibited some signs of moderation of the 

state-backed racial discrimination as Governor Sid McMath (1949-1953) set a tolerant tone in 

race relations, including unsuccessfully urging repeal of the state poll tax, supporting a state anti-

lynching law, and appointing some African Americans to previously all-white boards and com-

missions. In one of his first acts as Governor, Orval Faubus—a McMath protégé—enlarged the 

State Committee of the state Democratic Party to add six Black members. Moreover, the imme-

diate response to the 1954 and 1955 Brown decisions in Arkansas was hopeful with two north-

west Arkansas school districts (Charleston and Fayetteville) quickly desegregating voluntarily. 

The northeast community of Hoxie, which was much more racially diverse, also desegregated by 

 
19 Barnes, The Ku Klux Klan in Arkansas. 
20 Barnes, The Ku Klux Klan in Arkansas. 
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vote of the school board and the majority on that board held firm in its decision even when active 

resistance from inside and outside the state occurred.21 

28. Then came the events at Little Rock Central High starting in 1957. Feeling pres-

sure from segregationists, Governor Faubus had opposed the Little Rock School Board’s deseg-

regation plan and had appeared in chancery court to support a request for an injunction to halt 

desegregation, which was granted. When this injunction was overturned in federal court, Faubus 

ordered the Arkansas National Guard to seize the school and prevent the first nine black students 

to enroll at Central—the “Little Rock Nine”—from entering. After a further federal court order 

directed that the National Guard be withdrawn and that integration proceed, hundreds of angry 

white agitators gathered on September 23, 1957, and hurled racist vulgarities at and threatened 

physical violence against the African-American students. In the aftermath of the riotous behav-

ior, President Eisenhower ordered in the 101st Airborne Infantry Division, under whose protec-

tion Central High was ultimately integrated. Though Governor Faubus always maintained that 

his actions were necessitated by his obligation to preclude violence, most analysts of the event 

suggest that Faubus was even more strongly motivated by his desire for reelection to an extraor-

dinary third gubernatorial term by protecting himself from attacks from ardent segregationists. 

While this political goal was achieved (followed by three additional successful re-elections), Ar-

kansas acquired an instant global identity as a state characterized by racism, violence, and dema-

goguery.22 

 
21Jay Barth. “Bridge to Modernity: The Political Legacy of Sid McMath.” University of Arkansas at Little Rock Law 
Review 26 (2004): 535; Blair and Barth, Arkansas Politics and Government; David Appleby, producer. Hoxie: The 
First Stand. PBS Documentary, 2003.  
22 An extensive account of the Central High Crisis is in Tony Freyer, The Little Rock Crisis: A Constitutional Inter-
pretation (Westport, CT: Greenwood Press, 1984); David Wallace, “Orval Eugene Faubus,” in The Governors of 
Arkansas, 2nd ed., ed. Timothy P. Donovan, Willard B. Gatewood Jr., and Jeannie M. Whayne (Fayetteville: Uni-
versity of Arkansas Press, 1995), provides an excellent bibliography, 329–31. For Faubus’s version, see Orval E. 
Faubus, Down from the Hills (Little Rock: Pioneer Press, 1980), chaps. 11–24. For a much more objective account 
see Roy Reed, Faubus (Fayetteville: University of Arkansas Press, 1997), 159–263, and several articles and inter-
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29. The Central High Crisis did not end with the headline-grabbing events of the fall 

of 1957, however. Across three legislative sessions, Governor Faubus lobbied the General As-

sembly to pass a flurry of laws to “protect” white Arkansans against the threat of integration. 

These included creation of a state Sovereignty Commission given broad authority to investigate 

groups and individuals seen as threats to the sovereignty of the state because of their support for 

“encroachment by the federal government” in the aftermath of the Brown decision, the passage 

of legislation invading the private records of the NAACP in Arkansas and prohibiting NAACP 

members from teaching or gaining political office, and a mandate that any blood donated be 

marked with the race of the individual and that any person to receive a transfusion of blood be 

notified of the race of the donor. Most important, the Governor was given the power to close any 

school in which integration was being forced by the federal government (Act 4 of 1958). When 

the Supreme Court affirmed Arkansas’ duty to abide by the Brown decision in the landmark 

Cooper v. Aaron case in the fall of 1958, requiring the Little Rock School Board to respect fed-

eral court decisions on desegregation, Faubus immediately closed the public high schools in Lit-

tle Rock creating the “lost year” in public education in the City. A spring 1959 “purge” by the 

conservative members of the school district’s board of directors of Little Rock teachers and staff 

thought to be supportive of integration led to recall votes of both militant segregationists and 

moderates on the board. The close vote in which moderates were retained and militants were re-

moved ended the most intense period of the Central High Crisis.23  

30. However, the legacy of the Central High Crisis persisted for decades. The long 

legal odyssey of the desegregation of the Little Rock school district in the federal courts contin-

 
views in the 19 September 1997 Arkansas Times. The Little Rock Crisis is placed in the broader historical context of 
African American activism in the city and state in John A. Kirk, Redefining the Color Line: Black Activism in Little 
Rock, Arkansas, 1940–1970 (Gainesville: University Press of Florida, 2002). 
23 Sarah Riva. “Acting Up and Courting Controversy: The Arkansas General Assembly Legislative Sessions of 
1957, 1958, and 1959.” (MA thesis, University of Arkansas at Little Rock, 2013); Freyer, The Little Rock Crisis. 
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ued into the twenty-first century. Again and again, the district returned to federal district court to 

make the case that it had achieved “unitary” status and should be released from federal court 

oversight as a fully desegregated district. During the 2002 case in which the district ultimately 

was deemed unitary in a number of aspects, one witness for those opposing a “unitary” declara-

tion—an African-American Central High alum about to enroll at Amherst College—described 

the two institutions that existed simultaneously within the walls of Central High: “Central Col-

lege” where mostly white students take challenging courses, and “Central High” where mostly 

African-American students take distinctly less rigorous courses. The nearly half-century of dis-

cord over the desegregation of the schools also affected the Little Rock metropolitan area by 

causing significant “white flight” to the surrounding suburban school districts.24 Moreover, while 

Little Rock was certainly the most high profile school district in the state to oppose desegrega-

tion, many other districts in Arkansas—some urban and others more rural—had desegregation 

litigation that persisted for decades because of the inability of the state and local district officials 

to remedy the effects of the segregation of the past. 

 

Later Voting Rights Challenges in Arkansas 

31. Just as the legacy of school segregation persisted, so did the legacy of state in-

fringement on voting rights. It is estimated that in 1940 only 3 percent of African-American 

adults had, through payment of poll taxes, qualified themselves to vote; by 1958, the estimated 

percentage of registered voters had grown to about one in three Black adults.25 In this era, and 

continuing through the 1960s, electoral manipulation—with Black voters often used as pawns—

 
24 On the 2002 testimony, see Cynthia Howell and Kimberly Dishongh, “Black Students Face Obstacles, U.S. Court 
Told,” Arkansas Democrat-Gazette, 24 June 2002. For a detailed timeline of the Little Rock school case, see Arkan-
sas Democrat-Gazette, 26 October 2003.  
25 These estimates come from Donald R. Matthews and James W. Prothro, “Negro Voter Registration in the South,” 
in Change in the Contemporary South, ed. Allan P. Sindler (Durham, NC: Duke University Press, 1963), 119–49. 
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was normalized in the Arkansas political setting.26 For example, those who had not paid their 

poll taxes often had their tax paid by a political operative who then, holding the tax receipt, em-

ployed it to enhance their voting power. Plantation owners often engaged in such shenanigans by 

gathering the tax receipts of sharecroppers or tenant farmers working on their land.  

32. Another area of voting ripe for abuse was absentee balloting because of the lack 

of oversight of the voting process at that time. As one example from 1964, anti-fraud activist, 

and future state Supreme Court Justice, Tom Glaze recounted the story of voting corruption 

based on absentee balloting from Phillips County: 

Nearly all the absentee ballots for African Americans came from Helena’s 
Fourth Ward, and the clerk told us he gave them to…proprietors of the 
Dream Girls Beauty Shop. Our handwriting analyst determined that a hun-
dred of the voter statements, which are supposed to be signed by the absen-
tee voter, were forged by the same person….The absentee African Ameri-
cans voted amazingly alike: for Governor Faubus (and not for the champion 
of equal rights and justice who was his opponent), for legalized gambling, 
and against the permanent voter registration amendment that at long last 
would lift the yoke of the poll tax from the beleaguered blacks of the Mis-
sissippi Delta.27 
 

33. While Arkansas elections are now absent such severe abuses, the remnants of 

these practices remain. Voter participation in Arkansas is consistently among the lowest across 

the nation.28 Indeed, in 2020, Arkansas trailed only Oklahoma in voting participation, according 

to the United States Elections Project, with only 56 percent of those eligible to vote casting bal-

lots.29 Black Arkansans have even lower rates of voting in the state, with participation rates 

 
26 Branam. “Another Look at Disfranchisement in Arkansas, 1888–1894.” 245–262; Sidney R. Crawford. “The Poll 
Tax.” (MA thesis, University of Arkansas, 1944); James H. Fain. “Political Disfranchisement of the Negro in Ar-
kansas.” (MA thesis, University of Arkansas, 1961); Tom Glaze, with Ernie Dumas. Waiting for the Cemetery Vote: 
The Fight to Stop Election Fraud in Arkansas. (Fayetteville: University of Arkansas Press, 2011). 
27 Glaze, Waiting for the Cemetery Vote, 44. 
28 Cordell Campbell, The Results Are In: Gauging Civic Health in the Natural State, (Arkansas Policy Program, 
Hendrix College, 2018). 
29 United States Election Project, http://www.electproject.org/. 

Case 4:21-cv-01239-LPR   Document 2-10   Filed 12/29/21   Page 19 of 86



19 
 

dropping below 50 percent for Black Arkansans in recent high-profile elections.30 Such low par-

ticipation rates by Black Arkansas is a clear legacy of the long history of official state-sanctioned 

attempts to limit Black political power. The role of this disenfranchisement in creating such ra-

cial disparities in voter participation is discussed in more detail below. 

34. Finally, Arkansas has a clear legacy of limiting Black Arkansans’ ability to gain 

representation in legislative bodies equal to their share of the population through the use of prac-

tices such as multi-member districts. In Jeffers v. Clinton (1989), a federal district court in Ar-

kansas’s Eastern District found particularly troubling vote dilution practices at work in the Delta 

region of the state and mandated a change to the districting (specifically an increase from five 

majority Black districts in the state House and Senate to 16 such districts) as a remedy to those 

problematic district lines. The District Court’s ruling, which was affirmed by the 8th Circuit, 

found that the legacy of official racial discrimination by state officials in Arkansas was a factor 

in limiting Black Arkansans ability to elect their candidates of choice: “[T]here is a long history 

of official discrimination. It has a present effect. And some instances of it are still occurring.”31 

Since the 1989 ruling, although unsuccessful in their litigation, Black plaintiffs have filed nu-

merous challenges to both state legislative and congressional reapportionment plans in most re-

districting cycles on the grounds that such plans were acts of ongoing racial discrimination.32 

This report further reaffirms the depth and breadth of that history of discrimination against Black 

Arkansans by state officials across much of the state’s history. 

 

  

 
30 “Voting and Registration in the Election of November 2020,” U.S. Census. Bureau, accessed Dec. 26, 2021, 
https://www.census.gov/data/tables/time-series/demo/voting-and-registration/p20-585.html. 
31 Jeffers v. Clinton, 730 F. Supp. 196, 211 (E.D. Ark. 1989). 
32 See Wilson v. Huckabee, 2008 WL 360617 (E.D. Ark. Feb. 8, 2008); Jeffers v. Beebe, 895 F. Supp. 2d 920 (E.D. 
Ark. 2012); Larry v. Arkansas, 2018 WL 4858956 (E.D. Ark. Aug. 3, 2018). 
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SENATE FACTOR THREE 

35. Senate Factor Three examines the extent to which the state has used voting prac-

tices or procedures that tend to enhance the opportunity for discrimination against the minority 

group, such as unusually large election districts, majority-vote requirements, and prohibitions 

against bullet voting. 

36. Voting procedures—most of which were grounded in the Jim Crow era—that lim-

it the voice of racial and ethnic minorities in determining election winners continue to shape 

elections in Arkansas. The most obvious of these have been majority-vote requirements in elec-

tions for most all positions, elections held off-cycle from presidential elections that promote 

higher turnout among racial minorities, a predilection for at-large voting districts that make it 

decidedly more difficult for minority candidates to have success in a state where racially polar-

ized voting is common, and limitations on voting by those who have been convicted of felonies. 

In recent years, however, the Arkansas legislature has also adopted new voter suppression 

laws—with a potentially potent impact on limiting participation by voters of color. The full im-

pact on voting in Arkansas of these new restrictions is just beginning to be felt. 

 

Majority-Vote Requirements 

37. Majority-vote requirements, with their inherent limiting impact on racial minori-

ties’ ability to gain representation in contexts where racially polarized voting exists, permeate 

Arkansas voting laws. While a minority candidate with strong support in the Black community 

might win a plurality in a contest with multiple candidates, she might well then be disadvantaged 

in a subsequent runoff election to ensure a majority winner. 
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38. In the state, a majority-vote (50 percent plus one vote) requirement is required to 

gain a party nomination for the U.S. Senate, U.S. House, and all state and county-level executive 

and legislative offices. By state law, all partisan elections require a runoff to obtain the party 

nomination if no candidate gains a majority of the vote in the first primary election. All of the 

races for the U.S. Senate and U.S. House, all seven state constitutional officers, all members of 

the state Senate and state House, and up to 11 different county and township offices are covered 

by this runoff provision for party nominations. Runoffs, when necessary, take place four weeks 

following the first primary.33 This is crucial since party nominations have been almost essential 

for successful election to these offices in the state. 

39. For county offices, it is actually possible that there could be a runoff for an office 

twice in the same election year. This is because, in addition to the partisan primary runoff, there 

could also be a runoff four weeks following the general election if there were multiple candi-

dates, including third party and independent candidates, and none was able to achieve a majority 

in the general election. This means that politics at the most grassroots level is particularly subject 

to majority-rule elections that diminish the likelihood of racial minority success in the case of 

racially polarized voting patterns.34 

40. In Arkansas, state court judges at all levels and prosecuting attorneys are elected 

in nonpartisan elections, but again runoffs are required for their ultimate election. The first round 

of elections for these posts takes place at the time of the party primary election (in March, during 

presidential election years, and in May, in nonpresidential election years). Voters mark a separate 

ballot in these races than in primary races; if voters choose to not participate in a party primary 

election, then they receive only the nonpartisan ballot including any nonpartisan justice system 

 
33 Ark. Code Ann. § 7-7-102; Ark. Code Ann. § 7-7-202; Ark. Code Ann. § 7-7-203(a). 
34 Ark. Code Ann. § 7-5-106. 
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elections on the ballot. When a majority vote is not achieved by the top vote-getting candidate in 

the initial primary, a runoff occurs at the time of the general election in November.  

41. This is a particularly challenging situation for candidates in that the timing of ju-

dicial elections means that those candidates who must compete in a runoff election in November 

essentially run an entirely separate second campaign six to eight months following their first 

evaluation by Arkansas voters. Moreover, their candidacies are considered by an entirely differ-

ent (and substantially larger) group of voters in November. In 2018, for instance, 306,590 voters 

participated in the first-round, three-person race for a position on the state Supreme Court. Six 

months later, the top two finishers in the first round were considered by an electorate well over 

twice as large (832,983 voters). In 2020, such ratios between voters in the spring first-round elec-

tion and November runoff in circuit court judgeship races were quite common across the state. 

This means that candidates may be forced to spend decidedly more to reach voters in a much 

larger electorate despite the race for the same office in the same election cycle.35 

42. To be elected, school board members—elected either at the time of the spring 

primary election or the November general election, based on the decision of the local board—

must also obtain a majority vote. If they are unsuccessful, a runoff takes place four weeks fol-

lowing the initial election. This also ensures a majority-vote winner of the election. 

43. Most municipalities of all sizes in Arkansas operate under a mayor-council form 

of government. Mayors in these cities are elected at the time of the November general election 

either through a majority-vote or plurality-runoff system. In the latter, if a candidate gains 40 

percent of the vote and exceeds the vote of the second-place finisher by 20 percent, she is elect-

ed. If either of these conditions is not met, the top two finishers meet in a runoff election four 

 
35 Arkansas Secretary of State, Official Election Results; Jay Barth, “Post-Amendment 80 Judicial Politics in Arkan-
sas: Have the Changes Undermined the Argument for Selection by Appointment?” The University of Arkansas at 
Little Rock Law Review 30 (2008): 753-769. 
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weeks following the general election.36 While most municipalities in the state are also allowed 

by state law to invite political parties to have partisan primaries to nominate candidates for the 

fall municipal general election; only a handful actually have this in place.37 The nonpartisan na-

ture of almost all of these elections does demobilizes minority voters, according to research on 

local election turnout patterns.38 

44. A handful of cities in Arkansas operate under a city manager form of government. 

Under this system, the nonpartisan city directors who serve as policymakers for the city are 

elected through plurality vote whether they are elected by ward or at-large. Under later reforms, 

however, a city operating under the system may alter their rules to establish a direct election of a 

mayor and may choose a system other than majority rule. 39 In Little Rock, for instance, the non-

partisan elected citywide mayor is elected if she gains 40 percent of the vote in the general elec-

tion; otherwise, the top two finishers meet in a runoff.  

 

Off-Year Elections 

45. Research has clearly shown that turnout ratchets up decisively in presidential 

election cycles and, importantly for the discussion of representation, voters of color are dispro-

portionately more likely to participate in presidential elections than are their white voting 

 
36 Ark. Code Ann. § 14-43-304; Ark. Code Ann. § 7-5-106. 
37 Correspondence with the Arkansas Municipal League, 2021. 
38 Thomas M. Holbrook and Aaron C. Weinschenk. “Campaigns, Mobilization, and Turnout in Mayoral Elections.” 
Political Research Quarterly 67 (2014): 42–55. 
39 Ark. Code Ann. § 14-47-110; Ark. Code Ann. § 14-61-111. 
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peers.40 This is particularly true in Arkansas where Black voters’ share of the electorate consist-

ently drops in midterm elections as compared to presidential elections.41  

46. Moreover, many of the positions on Arkansas ballots at the time of a midterm 

elections are also nonpartisan (all judicial, municipal, and school elections). This reality only 

makes this pattern more emphatic since research has also shown that participation rates are high-

est in partisan elections. Such is particularly true for Black voters’ rates of participation.42 

47. All statewide elections in the state—except for the occasional state Supreme 

Court positions with runoffs—occur away from presidential elections in even-numbered years. 

Races for countywide positions, with four-year terms, also occur away from presidential elec-

tions in these same election cycles. For state legislative seats, county district officials, and mu-

nicipal offices, elections pivot back and forth between elections in presidential and non-

presidential election years. School boards have the power to hold their elections separately from 

the general election and most have chosen to hold elections in the spring. Even when school 

boards determine to hold November elections, this means that only one in four elections for the 

office take place in a presidential year. This means that the vast majority of elections take place 

away from presidential years. 

48. Such election timing clearly limits the voice of Black Arkansans at the ballot box. 

 

At-Large Voting Districts 

 
40 Zoltan Hajnal and Jessica Trounstine. “Where Turnout Matters: The Consequences of Uneven Turnout in City 
Politics.” The Journal of Politics 67, no. 2 (2005): 515–35; Zoltan L. Hajnal and Paul G. Lewis “Municipal Institu-
tions and Voter Turnout in Local Elections.” Urban Affairs Review 38(5) (2003): 645-668.  
41 Andra Gillespie and Tyson King‐Meadows, “Black Turnout and the 2014 Midterms,” (Washington, DC: Joint 
Center for Political and Economic Studies, 2014). 
42 Hajnal and Trounstine, “Where Turnout Matters”; Hajnal and Lewis, “Municipal Institutions and Voter Turnout in 
Local Elections.” 
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49. While not as omnipresent as majority-rule elections, at-large elections also remain 

prominent in determining election outcomes in Arkansas, particularly at the grassroots level. 

This is relevant to the issue of minority representation because recent research has solidified the 

notion that ward elections lead to representation for racial and ethnic minorities that is descrip-

tively stronger, i.e. the representative body is more reflective demographically of the population 

of the community.43 Scholars have also begun to explore the impact that institutional arrange-

ments have not only on descriptive representation (the governmental body “looks like” those for 

whom it makes decisions), but also policy outcomes, demonstrating that school board members 

elected under ward elections are also more likely to hire administrators and teachers in a way that 

is more favorable to minorities.44 Meier, et al., not only show the effect empirically, but also 

provide a thorough theoretical discussion, linking the distance between the median voter 

citywide and the typical minority voter within a ward to the better responsiveness of representa-

tives elected in a ward race.45  

50. While much of the existing literature has focused on descriptive and, in some rare 

cases, substantive representation, scholars have recently shifted to exploring the impact that at-

large and ward-based election systems might have on campaign finance. According to Brian Ad-

ams, at-large elections are associated with much higher costs of running for office than ward-

 
43 Theodore Arrington and Thomas Gill Watts. “The Election of Blacks to School Boards in North Carolina.” The 
Western Political Science Quarterly 44 (1991): 1099–1105; Bullock, Charles S., III. Bullock and Susan A. Mac-
Manus. “Testing Assumptions of the Totality-of-the-Circumstances Test: An Analysis of the Impact of Structures on 
Black Descriptive Representation.” American Politics Quarterly 21 (1993): 290–306; David Leal, Valerie Martinez-
Ebers, and Kenneth Meier. “The Politics of Latino Education: The Biases of At-Large Elections.” Journal of Politics 
66 (2004): 1224–44; Jessica Trounstine and Melody Valdini. “The Context Matters: The Effects of Single Member 
versus At-Large Districts on City Council Diversity,” American Journal of Political Science 53 (2008): 554-569.  
44 Kenneth Meier, Eric Juenke, Robert Wrinkle, and J Polinard. “Structural Choices and Representational Biases: 
The Post-Election Color of Representation.” American Journal of Political Science 49 (2005): 758–68. 
45 Meier, Juenke, Wrinkle, and Polinard, “Structural Choices.” 
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only elections.46 This finding is important for making it more feasible for members of historical-

ly disadvantaged groups to gain election to office because of their special challenges in gaining 

access to campaign contributions.  

51. Prior to the Jeffers v. Clinton (1989) decision, but after the “one-person, one-

vote” decisions of the 1960s, multi-member districts were commonly used in the Arkansas legis-

lature. This meant that multiple candidates represented one geographical area with a population 

multiple times larger than a single-member district. In Jeffers, the federal courts found this prac-

tice, among others, to be a key vote dilution strategy limiting the ability of the state’s Black resi-

dents to gain representation in the state legislature.47 In the decades since that decision, single-

member districts have been employed in all state legislative districts. 

52. In school districts and municipal politics, however, at-large districts are still 

commonly employed with the accompanying disadvantages for minority candidates. Importantly, 

when such at-large elections take place, voters consider candidates for a single position at a time, 

meaning that the electoral advantage of the racial majority expresses itself in each race. Moreo-

ver, Arkansas law makes no provision for ranked choice voting or a similar system that allows 

for minority voters to elevate certain candidates preferred by a subgroup of voters over other 

candidates. Recent research has shown that such ranked choice voting systems can effectively 

lead to enhanced minority representation.48 

53. In recognition of the disadvantage that at-large elections have presented for mi-

nority communities to elect candidates of choice, under an Arkansas state law enacted in 1993, 

for school boards with a population of potential voters at least 90 percent white, the school zones 

 
46 Brian Adams. Campaign Finance in Local Elections: Buying the Grassroots. (Boulder, CO: Forum/Lynne-
Rienner, 2010). 
47 730 F. Supp. at 211. 
48 Gerdus Benade, Ruth Buck, Moon Duchin, Dara Gold, and Thomas Weighill, “Ranked Choice Voting and Minor-
ity Representation” (2021). Available at SSRN: https://ssrn.com/abstract=3778021. 
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(either 5 or 7 in number) may be elected entirely at-large. When greater than 10 percent of the 

electors are nonwhite, however, all members must be elected by zone or by a “5-2 model” with 

five zone representatives and two at-large representatives.49 

54.  Arkansas state laws governing the rules by which elections are held across the 

state’s approximately 500 municipalities explicitly allow the use of at-large elections in some or 

all elections for city council member or city director in the largest and smallest communities 

across the state. While state statutes greenlight the use of at-large elections in all municipalities, 

city governments are given some power to determine their balance between at-large and ward 

elections. This is true even in the state’s largest city, Little Rock, where three of the city’s ten 

city directors are elected at-large. As noted below, this provides a unique opportunity to empiri-

cally evaluate the impact of the two election systems in the same city. 

55. Across municipalities in Arkansas employing a mayor-council form of govern-

ment, at-large systems of elections are the norm. In the smallest municipalities (those below 500 

in population), at-large elections are used without any requirement that the representatives live in 

a particular section of the town. For “first-class” (at or above 2,500 in population) and “second-

class” (between 500 and 2,499 in population) cities, while city council members do have to re-

side in a given ward (as defined through a “one-person, one-vote” process), both ward represent-

atives may be elected by voters across the city unless the city government chooses to adopt a sys-

tem where, in a given ward with two representatives, one is elected at-large and the other is 

elected only by the voters in that voting turf.50 

 
49 Ark. Code Ann. § 6-13-630; Ark. Code Ann. § 6-13-631. 
50 Ark. Code Ann. § 14-37-102; Ark. Code Ann. § 14-37-103; Ark. Code Ann. § 14-45-102; Ark. Code Ann. § 14-
43-307; Ark. Code Ann. § 14-44-103. 
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56.     In cities using a city manager mode of governance, a mix of at-large and dis-

trict/ward representatives may be used.51 The deepest dive into the impact of such differences in 

the method of election in municipalities examined Little Rock and found that those elected by 

ward were decidedly more likely to be Black, providing evidence of the importance of single-

member elections in ensuring minority voices in legislative bodies. In addition, this research 

found that ward representatives were more likely to be female and also to be elected with lower 

campaign spending. Finally, ward elections evidenced more competitiveness both in terms of 

campaign spending and final vote totals, in accordance with the political science literature refer-

enced above.52 

 

Felon Disenfranchisement and Prison Gerrymandering 

57. One contributing factor to the low voter participation rates among Black Arkan-

sans is the significant number of Arkansans temporarily removed from the voting rolls by their 

status as felons who are not yet eligible to regain their voting rights. Such bars on felons partici-

pating as voters go back to the Reconstruction era when it was allowed by the state Constitution 

of 1868 as a condition for Arkansas’s readmission to the Union.53 Arkansas has one of the high-

est incarceration rates of any state in the United States and, while rates of imprisonment have 

dropped in other states, they have not dropped in Arkansas. Those incarcerated in Arkansas are 

disproportionately Black—while only about 16 percent of the state’s population is African-

American, approximately 41 percent of those imprisoned in the state are Black. This means that 

Black Arkansans are impacted not just by the criminal justice system itself but also by the linger-

 
51 Ark. Code Ann. § 14-61-107. 
52 Kiril Kolev, Jay Barth, Lora Adams, and Brett Hill, Governance in Little Rock, Arkansas: At-Large and District 
Elections and the Impact on Representation, (Conway, AR: Hendrix College Arkansas Policy Program, 2015). 
53 Alice E. Harvey, “Ex-Felon Disenfranchisement and its Influence on the Black Vote,” University of Pennsylvania 
Law Review 142 (1994): 1145-1189. 
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ing impact of a prior felony conviction limiting their voting rights.54 More specifically, while just 

under 4 percent of all Arkansans above the age of 18 were disenfranchised for the 2020 election 

because of their felony status, nearly 9 percent of Black Arkansans were.55 

58. Arkansans who have completed their service for felonies may ultimately regain 

access to the vote, but it is a multi-stage process involving: (1) discharge from parole or proba-

tion; (2) payment of all parole or probation fees; (3) satisfying all terms of imprisonment; and (4) 

payment of all court costs, fines, or restitution.56 This is an onerous and costly process resulting 

in a situation where approximately three in four prospective voters disenfranchised by their crim-

inal history are no longer incarcerated. 

59. Connected to the issue of felon disenfranchisement is so-called “prison gerryman-

dering.” This practice disproportionately impacts minorities in the drawing of election lines in 

Arkansas. In the state, prisoners are counted as residents of the locale where the prison is located 

rather than the community where they lived prior to being incarcerated. However, due to felon 

disenfranchisement these prisoners cannot vote and thus artificially inflate the voting population 

of a district. As noted earlier, prisoners in Arkansas are disproportionately Black. Prisons, how-

ever, are more likely to be located in white, rural areas which end up with more political power 

as a result.57 An excellent local example of this practice occurred during the last redistricting 

process in Jackson County, Arkansas, in the northeast quadrant of the state. Two state prison 

units are located in the county and, through the redistricting process, both were included in the 

same justice of the peace district. Together they made up 87 percent of the total population of the 
 

54 “Incarceration Trends in Arkansas,” Vera Institute of Justice, accessed Dec. 26, 2021, 
https://www.vera.org/downloads/pdfdownloads/state-incarceration-trends-arkansas.pdf. 
55 “Locked Out 2020: Estimates of People Denied Voting Rights Due to a Felony Conviction,” The Sentencing Pro-
ject, Oct. 30, 2020, https://www.sentencingproject.org/publications/locked-out-2020-estimates-of-people-denied-
voting-rights-due-to-a-felony-conviction/. 
56 “Felon Restoration of Voting Rights Brochure,” Pulaski County (AR) County Clerk. 
57 Hillary Fenton, “Perfect Storm in Arkansas County Worsens Prison-Based Gerrymandering,” Prison Gerryman-
dering Project, 10 August 2012, https://www.prisonersofthecensus.org/news/2012/08/10/ar-jackson/.  
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district following the 2010 redistricting, meaning that the remaining non-incarcerated residents 

had dramatically more voting power in the selection of their justice of the peace to represent 

them on the county quorum court for the decade that followed.58 

 

SENATE FACTOR FIVE 

60. Senate Factor Five examines the extent to which Black Arkansans bear the ef-

fects of discrimination in areas such as education, employment, and health, which hinder their 

ability to participate effectively in the political process. 

61. From its beginning, Arkansas has been an impoverished state. Sociologist Juanita 

Sandford told the story of what it was to be poor in Arkansas in the 1970s, concluding, “Arkan-

sas is a land of opportunity, but many are discovering in this state…that their only opportunity is 

to be poor.”59 The state’s poverty levels compared to the rest of the United States remain a key 

characteristic of state. Just as defining is the intersection between race and poverty in Arkansas. 

While a majority of Arkansas’s poor are white, disproportionate percentages of the poor are per-

sons of color, indicating the manner in which past discrimination has current effects on economic 

opportunities for Blacks in the state. While 18.8 percent of African Americans nationwide found 

themselves in poverty according to 2019 Census data, 27.6 percent of all Arkansas African 

Americans are poor.60 Moreover, the gaps between poverty among whites and persons of color—

over twice as many Arkansas Blacks lived a portion of the year in poverty as did whites in the 

state—are larger than in other parts of the country. Children are among those hardest hit by con-

 
58 Fenton, “Perfect Storm in Arkansas County.” 
59 Juanita Sandford, Poverty in the Land of Opportunity (Little Rock: Rose Publishing Co., 1978), 15. 
60 The federal poverty line is adjusted annually based on a variety of elements; it also varies by the size of the 
household. In 2019 the poverty line for a family of four was $25,750. “Annual Update of the HHS Poverty Guide-
lines,” Federal Register, 12 February 2019, https://www.federalregister.gov/documents/2019/02/01/2019-
00621/annual-update-of-the-hhs-poverty-guidelines. 
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ditions of poverty. Nearly one in every four children in Arkansas lived in poverty (24.7 percent) 

in 2018. The poverty rate among children is highest for African Americans, with nearly half, or 

44.9 percent, of African-American children experiencing poverty in Arkansas; this was the high-

est rate of impoverished Black children in any state in the nation.61 Unfortunately, it also repre-

sents the ongoing cycle of poverty facing the state’s youngest Black residents. 

62. Another way of thinking about economic fragility focuses on so-called “ALICE” 

families. ALICE families are headed by Asset Limited, Income Constrained, Employed individ-

uals. ALICE individuals are not technically in poverty but live one job loss or health calamity 

away from being impoverished because of their inability to save. In 2018, nearly half of all Ar-

kansas households were either impoverished or households living below the ALICE survival in-

come threshold.62 Again, just as with those Arkansans in poverty, these “working poor” house-

holds in Arkansas are disproportionately Black.63 Specifically, nearly 60 percent of Black house-

holds in the state had 12-month incomes less than $40,000 according to 2019 Census data, while 

a slight majority of white households had incomes above $60,000.64 Moreover, these Black 

households were typically larger, meaning that those lower incomes had to cover the living ex-

penses for more individuals. 

63. A lack of wealth is also shown in the value of homes owned in the state. First, 

there was a significant racial gap in homeownership in the last decade with only 44 percent of 

Black adults owning a home as compared to 71 percent of white Arkansans.65 The stability that 

accompanies homeownership is tied to voting because Arkansas requires prospective voters to 
 

61 Children’s Defense Fund, “The State of America’s Children 2020,” 2020. 
62 As with the poverty line, the line for ALICE status moves annually and varies by size of household. In 2018 the 
ALICE survival threshold for a family of four was $66,890. “Research Center – Methodology,” United for Alice, 
accessed December 26, 2021, https://www.unitedforalice.org/methodology. 
63 United for ALICE, On Uneven Ground: ALICE and Financial Hardship in the U.S., 2020. 
64 U.S. Census, American Community Survey, 2019. 
65 U.S. Census data reported in “Families, Home Ownership,” Aspire Arkansas, A Project of Arkansas Community 
Foundation, accessed December 26, 2021, https://aspirearkansas.org/families/homeownership-rate. 
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register to vote anew when they relocate. For those who are homeowners in the state—a marker 

of wealth in the first place—the value of the homes of nearly seven in ten Blacks (69.1 percent) 

was below $60,000, according to 2000 Census data. In contrast, in the same data, two-thirds 

(66.8%) of white Arkansans who are homeowners had a home worth over $60,000.66 Arkansas is 

also marked by its residential segregation. According to analysis of 2010 Census data, Arkansas 

was the 12th most segregated state.67 

64. No matter whether it is impoverishment, as defined by the federal poverty line, or 

the economic precariousness that comes with living without the ability to save for the inevitable 

rainy day, Arkansas’s Black residents continue to live with the ramifications of the clear discrim-

ination of the past. These economic challenges limit access to health care, educational opportuni-

ties, and tools for future economic empowerment. Of course, these are also the tools with the 

greatest promise to produce new economic hope or break cycles of poverty. As a result, sitting at 

the intersection of race and poverty in Arkansas are a proverbial chicken and egg. Race and pov-

erty are also the social factors with the largest linkages to entering the juvenile justice system 

and, ultimately, the prison system in Arkansas. 

65. Access to economic resources, education and health are all inherently linked to 

political participation in the United States with the well-educated, the healthy, and the economi-

cally vibrant more likely to participate in elections and in other democratic activities. On the oth-

er hand, and particularly deepened by Arkansas’s limitations on voting rights for those who are 

(or have been) incarcerated, as discussed previously, entrance into the criminal justice system 

places significant barriers to engagement with the electoral process. 

 

 
66 U.S. Census, 2000. 
67 Daniel T. Lichter, Domenico Parisi, Helga de Valk, State of the Union 2016: Residential Segregation (Palo Alto, 
CA: The Stanford Center on Poverty and Inequality, 2016). 
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The Educational Achievement Gap 

66. One of the most significant factors in sustaining disparities in poverty in Arkansas 

is the educational achievement gap. While children across the state are born into a vast array of 

economic circumstances, each has access to a free public-school education under the Arkansas 

state Constitution.68 These schools, it is hoped, will prepare students for the work-force, trade 

school, college, or whatever else they should choose to pursue after graduation. Because educa-

tion plays such a significant role in determining one’s future earnings potential, and thus, eco-

nomic status, it is a crucial component in an examination of poverty in the state. 

67. Despite progress in recent years, Arkansas’s education system lags behind the na-

tion as a whole in several key indicators such as test scores and graduation rates. There are clear 

disparities in achievement across groups of students, especially racial groups. Of all Arkansas 

fourth graders in public schools in 2019, 68.8 percent perform below grade level in reading on 

standardized exams according to the National Assessment of Education Progress (NAEP), the 

so-called “Nation’s Report Card.” While only 62.5 percent of non-Latino white students per-

formed below grade level, the rate at which minority students performed below grade level was 

significantly higher than the state average. Among Black students, 84.8 percent were below 

grade level. Even larger racial disparities exist in Arkansas’s student math scores. In 2019, 66.8 

percent of Arkansas fourth-graders performed below grade level. When examined by race, 58.8 

percent of White students, 74.3 percent of Latino students, and 86.8 percent of Black students 

performed below grade level. The racial disparity in test scores continues to middle school. Six-

ty-five percent of eighth grade white students in Arkansas were reading below grade level in 

2019. Among Black students, the rate was 89 percent. The racial gap in math performance 

among eighth-grade Arkansas students was even larger with 92.5 percent of Arkansas’s Black 
 

68 Arkansas Constitution, Article 14, Section 1. 
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youth scoring below proficiency while 65.3 percent of white eighth graders were.69 In 2020-21, a 

significant race gap was also shown in ACT composite scores—which are used to determine ad-

missions to many colleges—in the state. Black students’ performance on the required 11th grade 

exam in the state averaged 15.3 while white students scored an average of 19.6 (the top score on 

the ACT composite is 36).70 

68. Differences exist between races not only in terms of academic performance, but in 

school disciplinary action as well. Black students are suspended from school at higher rates than 

other students. In 2015-16, 4.3 percent of white public-school students in Arkansas were sus-

pended from school. Among Black students, the rate was 15.9.71  

69. What is disconcerting about these figures is not simply the suggestion that Black 

students receive harsher discipline than other students, but also the implications for the morale of 

Black students. The harsher disciplinary measures Black students receive from school adminis-

trators certainly do not go unnoticed by classmates who may become bitter and resentful of 

school authority figures. Students who are suspended are less likely to graduate, but even those 

who are not suspended may come to feel that the school’s administration is set against their aca-

demic success. A 2007 survey of residents in the state’s largest county (Pulaski) found that Black 

respondents were more than three times as likely as white respondents to feel that they were 

treated unfairly because of their race during their K-12 educational experience.72 These dispari-

ties in disciplinary treatment are in turn also linked to an increased risk of dropping out of school 

 
69 All NAEP data reported in Children’s Defense Fund, “The State of America’s Children 2021,” 2021. 
70 The ACT Profile Report, “Arkansas State Testing 2020-21.” 
71 Children’s Defense Fund, “The State of America’s Children 2021.” 
72 UALR Institute of Government’s Survey Research Center & Institute on Race and Ethnicity, Little Rock, Arkan-
sas, Racial Attitudes in Pulaski County Annual Survey Focus on Education, 2006-07, https://ualr.edu/race-
ethnicity/research/racial-attitudes/. 
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and, therefore, make it more likely that Black youth in Arkansas will find their way into the 

criminal justice system. 

70. A variety of forces inside and outside the educational arena shape graduation 

rates, and those forces have disproportionate impacts on Black students in Arkansas. In Arkansas 

in 2019, 26.6 percent of Black residents over the age of 18 had not obtained a high school diplo-

ma, compared to 16.3 percent of whites. Because Black students are consistently performing be-

low the academic level of white students, as well as graduating from high school at lower rates, 

their college graduation rates are also significantly lower than those of white students in the state. 

Only 17 percent of Blacks in Arkansas aged 25 or older in 2019 had obtained at least a bache-

lor’s degree, compared to 24.9 percent of whites. One factor limiting college graduation rates of 

Black students is that students of color are more likely to have to take remedial classes once they 

arrive at Arkansas’s higher education institutions; in 2014-15, the Arkansas Department of High-

er Education reported that over 70 percent of Black students had to remediate in some subject 

while less than one-third of white students did.73 Such remediation in basic skills delays progress 

in higher education and, in some cases, limits the ultimate goal of graduation.  

71. Less education makes it more difficult to obtain a high-paying, stable job.74 A 

lower education level also makes it less likely that an individual will participate in the electoral 

process as a voter.75 

 

Health Care Disparities 

 
73 Arkansas Department of Higher Education, “Remediation Report Fall, 2014-15,” 
https://www.adhe.edu//publications/details/remediation-fall-academic-year-2014-2015. 
74 Dennis Vilorio, “Education Matters,” (United States Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2016). 
75 Rachel M. Sondheimer and Donald P. Green. “Using Experiments to Estimate the Effects of Education on Voter 
Turnout.” American Journal of Political Science 54 (2010): 174–189.  
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72. The plight of those living in poverty is further complicated by poor health. Areas 

plagued by persistent poverty generally have people in poorer health than wealthier communi-

ties.76 This pattern is starkly apparent for Black communities in Arkansas. Black Arkansans were 

over twice as likely to die as a result of diabetes or its complications than were white Arkansans 

between 2011-2015 and nearly six times as likely to die from HIV/AIDS during that same peri-

od.77 Black Arkansans are also prone to higher levels of infant mortality, low birth weights, and 

cardiovascular disease than are white residents of the state.78 All told, white Arkansans can ex-

pect to live 2.7 years longer than Black Arkansans, with white males living 3.9 years longer than 

Black males in the state.79 

73. According to a 2019 Arkansas Racial and Ethnic Health Disparities Study carried 

out by the University of Arkansas at Little Rock, significantly larger portions of both urban and 

rural Blacks in the state reported having health problems. The same study showed that signifi-

cantly higher percentages of Black Arkansans responded that they had been victims of discrimi-

nation while obtaining health care services. This led to Black respondents being more likely to 

seek out health information via the Internet or other written materials rather than relying upon 

doctors and other health professionals.80 

74. A key challenge facing the state’s residents is access to health care professionals, 

particularly in certain practice areas. In the area of dental health, for instance, general practice 

dentists are in short supply outside of the most urban and suburban counties which, with the ex-

ception of Pulaski County, have disproportionately white populations. However, dental special-
 

76 Chris Crothers. Male: Why the Mid South Cannot Afford to Ignore the Disparities Facing its Men and Boys. 
Foundation for the Mid South (2007). 
77 Arkansas Department of Health, “Disparities in Diabetes Mellitus Mortality Among Blacks in Arkansas,” 2018. 
78 Crothers, Male; Arkansas Department of Health, “Disparities in Diabetes.” 
79 Diego Caraballo, “Life Expectancy and Age-Specific Mortality Rates in Arkansas,” (Arkansas Economic Devel-
opment Institute, 2021). 
80 University of Arkansas at Little Rock Survey Research Center, “Arkansas Racial and Ethnic Health Disparity 
Study: A Minority Health Update,” 2019. 
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ists, such as orthodontists and pediatric dentists, are even more rare across the state’s rural coun-

ties, particularly in the Delta counties with heavy African-American populations.81 A basic den-

tal screening of the state’s 3rd graders during the 2019-20 school year found that 29.5 percent of 

Black students had untreated tooth decay as opposed to 19.6 percent of their white 3rd grade 

peers.82 Studies have shown that bad teeth prevent otherwise strong candidates from getting jobs 

because of the negative perceptions associated with poor dental care.83  

75. Finally, Black Arkansans are more likely to be disabled than their white peers, ac-

cording to U.S. Census data. Although disabilities are the result of a variety of causes and take a 

variety of forms, much of this 5-point “disability gap” is due to injuries from the workplace.84 

76. Health has an important connection to voter participation because serious health 

conditions can dramatically increase the “costs” of voting. Unless one votes absentee, traveling 

to a voting site is necessary to vote either early or on Election Day, making it less likely that the 

infirm will take that step. Voters with disabilities are distinctly more likely to have difficulty in 

casting votes than their non-disabled fellow citizens, according to a recent analysis.85 

 

The Gaps in Economic Opportunities 

77. Unsurprisingly, considering the racial gaps in economic livelihood present in the 

state, Arkansas’s adult Black population is less likely to be employed. According to American 

Community Survey data between 2014-2019, 66 percent of white Arkansans were employed, 

 
81 Office of Rural Health and Primary Care, Arkansas Department of Health, Dental Health Professional Shortage 
Areas, 10 March 2016; Arkansas Department of Health, “Arkansas Dental Health Plan, 2012-2015.”  
82 Office of Oral Health, Arkansas Department of Health, “3rd Grade Basic Screening Survey, School Year 2019-
2020, Arkansas.”  
83 Mercedes White, “No Teeth Means No Job,” Deseret News, 27 December 2012, 
https://www.deseret.com/2012/12/27/20511676/no-teeth-means-no-job. 
84 U.S. Census, 2000. 
85 Lisa Schur, Mason Ameri, and Meera Adya. “Disability, Voter Turnout, and Polling Place Accessibility.” Social 
Science Quarterly 98 (2017): 1374-1390. 
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compared to only 58 percent of Black adults. Black Arkansans were both more likely than whites 

to be unemployed but still in pursuit of a job and more likely to have opted out of the labor force 

entirely for various reasons including no longer seeing seeking work as viable.86 

78. Consistent transportation is a key to employability, particularly in an automobile-

centric state with limited investment in public transportation such as Arkansas. According to 

2000 Census data, Black Arkansans were nearly four times as likely to lack access to a vehicle. 

While just under 6 percent of white Arkansans lacked access to a vehicle, over 20 percent of 

Blacks in the state lacked vehicle access.87 

79. Finally, digital equity (in the form of access to consistent broadband internet, ap-

propriate devices, and digital literacy skills) is crucial to educational opportunities, economic 

empowerment, and civic engagement.88 Black Arkansans are both less likely to have consistent 

access to a computer and also less likely to have access to broadband internet. All told, according 

to Census data, 79.2 percent of white Arkansans have access to a computer with broadband ac-

cess while only 69.4 percent of African Americans in the state do.89 Some of the gap is driven by 

lack of broadband access while the rest is driven by lack of access to a device. 

80. The absence of economic opportunity—inherently linked to diminished educa-

tional opportunities—ties to entrance into the criminal justice system, starting at early ages. Un-

surprisingly, a significant racial divide is also shown in this area of policy outcomes in Arkansas. 

 

Interaction with the Justice System 

 
86 U.S. Census, American Community Survey, 2019. 
87 U.S. Census, American Community Survey, 2000. 
88 “Louisville's Digital Inclusion Plan,” Louisville Metro, 2017, https://digitalinclusion.louisvilleky.gov/. 
89 U.S. Census, American Community Survey, 2019. 
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81. According to 2019 data, Arkansas has an overall juvenile incarceration rate just 

above the national average.90 However, considering other patterns in data shown throughout this 

section, it is unsurprising that a slight plurality (42 percent) of the juveniles incarcerated in Ar-

kansas are Black, meaning that Black minors are nearly three times as likely as their white peers 

to be incarcerated.91 The vast majority of those incarcerated in the juvenile justice system have 

committed non-violent crimes, particularly drug offenses. Despite the fact that a similar percent-

age of juveniles, both white and Black, admit to using illicit drugs, Blacks are arrested for drug 

offenses decidedly more often than whites.92 

82. Because of the challenges facing the Arkansas juvenile justice system, youth who 

spend time there—regardless of their offense—are at increased risk of later entering the adult 

criminal justice system, with all the resulting negative economic, social, and political ramifica-

tions for their lives. For instance, those leaving prison face tremendous difficulty obtaining and 

maintaining employment, and many end up in the justice system again. The families of those in-

carcerated must contend not only with the loss of a source of income, but also with potential le-

gal costs. In addition, they often face social sanctions because of the incarceration of their kin.  

83. As noted in a previous section (on Senate Factor 3), there are also significant dis-

parities based on race in the rates of incarceration of adults in Arkansas. Moreover, while other 

states have reformed incarceration policies in recent years, Arkansas has continued to show sig-

nificant growth in rates of confinement in both jails and prisons, particularly for drug-related of-

fenses. While drug use may create the serious health problems for individuals mentioned earlier, 

 
90 “Youth Residing in Juvenile Detention, Correctional and/or Residential Facilities in the United States,” The Annie 
E. Casey Kids Count Data Center, July 2021, https://datacenter.kidscount.org/data/tables/42-youth-residing-in-
juvenile-detention-correctional-and-or-residential-facilities?loc=1&loct=2#detailed/2/2-
8/false/1729,871,573,36,867,133,18,17,14,12/any/17599. 
91 Children’s Defense Fund, “The State of America’s Children 2020.” 
92 “Decades of Disparity: Drug Arrests and Race in the United States,” Human Rights Watch, March 2, 2009, 
https://www.hrw.org/report/2009/03/02/decades-disparity/drug-arrests-and-race-united-states#. 
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conviction on a drug offense can have as significant a consequence. A drug conviction can limit 

one’s ability to obtain work, as employers typically pass over candidates with a drug conviction 

in favor of one without a conviction.93 These realities of the criminal justice system in Arkansas 

have particularly devastating impacts on political participation rates—both directly through the 

felon disenfranchisement practices in the state and indirectly through the ramification on the fu-

ture earning power of felons. Again, Black Arkansans, particularly Black men, are distinctly 

more likely to face these ongoing ramifications. 

 

Linkages to Participation in the Political Process 

84. All of these gaps in access to opportunities (educational, economic, and health-

related), as well as limitations created by the criminal justice system, have direct ramifications 

for Arkansans’ participation in the democratic process. As stated in Article 14 of the Arkansas 

Constitution, “Intelligence and virtue being the safeguards of liberty and the bulwark of a free 

and good government, the State…shall adopt all suitable means to secure to the people the ad-

vantages and opportunities of education.” While Arkansas has made great strides in promoting 

the adequacy of its educational offerings in this century, as discussed above, significant racial 

inequities continue to exist across the state, disproportionately limiting “the advantages and op-

portunities of education” for its Black residents. As a result, Black Arkansans lack the same op-

portunities to fully participate in the democratic process because of the lack of access to infor-

mation and analytical skills that should be provided by a high-quality education at the K-12 and 

higher education levels. 

 
93 The Vera Institute, The Prison Paradox: More Incarceration Will Not Make Us Safer, 2017. 
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85. In addition, as discussed earlier in this section on Senate Factor 5, there is a con-

nection between access to economic opportunities and more fulsome participation in the electoral 

process. Having to care for family members by working multiple jobs provides less time to vote 

and engage in other manners. Moreover, a lack of access to transportation limits one’s ability to 

participate at the voting booth, particularly in a rural state like Arkansas. Finally, a lack of access 

to digital equity diminishes the ability to gain knowledge about candidates and their positions on 

policy issues to ensure more confidence in voting decisions. In all respects, a race-based gap ex-

presses itself in Arkansas with Black residents more limited in their opportunities. As noted pre-

viously, Arkansas has one of the lowest Black voting participation rates in the country.94 

86. Being of sound body and mind also makes it more likely for Arkansans to take 

full advantage of their citizenship rights, including participation in electoral politics. Again, a 

distinctive race-based disparity is shown in rates of good health—physical and mental—and ac-

cess to health care in Arkansas, which in turn impacts the ability of Black Arkansans to partici-

pate effectively in the political process.  

87. Finally, and linked closely to these previous issues, Black Arkansans are more 

likely to interact with the criminal justice system in Arkansas, leaving them more likely to be 

incarcerated as youth and, ultimately, as adults. Such a history with the legal system directly lim-

its access to the franchise in the state both during their time of incarceration and in its aftermath. 

This is because Arkansas’s felon disenfranchisement laws limit participation not just during 

one’s time in prison, but until a variety of hoops are jumped through including the payment of 

fines and fees tied directly to access to income. 

 

SENATE FACTOR SIX 
 

94 U.S. Census, “Voting and Registration in the Election of November 2020.” 
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88. Senate Factor Six examines the degree to which a pattern of subtle or overt racial 

appeals in campaigns exists in the state of Arkansas. 

89. Electoral politics in the state of Arkansas has exhibited ongoing race-based ap-

peals. In the earliest years of mass participation in the state’s politics through the first decades of 

the twentieth century, such appeals were generally quite explicit. With the rise of the Civil 

Rights Movement and the accompanying changing of norms on political equality, such appeals 

have become more likely to be implicit in nature. However, even in the contemporary era, on 

occasion—and particularly on “narrowcast” media like radio and social media—more explicit 

race-based appeals continue to surface in Arkansas. 

 

Race-Based Appeals During the Jim Crow Era 

90. During the Jim Crow era, overt racial appeals were common in vote-garnering 

rhetoric in Arkansas. The accepted master of such rhetoric was Jefferson (“Jeff”) Davis—elected 

Attorney General (in 1898), Governor (in 1900), and U.S. Senator (by the state legislature, in 

1906). Much of Davis’s rhetoric centered on economic and social populism against what he 

termed the “high-collared roosters” who used their economic status to control policymaking in 

the state. However, a key element of his effective rhetorical appeal to rural white voters in the 

state was a racial demagoguery employed with vehemence and skill unprecedented in Arkansas 

politics. Davis told white voters that Black voters were an “ever present eating, cankerous sore” 

on democracy and that the granting of Black Arkansans the vote during the Reconstruction era 

was “the most cruel blow that was ever struck a helpful and defenceless [sic] people.” Davis was 

gruesome in his campaign imagery, saying at one point: “We may have a lot of dead n***ers in 

Arkansas, but we shall never have Negro equality, and I want to say that I would rather tear, 
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screaming from her mother’s arms, my little daughter and bury her alive than to see her arm in 

arm with the best n***er on earth.”95 

91. Davis went so far as to justify the lynching of Black Arkansans in a public event 

with President Theodore Roosevelt in Little Rock in 1905. Davis argued:  

Charitable and indulgent as we have been to an inferior race, charitably con-
tributing bountifully of our time and means toward their material and moral 
betterment, still, if the brutal criminals of that race…lay unholy hands upon 
our fair daughters, nature is so riven and shocked that the dire compact pro-
duces a social cataclysm, often, in its terrible sweep far beyond the utmost 
efforts of all civil power.96 

 

Noting that sexual assault was at issue in only a minority of lynching events, a quick-thinking 

Roosevelt responded to Davis’s comments: “To avenge one heinous crime by another heinous 

crime is to reduce the man doing so to the bestial level of the bestial scoundrel; and the hideous 

effects of lynch law shown by the fact that three-fourths of the lynchings are not for that crime at 

all, but for other crimes.”97 

92. Other Arkansas politicians felt comfortable using race-based imagery during the 

decades following Davis’s era of power, particularly when threats to segregationist institutions 

showed themselves. For instance, Governor Homer Adkins, running for the U.S. Senate in 1944, 

made the Smith v. Allwright decision a centerpiece of his campaign when the United States Su-

preme Court handed down that decision banning the exclusion of non-white voters from party 

primary elections across the South. When a high-profile Black Democrat offered his support to 

 
95 Blair and Barth, Arkansas Politics and Government, 13; Stockley, Ruled by Race, 135. 
96 Stockley, Ruled by Race, 133; Fon Gordon, Caste & Class: The Black Experience in Arkansas, 1880-1920 (Ath-
ens: University of Georgia Press, 1995), 108-9. 
97 Ibid. 
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Adkins in the Senate primary, Adkins spurned it, saying: “If I cannot be nominated by the white 

voters of Arkansas, I do not want the office.”98 Adkins lost the subsequent primary. 

 

Militant Segregationist Appeals in the Civil Rights Era 

93. Across the South, in the aftermath of the Brown v. Board of Education of Topeka, 

Kansas Supreme Court decision in 1954, which declared de jure segregation in public schools 

inherently unequal in the eyes of the Constitution, candidates for political office began emphasiz-

ing opposition to the United States Supreme Court ruling as a primary value of their campaigns. 

Political scientist Earl Black has provided empirical evidence that, before Brown, most nominees 

for governor in the South were “moderate segregationists” who supported the maintenance of 

Jim Crow but did not emphasize the issue during campaigns. Following the Supreme Court deci-

sion, candidates who were successful in statewide campaigns in the South were much more like-

ly to be what Black terms “militant segregationists,” because of the centrality of segregation to 

their campaigns and their willingness to say it was a more important value than other matters 

such as the economic development in their state.99  

94. Orval Faubus was running for governor when the first Brown decision was hand-

ed down in May 1954. At that point, Faubus, a social moderate, was able to simply say that he 

would respect the decisions of local school boards regarding implementation of the decision. By 

the time of his first reelection campaign in 1956, Faubus was challenged by state Senator Jim 

Johnson, the head of the white supremacist, segregationist White Citizens’ Council, who empha-

sized Faubus’s inaction in allowing the desegregation in school districts including Hoxie. While 

 
98 John Kirk, “Gov. Adkins and Race,” KUAR Public Radio, 30 November 2020, 
https://www.ualrpublicradio.org/2020-11-30/gov-adkins-and-race. 
99 Earl Black, Southern Governors and Civil Rights: Racial Segregation as a Campaign Issue in the Second Recon-
struction, Cambridge, (MA: Harvard University Press, 1976). 
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Faubus won still taking a more moderate stance, it was clear that a more explicitly segregationist 

stance had appeal with many white voters in the state.100 

95. As noted in the section on Senate Factor One, Faubus became decidedly more 

militant in his response during the months of the Little Rock Crisis. In September of 1958, fol-

lowing the United State Supreme Court’s Cooper v. Aaron decision that affirmed the lower 

court’s desegregation ruling in the Little Rock School District, Faubus went on statewide televi-

sion and radio to reassert his defense of states’ rights on issues of racial segregation in schools: 

To you people in this struggle who seek to preserve our form of government, I am 
proud of my role as a leader in the fight. I did not seek this role. It was thrust upon 
me in the course of events. I did not, nor do I now, shrink from my responsibili-
ties in what is perhaps the greatest struggle for constitutional government during 
this century.101  

While Faubus ultimately lost the battle of Little Rock following the so-called “Lost Year,” he 

fought for an array of segregationist policies during that period and continued to remind voters 

that he had stood up against integration until the end of his record six terms as governor.  

96. Upon Faubus’s retirement, then-state Supreme Court Justice Johnson won the 

Democratic nomination for governor in 1966. During the campaign, Johnson infamously refused 

to shake the hands of Black voters on the campaign trail and said he would stand up against fed-

eral civil rights actions such as the Civil Rights Act of 1964 that threatened “the preservation of 

our right to own and control private property.”102 

 

The Emergence of More Implicit Racial Appeals 

 
100 Stockley, Ruled by Race. 
101 Governor Orval Faubus Speech, 18 September 1958; Stockley, Ruled by Race. 
102 John Kirk, “The Election that Changed Arkansas Politics,” Arkansas Times, 28 March 2012, 
https://arktimes.com/news/cover-stories/2012/03/28/the-election-that-changed-arkansas-politics. 
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97. In the aftermath of the civil rights era, racial egalitarianism became normalized in 

American politics, including in the politics of Arkansas. This meant that widespread use of ex-

plicit racial appeals—potent forces for moving votes in the past—would now be rejected and, 

indeed, could produce a backlash against a candidate employing them. Despite this progress, ra-

cial stereotyping remained very much alive in the psyches of American voters. In her important 

work on the potency of implicit racial appeals in campaign advertising even in an era of egalitar-

ian norms related to race, Mendelberg found strong evidence that implicit racial appeals still had 

the power to activate such race-based stereotypes and focus voters on race in evaluating candi-

dates and issues. This was most notoriously seen in the use of Massachusetts prisoner William 

Horton, Jr. (renamed “Willie Horton” for the ad) during the 1988 presidential campaign.103 

98. Mendelberg presents her definitions of “explicit” and “implicit” group-based 

campaign messages with a particular focus on race. “[A] racial appeal is explicit if it uses racial 

nouns or adjectives to endorse white prerogatives, to express anti-black sentiment, to represent 

racial stereotypes, or to portray a threat from African Americans.” In contrast, implicit group-

focused appeals attempt to present the same content as explicit appeals, but in them such “nouns 

and adjectives” are replaced by more “oblique references.” Implicit group-based appeals rely up-

on the activation of negative stereotypes through carefully chosen, often coded, words and imag-

es. Another scholar, Ian Haney López, has also examined the increasing use of such so-called 

“dog whistles” in political campaign rhetoric.104 

99. Mendelberg emphasized the special power of visual images in the activation of 

voters’ race-based stereotypes. While Mendelberg noted that it was feasible for implicit racial 

 
103 Tali Mendelberg. The Race Card: Campaign Strategy, Implicit Messages, and the Norm of Equality. (Princeton, 
NJ: Princeton University Press, 2001). 
104 Mendelberg, The Race Card, 8-9; Ian H. López, Dog Whistle Politics: How Coded Racial Appeals Have Rein-
vented Racism and Wrecked the Middle Class (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2014). 
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appeals to be created through text or spoken words, she argued it was difficult for those words to 

be spoken or written in a manner that were not explicit racial appeals. As Mendelberg writes, 

“Stereotypical or threatening images can communicate derogatory racial meaning in a more sub-

tle way than an equivalent verbal statement.”105 

100. Text can be used in subtle ways, however, to create clear—but also clearly im-

plicit—racial appeals. Radio advertising, now nearing a century of usage in political campaigns, 

continues to be a heavily-used medium particularly in rural states like Arkansas where car cul-

ture dominates. Research has shown that visual representations are not necessary for people to 

create visual images themselves. In examining brain patterns of listeners, one scholar found that 

highly evocative radio advertisements engage visual cognitive resources despite their auditory 

nature.106 As another observer of radio has put it, “Radio outstrips television as a means of con-

veying intimacy and, precisely because it doesn’t show but can only tell, may stir the active im-

agination more deeply.”107 

101. Radio ads are ripe for such implicit racial appeals because they are “narrowcast” 

to specific audiences because of the demographically segmented nature of radio advertising. In 

the post-“Willie Horton” era, using radio to make group-based appeals is also considerably safer; 

it reduces the potential for a backlash effect when the group that is the object of the ad is one 

around which an egalitarian norm has been established, but it still permits the invocation of po-

tent stereotypes regarding demographic characteristics such as race. 

102. For instance, in his brief run for the U.S. Senate from Arkansas in 1996 (aborted 

when he became governor following the resignation of his predecessor), Republican Mike Huck-

 
105 Mendelberg, The Race Card, 9. 
106 Paul D. Bolls “I Can Hear You, but Can I See You? The Use of Visual Cognition During  
Exposure to High-Imagery Radio Advertisements.” Communication Research 29 (2002): 537-63.  
107 Dave Marsh, “Radio Days,” New York Times, 28 January 2007. 
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abee ran a radio ad titled “Oprah” on a number of MOR (“middle of the road”) and country sta-

tions with largely white audiences. This ad defined the kind of people whom Huckabee would 

represent in Washington as “people who get up at six in the morning, fix a sandwich for lunch 

and come home at dark worn out ... [who are] tired of paying taxes for those who get up at 10 

o’clock, watch Oprah all afternoon, and cruise the streets at night.” Although race is never men-

tioned explicitly in the ad, direct references to Oprah Winfrey and “cruis[ing] the streets at 

night,” and veiled references to welfare recipients, unquestionably triggered stereotypically racial 

images in the minds of many white listeners. But, as they did when questions were raised about 

the advertisement, Huckabee campaign operatives could deny any racial appeal because of the 

absence of explicit racial references.108  

 

Racial Appeals Related to President Barack Obama  

103. The arrival of President Barack Obama on the political scene led to a reassertion 

of racial politics in Arkansas to a degree unmatched since the civil rights era, with meaningful 

political effects. Such shifts were seen most clearly among white rural voters in the state in the 

2008 election cycle, primarily in rural counties that had swung back and forth between Republi-

can and Democratic candidates across election cycles. There is some empirical evidence from 

2008 that Arkansas voters were race-conscious in their attitudes regarding Obama. For example, 

in the Arkansas Poll conducted in October of that year by the University of Arkansas, half of the 

respondents were asked how many (of five) statements “troubled” them about Obama; the other 

half heard a list that differed in only one respect: the item “he has two children” was replaced 

 
108 L. Marvin Overby and Jay Barth, “Radio Advertising in American Political Campaigns: The Persistence, Im-
portance, and Effects of Narrowcasting.” American Politics Research. 34 (2006): 451-478; Blair and Barth, Arkan-
sas Politics and Government, 76; John Brummett, “Huckabee Leads with the Race Card,” Arkansas Democrat-
Gazette, 31 October 1995; John Brummett, “Walking Into the Huckabee Trap,” Arkansas Democrat-Gazette, 2 No-
vember 1995. 
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with “if elected, he will be the first black president.” The result of this simple list experiment was 

telling: The average number of statements respondents deemed “troubling” was higher for the 

group where Obama’s race was included rather than the fact that he is a father (1.55 versus 1.49). 

For whites only, it was 1.74 and 1.63. (All differences were statistically significant at the .001 

level.)109 Much more qualitative data from the politics of the era reaffirms many white Arkan-

sans’ concerns about the first Black President.  

104. By the time of Obama’s reelection campaign in 2012, his polarizing role in the 

state’s politics had become even more central—with race at the heart of that polarization. As one 

national reporter based in Arkansas put it in the middle of the 2012 campaign:  

People will deny it, but racism runs deep in Arkansas.  
In 2008, white people I have known my entire life confessed to me that they 
would not vote for Obama because of his race. They won’t go on record. 
They will say otherwise in public. But in a comfortable environment over 
iced tea when they forget I’m a reporter, they will say this in rural Arkansas 
– and much of this state would be considered the country.110 

 

105. While the 2012 presidential election was only superficially contested in the state, 

with no chance that Obama would win the state’s electoral college votes, the battle for control of 

the state legislature (in Democrats’ hands for 138 years) was hotly contested. That campaign for 

legislative control, fought out in districts across the state, was about one man: President Obama. 

As a billboard in Fulton County, a rural county in the northeast quadrant of the state, summed it 

up:  

Save America. 
Vote Republican. 
Every Democrat Elected Helps Obama.111 

 
109 Janine A. Parry and Bill Schreckhise, The Arkansas Poll, 2008 (Fayetteville, AR: Diane D. Blair Center of 
Southern Politics and Society, University of Arkansas, 2008). 
110 Suzi Parker, “In Arkansas, Racism Cuts Against Obama,” Washington Post, 25 May 2012. 
111 Jay Barth, “In Arkansas, Dixie’s Last Democratic Legislature Faces a Red Tide,” The New Republic, 29 October 
2012. 
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106. Direct mail, another form of narrowcast communications, is also heavily used by 

partisan and non-partisan groups alike. During the 2012 battle for control of the state legislature, 

President Obama was front and center in these attacks as well. Mailers about Obamacare primed 

racial sentiments by using an image of an African-American doctor. Recipients were asked to 

“thank [Republicans] for protecting our health care freedom.”112  

 

The Role of Race in Recent Election Cycles 

107. Campaigns have continued to regularly employ racialized rhetoric in recent elec-

tion cycles. In a contested 2018 race for U.S. Congress, several such communications were pro-

duced by or on behalf of the reelection campaign of U.S. Representative French Hill. A televi-

sion ad endorsed by Hill showed the dark and heavily tattooed faces of what were purported to 

be members of the primarily Salvadoran “MS-13” gang and contended that his opponent’s im-

migration policies would lead to an increase in immigrant-driven criminal activity in Arkan-

sas.113 Very similar mailers regarding the gang, denounced as “racist” by Hill’s opponent Clarke 

Tucker, were run by a Super PAC, the Republican Majority Fund.114 In that same election, a ra-

dio advertisement targeted at “urban” radio stations, which primarily focus on younger Black 

audiences, attacked Democrats like Tucker for their behavior during the confirmation hearings 

for Supreme Court nominee and future Justice Brett Kavanaugh. Two Black women’s voices are 

heard in the ad discussing the sexual assault charges lobbed against Kavanaugh during the hear-
 

112 Jay Barth and Janine Parry, “Arkansas: Another Anti-Obama Aftershock.” In Second Verse, Same as the First: 
The 2012 Presidential Election in the South, eds. Scott E. Buchanan and Branwell DuBose Kapeluck. (Fayetteville: 
University of Arkansas Press, 2014). 
113 Mara Salvatrucha, more commonly known as MS-13, has its origins in the Los Angeles of the late 1970s and 
early 1980s. It is now internationalized and is known for its extreme violence, including the use of machetes in kill-
ings. 
114Hannah Grabenstein, “Democratic House Candidate Calls Attack Mailers ‘Racist,’” Associated Press, 21 Sep-
tember 2018. 
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ings: “All of her witnesses including her best friend say it didn’t happen? What will happen to 

our husbands, our fathers, or our sons when a white girl lies on them? Girl, white democrats will 

be lynching black folks again.” Both Hill and Tucker condemned the ad as racist.115 Two years 

later, in the home stretch run of his campaign for reelection against state Senator Joyce Elliott, a 

Black woman, Hill gave an interview in which he emphasized his opponent’s race: “If Joyce El-

liott were elected to Congress, she’d be a member of the Democratic conference and she’d be a 

member of the Congressional Black Caucus.”116 

108. In judicial races in the state, outside organizations have run “dark money” ads tar-

geting candidates for their judicial rulings, particularly those involving Latinx defendants. In 

2018, Judicial Crisis Network produced an attack ad on State Court of Appeals Judge Kenneth 

Hixson regarding a case in which a Court of Appeals panel including Judge Hixson awarded a 

Latinx man a new trial after being convicted and sentenced in a rape case. The tag line of the ad: 

“Don’t let another convict threaten our children.”117 In another Court of Appeals race in the same 

election cycle, Judge Bart Virden was attacked for his role in the same case by the Republican 

State Leadership Committee, a 527 political organization, which closed its ad by stating that “vi-

olent convicts pray for judges like Bart Virden.”118 

109. While implicit racial appeals remain decidedly more common, explicit race-based 

appeals do occasionally continue to be expressed by candidates in Arkansas. For example, in re-

cent months, Chris Bequette, a candidate for the Republican nomination for Lieutenant Governor 

in 2022, regularly employed racialized rhetoric in a series of Twitter posts on topics such as 
 

115 Brittany Reese, “Candidates Hill and Tucker Condemn Racist Advertisement and Each Other,” KATV, 20 Octo-
ber 2018, https://katv.com/news/local/candidates-condemn-racist-advertisement-and-each-other. 
116 Frank Lockwood, “Hill, Elliott In Tight Race for U.S. House Seat,” Arkansas Democrat-Gazette, 18 October 
2020. 
117 David Ramsey, “Judge Kenneth Hixson Responds to Judicial Crisis Network’s Dark-Money Attacks,” Arkansas 
Times, 14 May 2018. 
118 Benjamin Hardy, “Court of Appeals Race Draws Yet Another Attack Ad Funded by Outside Group,” Arkansas 
Times, 15 May 2018. 
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crime in Little Rock (which Bequette termed “the Chicago of the South”); the City’s first elected 

Black mayor; diversity, equity, and inclusion efforts; and post-score celebrations by Black ath-

letes. Twitter and other forms of social media go well beyond political radio in their ability to 

narrowcast communications to white audiences with whom such racially charged communica-

tions will be effective. In addition, a Pine Bluff City Council member received significant atten-

tion for using a racial epithet in an online debate in 2015.119 The following year, a district judge 

candidate in central Arkansas withdrew from his campaign after it came to light that he had made 

a racial slur in a written social media attack on another elected official.120 Finally, in 2020, a 

southeast Arkansas elected sheriff was forced to resign following release of an audio recording in 

which a racial epithet was repeated by him nine times.121  

110. The nature of race-based appeals in Arkansas has clearly changed across the dec-

ades but remains a component of the state’s political atmosphere, providing ongoing evidence 

that Senate Factor Six is clearly met in the state. 

 

SENATE FACTOR SEVEN 

111. Senate Factor Seven examines the extent to which Black candidates have been 

elected to public office in Arkansas. 

112. Black Arkansans remain underrepresented in their rates of election to all levels of 

public office. As one moves from the most local level offices, such as municipal government and 

school boards, to statewide offices, the barriers to representation for candidates of color become 

more pronounced. 

 
119 John Worthen, “Council: No Faith in Official,” Arkansas Democrat-Gazette, 7 April 2015. 
120 Jamie Dunaway, “District Judge Candidate Withdraws from Race After Text with Racial Slur Surfaces,” Arkan-
sas Democrat-Gazette, 16 February 2016. 
121 Daniel Villarreal, “Arkansas Sheriff Resigns After Recording of Racist Language Leaks,” Newsweek, 28 August 
2020. 
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Federal Offices 

113. Arkansas stands out as the sole southern state that has never sent a Black member 

to Washington to represent the state in the United States House or Senate. While Black Arkan-

sans have gained nominations to the U.S. Senate on one occasion and the U.S. House on several 

occasions in recent election cycles, and some of these races have appeared to be competitive dur-

ing the months leading up to Election Day, none of these Black candidates has ultimately come 

close to winning an election. 

 

Statewide Offices 

114. Only one Black person has ever been elected to a statewide office in Arkansas’s 

history. Joseph Corbin was elected the state’s superintendent of education in 1873, just as Re-

construction came to a close. In recent decades, a number of Black candidates have sought of-

fice, and a handful have gained party nominations to statewide office, but only one—Democratic 

Lieutenant Governor candidate Ron Sheffield in 2002—has gained over four in ten general elec-

tion votes; Sheffield barely exceeded that mark with 40.04% of the vote in the general election. 

 

The State Judiciary 

115. To this point, no African Americans have been elected to another statewide of-

fice—a seat on the state supreme court. All judges in Arkansas are selected by election except in 

the case of a vacancy. Black justices, however, have come to the Court through gubernatorial 

appointment when vacancies have occurred. Five African Americans have achieved seats 

through this process. However, under Arkansas law, judicial appointees may not seek the seat to 
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which they are appointed at the time of the next election. None of these Black appointees were 

able to seek election to keep their seat. 

116. African Americans also remain underrepresented at the trial court level in Arkan-

sas. Black candidates had tremendous challenges gaining judgeships focused on criminal matters 

during the long period, from 1874 until 2001, when “circuit” (criminal) and “chancery” (civil) 

judgeships were separated. Some suggest that a distrust by white voters about Black judges’ abil-

ity to deal with criminal matters in a balanced manner contributed to this disparity.122 The disso-

lution of a dual court system has merged all state courts into one system where judges have the 

capability to hear both criminal and civil matters, however, thus lessening this challenge ground-

ed in race-based stereotypes.  

117. In fact, it took a 1992 federal district court order (typically referred to as the Hunt 

Decree) under the federal Voting Rights Act to make inroads into diversifying the state judiciary. 

The Hunt Decree required that judicial “subdistricts” be created within five existing general-

jurisdiction court districts with the goal of allowing Black voters to elect their judicial candidates 

of choice. For each of these new judicial subdistricts, the African-American voting age popula-

tion was originally at least 60 percent. All told, 15 judgeships were covered by the decree, which 

immediately resulted in a sustained increase in the number of African-American jurists across 

the state, with Pulaski County most directly impacted.  

118. However, even with these assertive Voting Rights Act applications at the lower 

court levels, the judicial ranks continue to not be reflective of the racial composition of the 

state’s population. In 2019, the NAACP Legal Defense Fund (LDF), which was lead counsel on 

the Hunt case, filed an additional suit charging that the state’s Court of Appeals lacked sufficient 

 
122 Kristin L. Karl and Timothy J. Ryan. “When Are Stereotypes about Black Candidates Applied? An Experimental 
Test.” The Journal of Race, Ethnicity, and Politics 1 (2016): 253-279.  
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Black representation and that the statewide elections for the state Supreme Court inherently lim-

ited Black representation. “In over two decades, no Black candidate for the Arkansas Court of 

Appeals has ever won against a white candidate or in a district comprised of a white voter major-

ity,” the LDF claimed in the suit, which remains active.123 

 

State Legislative Seats 

119. No African Americans served in the Arkansas legislature from 1893 until 1972, 

when three Black representatives and one Black Senator were elected.124 Reapportionments after 

the Voting Rights Act of 1982, however, have created additional majority-Black districts in both 

the state House and Senate, and, in many cases, African Americans have been selected to repre-

sent these areas. The 2021 session, for instance, saw ten Black House members and three African 

Americans in the Senate. One majority-Black House district (District 12, as numbered at the time 

of the 2020 election) was represented by a white representative. Though the legislature was dra-

matically more representative than those of the prior legislators whose pictures line the hallways 

of the capitol building, this meant that 89 percent of the legislature was white in a state where a 

decidedly smaller percentage of the state population was white, according to the 2020 Census.125 

While more than 16 percent of the population of Arkansas is Black, there were only ten Black 

House members. 

  

  

 
123 Billy Corriher, “Voting Rights Lawsuits Challenge Lack of Black High Court Justices,” Facing South, 15 July 
2019. 
124 Janine Parry and William Miller, “‘The Great Negro State of the Country?’ Black Legislators in Arkansas: 1973-
2000,” Journal of Black Studies 36 (2006): 833-872. 
125 Legislative demographic data from the National Conference of State Legislators; in addition, one member of the 
current house identifies as Latino. Census data from U.S. Census, 2020. 
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Local Elected Officials 

120. Local offices (at the county, municipal, and school levels) have shown themselves 

to be much more obtainable than federal and state offices by Black Arkansans. Still, a significant 

gap remains between the state’s Black population and the percentage of local elected officials 

who are African American.  

121. Currently, Arkansas has 24 Black mayors,126 meaning that African Americans 

hold fewer than 5 percent of the mayorships in the state. The overwhelming majority of these 

African-American mayors were elected by towns with majority-Black populations. More trou-

bling, the number of Black mayors in Arkansas has been steadily decreasing. Two decades ago 

there were 37 Black mayors across the state.127  

122. As in the state legislature and state courts, voting rights lawsuits—particularly af-

ter the passage of the Voting Rights Act of 1982—have been a force for racial change in local 

government. This has been achieved by shifts from at-large elections to ward or district elections 

that maximize the opportunity for African Americans to gain office, with the most dramatic re-

sults coming in several east Arkansas cases. Some were brought about by litigation while others 

were achieved through voluntary actions by municipal governments aware of the threat of poten-

tial litigation. While the racial demographics of local elected officials is now not tracked as it 

once was by the Joint Center for Political and Economic Studies, the organization’s last census in 

2000 found that there were 235 Black members of municipal boards in Arkansas (out of about 

3,000 total), 55 Black members of county quorum courts (out of approximately 750 total), and 

 
126 “Directory.” Arkansas Black Mayors Association, accessed December 26, 2021, 
https://arblackmayors.org/directory/. 
127 Blair and Barth, Arkansas Politics and Government. 
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122 Black school board members (out of approximately 1,800 at the time).128 In each case, the 

percentage of Black officeholders for a particular office marked less than half the overall per-

centage of Black residents in the state. As this number was gathered just before a significant con-

solidation of school districts across the state, which likely decreased the electoral chances of 

Black candidates in these new consolidated districts (76 school districts have been consolidated 

or eliminated via annexation since 2000), it likely marks the high-water mark for the number of 

Black elected officials in the state. Just as with other state legislative and judicial categories dis-

cussed above, it marks progress compared to the pre-Voting Rights Act past, but it still identifies 

a major gap between Black Arkansans in the state’s population and the percentage of elected rep-

resentation at all levels. 

 

CONCLUSION 

123. Based on the preceding analysis of five key “Senate Factors” examining a wide 

array of evidence from Arkansas’s past and present, I can state, with confidence, that Arkansas 

clearly satisfies Senate Factors One, Three, Five, Six, and Seven when it comes to the status of 

Black residents in the state.  

 

 

 

  

 
128 David A. Bositis, “Black Elected Officials: A Statistical Summary 2000” (Washington DC: The Joint Center for 
Political and Economic Studies, 2002).  
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I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct.  

Executed on this 28th day of December, 2021. 

 

 

___________________________________ 

Jay Barth, Ph.D.  
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Culture, www.encyclopediaofarkansas.net. 

 
“Arkansas.”  In Supplement to the Encyclopedia of the Republican Party, edited by George T. Kurian.  

2001. Sharpe Reference. 
 
“Arkansas”; “Family Values”; “Hillary Rodham Clinton”; “Women.” In Supplement to the Encyclopedia of 

the Democratic Party, edited by George T. Kurian.  2001. Sharpe Reference. 
 
“American Association of Retired Persons”; “Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965”; “Gay and 

Lesbian Rights”; “Internet, Censorship and the.” In Civil Rights in the United States, edited by 
Waldo E. Martin, Jr. and Patricia Sullivan.  2000.  Macmillan Library Reference. 

 
 STUDENT REPORTS MENTORED 
 With support from the Bill and Connie Bowen Odyssey Professorship, I developed the Arkansas  
  Policy Program, an undergraduate think tank focused on developing nonpartisan, original  
  analyses on key public policy issues facing Arkansas.  The Arkansas Policy Program  
  continued to remain in operation through the assistance of Hendrix College. These published  
  projects were mentored as part of that program: 

• James Owen, “`A Problem Unpleasant to Mention, Easy to Postpone’: Mental Health 
   Access in Arkansas,” 2016. 

• Nigel Halliday, “Bridging the Map: The Geography of Legal Need and Aid in Arkansas,” 
 2016 (in collaboration with the Arkansas Access to Justice Foundation). 

• Sean Alexander, “Hope in the Hills: How Local Leaders and Compassionate Communities 
 Can Feed Hungry Children in the Arkansas Ozarks,” 2016 (in collaboration with the
 Arkansas Hunger Relief Alliance). 

• Peter Butler, “Unfulfilled Promises: The Reality of FINS in Arkansas,” 2016 (in  collaboration 
 with Disability Rights Arkansas). 

• Sami Sexton, “Getting the Best Teachers Where They are Needed Most: An Overview of 
 Research on Teacher Quality, Recruitment, and Retention in Arkansas and the U.S.,” 
 2017 (in collaboration with Arkansas Advocates for Children and Families).  

• Wes Hance, “Creating A `Citizen-Friendly’ Arkansas General Assembly: Fusing the Disconnect 
 Between Citizens and their Legislature,” 2018. 

• Drew Coker, “Protecting Drinking Water in Arkansas Challenges and Opportunities in the 
 `Natural’ State,” 2018. 

• Cordell Campbell, “The Results Are In: Gauging Civic Health in the Natural State,” 2018 (in 
 collaboration with the Arkansas Community Foundation and the Arkansas Bar 
 Foundation). 

• Adam Williams, “Learning from Earle: Determining Best Practices for Rural Education Policy,”  
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2019 (in collaboration with ForwARd Arkansas and with support from the Rural 
Community Alliance). 

 
PROFESSIONAL PRESENTATIONS 

INVITED LECTURES 
“The Rule of Law and the Little Rock School Crisis,” Arkansas Bar Association Arkansas Teachers Law  

School, 2021. 
 
“Arkansas’s Present and Future: Polls and Polling,” Keynote, Arkansas Boys State, 2021 (with Janine  

Parry). 
 
 “Policy 101,” Arkansas Chapter, New Leaders Council, 2021. 
 
 “Arkansas and the 19th Amendment: Women and the Vote in Arkansas,” Arkansas Bar Association  

Arkansas Teachers Law School, 2020. 
 
“The Present and Future of Civics Education,” Arkansas US Senate Youth Luncheon, 2019. 
 
“Student Free Expression: Across the Nation and in Arkansas,” Arkansas Bar Association Arkansas  

Teachers Law School, 2019. 
 
“Can Love Win?”, Unitarian Universalist Church of Little Rock, 2018. 
 
“The South and the Battle Over LBGTQ Rights,” Social Sciences Forum, University of Maryland- 

Baltimore County, 2018. 
 
“Doing Politics in a Post-Trump World,” Ready to Run Arkansas 2017, Women Lead Arkansas, 2017. 
 
Gallery Talk, “Sign of the Times: The Great American Political Poster, 1844-2012,” University of 
 Arkansas—Pulaski Technical College, 2017. 
 
“The Future of Arkansas Politics,” Richard Atkinson Lecture Series, Clinton House Museum, 2017. 
 

 “An Exceptional Moment: The Politics of Reconstruction-Era Arkansas,” Old State House Museum, as  
  part of “A Confused and Confusing Affair: Arkansas and Reconstruction,” 2017. 

 
 “Student Free Expression and the U.S. Constitution,” Arkansas Bar Association Arkansas Teachers  
  Law School, 2017. 

 
 “Democracy Goes to College: The Importance of On-Campus Voting Centers,” presented at the   
  University of Arkansas Clinton School of Public Service, 2016 (with Peter Butler).  
 
 “Discrimination and the US and Arkansas Constitutions,” Arkansas Bar Association Arkansas Teachers  
  Law School, 2016. 

 
“The Challenges and Opportunities of an Academic in Public Life,” Annual Meeting of the Arkansas  

  Political Science Association, 2015. 
 
“Why Same-Sex Marriage Is Important to Me,” Second Presbyterian Church, Little Rock, 2015. 
 
“A New Chapter Begins: Arkansas Election 2014,” Arkansas Old State House, 2014. 
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“Barriers in Education for Women and Girls in Arkansas,” presenter and panelist, University of Arkansas  

  Clinton School of Public Service, 2014. 
 
“Arkansas Politics 2014,” Lunch Speaker, Arkansas Society of Professional Lobbyists, 2014. 

 
 “Discrimination and the U.S. Constitution,” Arkansas Bar Association Arkansas Teachers Law School,  
  2013, 2014, and 2015. 
 

“The Swings Swung: Arkansas Election 2012,” Arkansas Old State House, 2012. 
 

 “Advertising in American Presidential Campaigns: Past, Present and Future,” Osher Lifelong Learning 
 Institute, University of Arkansas, 2012. 
 
“2012: The End of the Progressive Reform Era in Arkansas Politics?” Robert B. Walz Lecture in Arkansas 
 and Regional History, Southern Arkansas University, 2012. 
 
“Why Invest in Arkansas,” presenter and panelist, University of Arkansas Clinton School of Public 
 Service, 2012. 
 
 “10 Years After Lake View: How Has Arkansas's Education System Changed?"  Arkansas Old State  

House and Faulkner County Library, 2011. 
  
 “Student Free Speech and the U.S. Constitution,” Arkansas Bar Association Arkansas Teachers Law  

School, 2011. 
 

“The History and Future of the American Two-Party System,” “The Mechanics of Running for Office in 
 the United States,” Being a Candidate for Office in the United States,” and “President Obama 
 and the Future of American Race Relations,” all at Heilongjiang University, Harbin, China, 2011. 
 

 “Running for Political Office in the United States,” Guangxi Normal University, Guilin, China, 2011. 
 
 “Corruption in Arkansas: A Short Political History,” Honors College, University of Central Arkansas, 
 2010. 
 
“What Is the Opportunity to Learn Gap?,” Arkansas Opportunity to Learn Summit, 2010. 
 
“The Legacy of the Brooks-Baxter Battle in Arkansas Politics and Government,” The Brooks-Baxter War  
 Old State House Museum Symposium, 2009 
 
“The Arkansas Legislature in Historical Context,” Arkansas State House of Representatives Orientation  
 Session, 2008 
 
“Narrowcasting: What Explains the Effectiveness of Radio Advertising in American Political  

Campaigns?” Honors College, University of Central Arkansas, 2008. 
 

“What is Arkansas Doing to Close the Achievement Gap?” presented at the University of Arkansas  
  Clinton School of Public Service, 2008 (with Keith A. Nitta). 

 
“Post-Amendment 80 Judicial Politics in Arkansas: Have the Changes Undermined the Argument for  

  Selection by Appointment?” Ben J. Altheimer Symposium, University of Arkansas at Little Rock  
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 Bowen School of Law, 2008. 

 
 “Election 2008 in the South: A Look Back and a Glance Ahead,” Department of Political Science,  
  Southern Methodist University, 2008. 
 

“The Changing Face of Race in Little Rock: 1957-2007,” Featured Speaker, Bishop Kenneth Hicks Peace  
 Award Dinner, 2007. 

 
“Aftermath: The Geography of Race and Politics Since the 1957 Little Rock Crisis,” J.N. Heiskell  

Distinguished Lecture, The Butler Center for Arkansas Studies, 2007. 
(http://www.butlercenter.org/cdm-aftermath/index_aftermath.php?CISOROOT=/aftermath)  
 

  “After the Dust Settles:  The Future of Party Politics in Arkansas After Election 2006,” Dinner Speaker, 
  William R. Overton Inn of Court, Little Rock, AR, 2006. 
 

“Bill Clinton and Arkansas Politics,” presented at a number of Elderhostel and Road Scholar programs,  
 2005-present 
 
 “Arkansas Politics 2006,” Lunch Speaker, Arkansas Society of Professional Lobbyists, 2006. 

 
 “The Hendrix Odyssey: Thinking Outside the Book,” presented at the Villa Julie College National Career  

Conference, 2006 (with Mark Schantz). 
 
CONFERENCE PRESENTATIONS 
“In the Interests of Millennials? Exploring Generational Representation in U.S. State Legislatures,”  

presented at the Annual Meeting of the Southern Political Science Association, 2020 (with Stella 
M. Rouse and Charles R. Hunt).  

 
“Direct Democracy and Medical Marijuana: The Case of Arkansas’s Issue 6,” presented at the Annual 
 State Politics and Policy Conference and the Annual Meeting of the American Political Science 
 Association, 2018 (with Craig M. Burnett and Janine Parry). 
 
“Developing Engaged Citizens Through the First Year, Interdisciplinary Seminar,” presented at the  

AAC&U General Education and Assessment: Foundations for Democracy Conference, 2018 
(with Peter Gess and Todd Tinsley). 

 
“When Medical Marijuana Initiatives Compete: One Still Smoking, One Up in Smoke,” presented at the 
 Annual State Politics and Policy Conference and the Annual Meeting of the American Political 
 Science Association, 2017 (with Craig M. Burnett and Janine Parry). 
 
“Direct Democracy and Educative Effects: Yes, No, Maybe,” presented at the Annual Meeting of the 
 American Political Science Association, 2016 (with Craig M. Burnett and Janine Parry). 
 
“Voter Recall of Ballot Measures,” presented at the Annual State Politics and Policy Conference, 2016 
 (with Craig M. Burnett and Janine Parry). 
 
 “The Limitations of Direct Democracy’s Educative Effects: A View from the Voters,” presented at the  

Annual Meeting of the American Political Science Association, 2015 (with Craig M. Burnett and 
Janine Parry). 

 
“Direct Democracy’s Educative Effects: A View from the Voters,” presented at the Annual State Politics  
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and Policy Conference, 2015 (with Craig M. Burnett and Janine Parry). 
 

 “Does Combining At-Large and District Representation Enhance or Undermine Minority   
  Representation?: The Case of Little Rock, Arkansas,” presented at the Annual Meeting of  
  the Southern Political Science Association, 2015 (with Kiril Kolev). 

 
“From Semi-Automatic Bans to Open Carry: Explaining State-Level Divergence in Gun Legislation,”  
 presented at the Annual Meeting of the American Political Science Association, 2014 (with Gary  

  Reich). 
 
“Scandal and Resurgence: Sanford, Spitzer, Weiner, and the Politics of Recovery,” presented at The State 

  of the Parties: 2012 & Beyond Conference, The University of Akron’s Ray C. Bliss Institute of  
  Applied Politics, 2013 (with Jeff Smith and David Nir). 

 
“Where There is Pull, Can there be Push? A Popular Governor, an Unpopular President and a Coattail  
 Experiment in State Legislative Elections,” presented at the Annual State Politics and Policy  

  Conference, 2013 (with Craig Burnett and Janine A. Parry).  
 
“The Grassroots of State Immigration Policy: Explaining Legislative Activism Across the States,”  

  presented at the Annual Meeting of the Midwest Political Science Association, 2013 (with Gary  
  Reich). 

 
“Immigration Restriction in the States: Pushing the Boundaries of Federalism,” presented at the Annual  
 State Politics and Policy Conference, 2012 (with Gary Reich).  
   
“Is False Imputation of Being Gay, Lesbian, or Bisexual Still Defamatory?  The Arkansas Case,”   

  presented at the Annual Meeting of the Southern Political Science Association, 2012.  
 
“Explaining State Activism on Immigration Policy: A Comparative Analysis of the Power of the Initiative  

Process,” presented at the Annual Meeting of the American Political Science Association, 2011 
(with Gary Reich). 
 

  “Broadcasting vs. Narrowcasting: Television Ads, Radio Ads, and Niche Marketing in an American  
  Political Campaign,” presented at the Annual Meeting of the European Political Science   
  Association, 2011 (with L. Marvin Overby). 

 
“Mobilizing Voters: Evaluating the Type, Timing, and Target of Campaign Contact,” presented at the  

  Annual State Politics and Policy Conference, 2011 (with Janine A. Parry, William D. Schreckhise,  
  Martha Kropf, and Terry Jones). 

 
“Explaining State Activism on Immigration Policy: Restrictive vs. Accommodating Policies in Four  

  States,” presented at the Annual Meeting of the Midwest Political Science Association, 2011 (with 
  Gary Reich). 

 
“The Roots of State Activism on Immigration: Explaining the Adoption of Restrictive versus  
 Accommodating Policies.” presented at the Annual Meeting of the Western Political Science  

  Association, 2009 (with Gary Reich). 
 
“The 2008 Presidential Election in Arkansas: He’s Not One of (Most of) Us,” presented at the Annual  

  Meeting of the Arkansas Political Science Association, 2009 (with Janine A. Parry and Todd G.  
  Shields). 
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“The Framing of Policy Making: A Comparative Analysis of State-Level Immigration Policies in the  
 United States,” presented at the Annual Scientific Meeting of the International Society of  
 Political Psychology, 2008 (with Gary Reich). 

 
 “One Nation, Fifty Immigration Policies? The Roots of State Activism on Immigration,” presented at the 

  Annual Conference on State Politics and Policy, 2008 (with Gary Reich). 
 
“Will Adequate School Facilities Create a More Equitable Education in Arkansas?” presented at the 
 Annual Meeting of the Arkansas Political Science Association, 2008 (with Russ Montgomery 
 and Keith A. Nitta). 

 
 “Is There Inherent Tension Between the Search for State Educational Adequacy and Addressing the  

Achievement Gap?: The Arkansas Case,” presented at the Annual Meeting of the Southern 
Political Science Association, 2008 (with Keith A. Nitta). 

 
“Here, There, and Everywhere: Local, State, and National Estimates of Gay Population Size,”  

presented at the Annual Meeting of the American Political Science Association, 2007 (with L. 
Marvin Overby and Scott Huffmon).  

 
“Explicit and Implicit: The Persistence of Group-Based Appeals in Radio Campaign Advertising,”  

presented at the Annual Scientific Meeting of the International Society of Political Psychology, 
2007 (with L. Marvin Overby). 
 

“Personal Contact, Community Context, and Support for an Anti-Gay Rights Referendum,” presented at  
the Annual Meeting of the Midwest Political Science Association and at the Annual Meeting of 
the Political Studies Association, 2007 (with L. Marvin Overby and Scott Huffmon). 

 
 “2 > 1 +1?: The Impact of Contact with Gay and Lesbian Couples on Attitudes About Gays/Lesbians  

and Gay-Related Policies,” presented at the Annual Meeting of the Western Political  
Science Association, 2007 (with Janine Parry). 

 
 “Framing the DREAM: A Comparative Analysis of State Legislative Issue Framing on Tuition Rates for 
  Undocumented Students,” presented at the Annual Conference on State Politics and Policy, 2007  

(with Gary Reich). 
  

"The Media, the Medium, and Malaise: Assessing the Effects of Campaign Media Exposure with Panel  
Data," presented at the Annual Meeting of the Southern Political Science Association, 2007 

 (with L. Marvin Overby). 
 

“Attitudes towards GLBT Issues in Arkansas: Libertarian, But Not Libertine,” presented at the  
Annual Meeting of the Midwest Political Science Association, 2006 (with Janine Parry). 

 
“Radio Advertising in American Political Campaigns: The Persistence, Importance, and  

Effects of Narrowcasting,” presented at the Annual Meeting of the Midwest 
Political Science Association, 2005 (with L. Marvin Overby). 
 

 “Still Swingin’: Arkansas and the 2004 Presidential Race,” presented the Annual Meeting of the Arkansas  
Political Science Association, 2005 (with Janine Parry). 
 

“Mobilizing Voters: A Closer Look at Campaign Contact and Effects,” presented at the Annual Meeting  
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of the Southern Political Science Association, 2005 (with Janine Parry). 

  
“Going Negative in Competitive U.S. Senate Elections: Who Notices and So What?,” presented at the 

Annual Meeting of the American Political Science Association, 2004 (with E. Terrence Jones, 
Martha Kropf, and Janine Parry). 

 
"Giving the People What They Want: Is Synchronicity Between Desired Political Communication and 

Campaign Activity Important in Shaping Voter Turnout?," presented at the Annual Scientific 
Meeting of the International Society of Political Psychology, 2004 (with E. Terrence Jones, 
Martha Kropf, and Janine Parry). 

  
“Numeracy About Minority Populations: Americans’ Estimations of Local Gay Population  Size,” 

presented at the Annual Scientific Meeting of the International Society of Political Psychology, 
2004 (with L. Marvin Overby). 

 
“Floating Voters in Competitive U.S. Senate Elections,” presented at the Annual Meeting of the Western 

Political Science Association, 2004 (with E. Terrence Jones, Martha Kropf, and Janine Parry). 
 
“Enlivening Undergraduate Research Methods: A Cross-Campus Thematic Approach,” presented at the 

American Political Science Association Conference on Teaching and Learning in Political 
Science, 2004 (with Gary Reich). 

 
“Mobilizing Voters: A Dynamic Model of Campaign Effects,” presented at the Annual Meeting of the 

Southern Political Science Association, 2004 (with Janine Parry, E. Terrence Jones, and Martha 
Kropf). 

 
“Pursuing the Early Voter: Which Bird Gets the Worm?,” presented at the Annual Meeting of the 

Northeastern Political Science Association, 2003 (with Martha Kropf, E. Terrence Jones, and 
Janine Parry). 

 
“Narrowcasting: Radio Advertising in American Political Campaigns,” presented at the Annual Meeting 

of the Midwest Political Science Association, 2003 (with L. Marvin Overby). 
 
 “Provincialism, Personalism, and Politics Campaign Spending and the 2002 U.S. Senate Race in 

Arkansas,” presented at the Annual Meeting of the Midwest Political Science Association, 2003 
(with Janine Parry). 

 
“The Perfect Storm: Campaign Spending and the 2002 U.S. Senate Race in Arkansas,” presented at the 

Annual Meeting of the Arkansas Political Science Association, 2003 (with Janine Parry). 
 
“Gender and Southern Party Activists: Evidence from the 2001 Southern Grassroots Party Activists 

Project,” presented at the Annual Meeting of the Southern Political Science Association, 2002. 
 
“Arkansas: More Signs of Momentum for Republicanism in Post-Clinton Arkansas,” presented at the 

Citadel Symposium on Southern Politics, 2002. 
 
“Gubernatorial Personality and Campaign Fund Raising Success,” presented at the  
 Research Conference on Gubernatorial, Senatorial, and Presidential Approval,  
 Texas A&M University, 2001 (with Margaret Ferguson). 
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“State Variation in the Presidential Gender Gap: Unraveling a Puzzle,” presented at the Annual Meeting 

of the American Political Science Association, 2000 (with Zoe Oxley). 
 
“American Governors and their Constituents: The Relationship Between Gubernatorial Personality and 

Popularity,” presented at the Annual Meeting of the International Society of Political Psychology, 
2000 (with Margaret Ferguson). 

 
“Gubernatorial Personality and the Scope of Legislative Agendas,” presented at the Annual Meeting of 

the American Political Science Association, 2000 (with Margaret Ferguson). 
 
“Gender and Gubernatorial Personality,” presented at the Annual Meeting of the American Political 

Science Association, 1999 (with Margaret Ferguson). 
 
“Party, Personality, and Gubernatorial Success,” presented at the Annual Meeting of the Midwest 

Political Science Association, 1999 (with Margaret Ferguson). 
 
“Are Southern Governors Still a Different Breed?  Examining Gubernatorial Personality in the South and 

Non-South,” presented at the Annual Meeting of the Southern Political Science Association, 
1998 (with Margaret Ferguson). 

 
“An Examination of the Role of Gubernatorial Personality in Explaining Leadership Success,” presented 

at the Annual Meeting of the Midwest Political Science Association, 1998 (with Margaret 
Ferguson). 

 
“Are Gay Men and Lesbians in the South the New `Threat'?  Regional Comparisons of the Contact 

Theory,” presented at the Citadel Symposium on Southern Politics, 1998 (with L. Marvin 
Overby). 

 
“Arkansas: Characters, Crises, and Partisan Change,” presented at the Annual Meeting of the American 

Political Science Association, 1997 (with Diane D. Blair and Ernie Dumas). 
 
“Contact, Context, and Citizen Attitudes Toward Gay Men and Lesbians: Results from a Recent 

National Survey,” presented at the Annual Meeting of the International Society of Political 
Psychology, 1997 (with L. Marvin Overby). 

   
“Sports, Society, and Politics: A Study of the 1994 Oklahoma Elections,” presented at the Annual 

Meeting of the Midwest Political Science Association, 1996 (with Matthew House). 
  
“A Review of the 1996 Elections in the South,” The Center for the Study of Southern Culture, The 

University of Mississippi, 1996 (with L. Marvin Overby). 
 
 “A Post Mortem on the November '95 Elections and a Glimpse at '96,” The Center for the Study of 

Southern Culture, The University of Mississippi, 1996 (with L. Marvin Overby). 
 
“Are They Really Amateurs?  The Backgrounds of the 1994 Republican Class and Implications for Their 

Congressional Careers,” presented at the Annual Meeting of the Southern Political Science 
Association, 1995 (with Jim Cox). 

 
“Paper Ballots, Computers, and Everything In Between: The Impact of Different Voting Devices on 

Ballot Roll-Off,” presented at the Annual Meeting of the Midwest Political Science Association, 
1995. 
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“Campaign Messages of the Two Parties' Gubernatorial Candidates in the Contemporary South,” 

presented at the Annual Meeting of the Southern Political Science Association, 1994. 
 
“Race and Down-Ticket Voting in the South,” presented at the Annual Meeting of the Midwest Political 

Science Association, 1994 (with John Haskell). 
 
“The Impact of Election Timing on Republican Trickle-Down in the South,” presented at the Citadel 

Symposium on Southern Politics, 1994. 
 
“`Opportunity Ladders' in the Contemporary South: Differences in the Quality of the `Products' Offered 

by the Two Parties,” presented at the Annual Meeting of the Southern Political Science 
Association, 1993. 

 
“Dual Partisanship in the South: A Thing of the Past or a Real Barrier to Republican Success in the 

Region?,” presented at the Annual Meeting of the Southern Political Science Association, 1992. 
 
“Testing for Realigning Trends in State Treasurer and Attorney General Races in the South,” presented 

at the Annual Meeting of the Southern Political Science Association, 1990 (with John Haskell). 
 
ROUNDTABLES and PANELS 

Panel Chair, “Transforming Civics Education in an Era of Polarized Politics,” National Association of  
State Boards of Education Annual Meeting, 2019. 

 
Panel Chair and Discussant, Annual Meeting of the Arkansas Political Science Association, 2019. 
 
Roundtable Participant, “Roundtable on Arkansas Politics,” Annual Meeting of the Arkansas Political 
 Science Association, 2019. 
 
Panel Participant, “The Well-Being Bridge: Connecting the Curriculum and Cocurriculum through 
 Holistic High-Impact Practices.” Annual Meeting of the Association of American Colleges and 
 Universities, 2019.  
 
Roundtable Participant, “Arkansas and the 2018 Elections: A Look Forward,”  Annual 
 Meeting of the Arkansas Political Science Association, 2018. 
 
Graduate Student Poster Session Discussant, Annual State Politics and Policy Conference, 2017. 
 
Roundtable Participant, “The 2016 Elections in Arkansas: What Happened and What is Next?”, Annual 
 Meeting of the Arkansas Political Science Association, 2017. 
 
Roundtable Participant, “Queer Arkansas,” Annual Meeting of the Southern Historical Association, 2015. 
 
Roundtable Participant, “Political Scientists as Political Actors: The Case of School Boards,” Annual  

Meeting of the American Political Science Association, 2015. 
 
 Panel Participant, "Developing a First-Semester Course with a Required Civic Engagement   

  Component,” the Gulf-South Summit on Service-Learning and Civic Engagement through  
  Higher Education, 2015. 
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 Roundtable Participant, “The Meaning of the 2014 Arkansas Elections,” Annual Meeting of the Arkansas  
  Political Science Association, 2015. 
 
 Roundtable Participant, “The Life and Legacy of Wilbur Mills,” Annual Meeting of the Arkansas   
  Political Science Association, 2015. 
 
  Panel Participant, “Creating Cohesive Paths to Civic Engagement: Sharing the Curricular and   
  Cocurricular Offerings on 26 Campuses,” AAC&U Annual Meeting, 2015. 
 
 Panel Participant, “Cultivating for Change: How Transformative Planning Can Take Root and Succeed  
  in Liberal Learning Environments,” AAC&U Annual Meeting, 2015. 
  
 Roundtable Participant, “The 2014 Midterm Elections in the Rim South,” Annual Meeting of the  
  Southern Political Science Association, 2015. 
 
 Panel Discussant, Annual Meeting of the American Political Science Association, 2014. 
 
 Roundtable Participant, “2014 Elections in Arkansas,” Annual Meeting of the Arkansas Political   
  Science Association, 2014. 
 
 Roundtable Chair, Roundrable, “The Life and Legacy of Diane Blair,” Annual Meeting of the Arkansas  
  Political Science Association, 2014. 
 
 Roundtable Participant, “The Current State of Same-Sex Marriage,” Annual Meeting of the Southern  
  Political Science Association, 2014. 
 
 Panel Discussant, Annual Meeting of the Southern Political Science Association, 2014. 
 
 Roundtable Chair/Participant, “The 2012 Elections in Arkansas,” Annual Meeting of the Arkansas  
  Political Science Association, 2013. 
 
 Panel Moderator, “Winthrop Rockefeller’s Legacy to Arkansas Politics,” Winthrop Rockefeller Institute  
  Conference on Political Reform, 2012.  
 
 Roundtable participant, "The 2012 Presidential and Congressional Elections," Annual Meeting of the  
  Arkansas Political Science Association, 2012. 
 
 Panel Discussant, Annual Meeting of the Southern Political Science Association, 2012. 
 
 Roundtable Participant, “Arkansas and the 2010 Elections,” Annual Meeting of the Arkansas Political  
  Science Association, 2011. 
 
 Panel Participant, “An Education for Global Citizenship: The Best Form of Career Education” Annual  
  Meeting of the Association of American Colleges and Universities, 2011.  
 
 Panel Moderator, “The Future of Southern Culture and Identity,” The Future of the South Symposium  
  presented by Oxford American, 2010. 
 
 Roundtable Participant, “The Future of LGBT Politics and Policies in the South,” Annual Meeting of  
  the Southern Political Science Association, 2010.  
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 Panel Discussant, Annual Meeting of the Southern Political Science Association, 2010. 
  
 Roundtable Participant, “Arkansas Politics: What Happened in 2008 and Where  
  Is the State Headed Politically?,” Annual Meeting of the Arkansas Political Science Association,  
  2009 
 
 Roundtable Participant, “The 2008 Presidential Election in the South,” Annual Meeting of the  
  Southern Political Science Association, 2009 
 
 Roundtable Participant, “Making the Southern Safe for LGBTs in the Profession,” Annual Meeting  
  of the Southern Political Science Association, 2009 
 

Roundtable Participant, “Arkansas and the 2008 Presidential Election Contest,” Annual Meeting of 
 the Arkansas Political Science Association, 2008 

 
Roundtable Moderator, “Arkansas Politics Roundtable,” Annual Meeting of the Arkansas Political  

  Science Association, 2008. 
 

Panel Discussant, Annual Meeting of the Southern Political Science Association, 2008. 
 
Panel Discussant,  Annual Scientific Meeting of the International Society of Political Psychology, 2007 
 
Roundtable Participant, “Arkansas Politics Roundtable: What Did the 2006 Election Mean for the  
 Future of Arkansas Politics?,” Annual Meeting of the Arkansas Political Science Association,  

  2007.  
 
Panel Chair and Discussant, Annual Meeting of the Western Political Science Association, 2007. 
 
Roundtable Participant, "The South After the Midterm Elections," Annual Meeting of the Southern  

Political Science Association, 2007. 
  

Panel Discussant, Annual Meeting of the Southern Political Science Association, 2007. 
 
Panel Moderator, “Economic Development in Communities,” A Future of the South Conference, 

William J. Clinton Presidential Library, 2006. 
 
Panel Participant, “Arkansas Politics 2006,” Saline County (Ark.) Library, 2006. 
 
Panel Participant, “Bridge to the Future: Building a Caring Community and Nation,” William J. Clinton 

Presidential Center, 2006 
 
Panel Chair and Discussant, Annual Meeting of the Southern Political Science Association, 2006 
 
Panel Chair and Discussant, Annual Meeting of the Southern Political Science Association, 2005 
 
Panel Chair, the Annual Scientific Meeting of the International Society of Political Psychology, 2004 
 
Panel Chair and Discussant, Annual Meeting of the Midwest Political Science Association, 2004 
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Roundtable Participant, “Thinking About Teaching, Doing Research and/or Being Gay, Lesbian, 

Bisexual or Transgendered in Political Science,” Annual Meeting of the Southern Political 
Science Association, 2002 

 
Panel Chair and Discussant, Annual Meeting of the Southern Political Science Association, 2002 
 
Panel Discussant, Annual Meeting of the Midwest Political Science Association, 2002 
 
Panel Discussant, Annual Meeting of the Southern Political Science Association, 2001 
 
Panel Discussant, Annual Meeting of the Midwest Political Science Association, 2001 
 
Roundtable Participant, "The 2000 Elections in the South," Annual Meeting of the Southern Political 

Science Association, 2000 
 
Roundtable Participant, “Constitutional Issues for the New Millennium,” Annual Meeting of the 

Arkansas Political Science Association, 2000 
 
Roundtable Participant, “The Year 2000 Elections in the South,” Annual Meeting of the Southern 

Political Science Association, 1999 
 
Panel Chair, Annual Meeting of the Southern Political Science Association, 1998 
 
Panel Chair, Annual Meeting of the International Society of Political Psychology, 1997 
 
Panel Discussant, Annual Meeting of the Midwest Political Science Association, 1997 
 
Panel Discussant, Annual Meeting of the Arkansas Political Science Association, 1997 
 
Panel Discussant, Annual Meeting of the Southern Political Science Association, 1996 
 
Panel Discussant, Annual Meeting of the Arkansas Political Science Association, 1996 
 
Panel Discussant, Annual Meeting of the Arkansas Political Science Association, 1995 
 
OTHER PROFESSIONAL ACTIVITIES 
Regular Panel Participant, Arkansas Week (Arkansas Educational Television Network), 2002-2012, 2019-

present. 
 
Manuscript Reviewer: American Political Science Review, American Journal of Political Science,  

American Politics Quarterly, American Politics Research, American Review of Politics, Arkansas 
Historical Quarterly, Ethnic and Racial Studies, Journal of Community Engagement and Higher 
Education, Journal of Homosexuality, Journal of Political Science Education, Journal of Politics, 
Midsouth Political Science Review, Political Behavior, Political Research Quarterly, Publius, 
Southeastern Political Review, State and Local Government Review, State Politics and Policy 
Quarterly, The Sociological Quarterly, Social Science Quarterly, Journal of Public Policy 

 
 Member, Governing Council, Shepherd Higher Education Consortium on Poverty, 2015-2018 
  +Chair, 2016 
  +Vice-Chair, 2015 
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Judge, U.S. Professors of the Year program, Council for Advancement and Support of Education, 2013, ` 

  2014 
 
 Member, Advisory Board, Jim Guy Tucker Papers Project, University of Arkansas at Little Rock 
   Center for Arkansas History and Culture 
 

Guest curator, “A Circus Hitched to a Tornado”: Arkansas Politics in the 20th Century, Arkansas Old 
State House Museum, open 2008-2009 (with Ernest Dumas). 

 
Affiliate Graduate Faculty Status, The University of Arkansas at Little Rock, 2014-present. 
 +Member, Master’s Thesis Committee, Mary Murray, “Christ Church Parochial School, Christ 

 Church Parish, and the Mission to African Americans in the Arkansas Diocese of the 
 Episcopal Church” 

   
Affiliate Graduate Faculty Status, Arkansas Tech University, 2016-present. 

  +Member, EdD Committee, Ivy Pfeffer, “An Investigation of the Variables that Impact the  
   Strength of Arkansas Public Schools’ Educator Workforce” 
 

Affiliate Graduate Faculty Status, University of Central Arkansas, 2016-present. 
 +Member, PhD Committee, Sarah Argue 

 
 President, Arkansas Political Science Association, 2007-2008 
  
 Chair, Southern Political Science Association Committee on the Status of Lesbians, Gays, Bisexuals and  

the Transgendered (LGBT), 2008-2010 
 

Member, Distinguished Scholar Award, Arkansas Political Science Association, 2015-2016, 2019-2020. 
 

Member, Diane Blair Award Committee, Southern Political Science Association, 2014-2015 
 

Member, Virginia Gray Book Award Committee, State Politics and Policy Section of the American  
 Political Science Association, 2013-2014 
 
Member, American Political Science Association Distinguished Teaching Award Committee, 2012-2013 

 
 Member, American Political Science Association Committee on the Status of Lesbians, Gays, Bisexuals  
  and the Transgendered (LGBT) in the Profession, 2007-2010 
 
 Section Chair, Arkansas Politics/State Politics, Annual Meeting of the Arkansas Political Science  
  Association, 2015 
  
 Section Chair, Arkansas Politics/State Politics, Annual Meeting of the Arkansas Political Science  
  Association, 2013 
 

Section Chair, Southern Politics, Annual Meeting of the Southern Political Science Association, 2009 
 

Program Chair, Annual Meeting of the Arkansas Political Science Association, 2007 
 
 Member, Southern Political Science Association Executive Council, 2007-2010 
 
 External Reviewer, Department of History and Politics, Catawba College, 2008 
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External Reviewer, Center for Interdisciplinary Studies, Davidson College, 2007 
 
 External Reviewer, Department of Political Science, Rollins College, 2004, 2006 
 

Participant, Outside Money in the 2002 Congressional Elections project 
+Part of a team, directed by the Center for the Study of Elections and Democracy at Brigham 

Young University and funded by the Pew Charitable Trust, examining non-candidate 
campaign spending in Arkansas in the 2002 election cycle. 

 
 Participant, Southern Grassroots Party Activists II Project, 2000 

+Part of a team that has received NSF funding for completion of Phase II of this study of party 
activists in the South. 

  
 Member, Advisory Board, State Key Vote Program, Project Vote Smart 
 
 Member, Advisory Board, Arkansas Journal of Social Change and Public Service 
 

Moderator, Experiential Learning Section, American Political Science Association Conference on 
Teaching and Learning in Political Science, 2005 

 
 Member, Hubert H. Humphrey Award Committee, 2005-2006, American Political Science Association 
 

Member, Sophonisba Breckinridge Award Committee, 2003, Midwest Political Science Association 
 
Member, Malcolm Jewell Best Graduate Student Paper Award Committee, 2005, Southern Political 

Science Association 
 

Member, Diane Blair Award Committee, 2001-2003, Southern Political Science Association 
 
 American Political Science Association Short Course Participation: 

• State Politics Data Resources (2001) 
• Teaching About Campaigns and Elections II (2001) 
• Teaching Political Philosophy Through Film (2000) 
• Teaching About Campaigns and Elections (2000) 

 
Section Chair, Teaching Politics, Annual Meeting of the Southwestern Political Science Association, 

2004 
 
Section Chair, Arkansas Politics, Annual Meeting of the Arkansas Political Science Association, 2003 

2004, and 2009 
 
Member, Status of Women in Arkansas Report Advisory Committee 
 
Member, Curricular Review Committee, Arkansas School for Mathematics and Sciences, 1999 
 
Section Chair, Southern Politics, Annual Meeting of the Southern Political Science Association, 1998 
 
Executive Board Member, Arkansas Political Science Association, 1996-1998 
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SELECTED CAMPUS SERVICE (all at Hendrix College) 
 Faculty Representative, Hendrix College Board of Trustees, 2012-2015 

+Served as the first elected representative on the Board of Trustees.  During my term, transitions  
occurred in both the Presidency and Chief Academic Officer positions.  While in this role, served 
on the Academic Affairs and Information Resources Committee of the Board. 

 
Director of Civic Engagement Projects, 2006-2018 
+Oversaw programs tied to enhancing students’ roles in political and social change work.  Led consortial  

work in national organizations such as Project Pericles.  Shepherded Hendrix’s engagement in 
Peace Corps Prep and the Shepherd Higher Education Consortium on Poverty (SHECP). 
Coordinated election activities on campus biennially.  Informally, advised student engagement 
through voluntarism and internships with civic engagement organizations off-campus. 

 
Director, Crossings Program, 2008-2015 
+This program, established by a $600,000 Mellon Foundation grant, piloted a program    
 that tied interdisciplinary coursework to engaged learning experiences for    
 students.   Was part of a team that authored the original grant proposal and   
 saw the program through its implementation, operation, and assessment. The structure  

of the program was transferred into The Engaged Citizen first-year seminar course for all  
students. 
 

Director, Odyssey Program, 2016-2019 
+Directed the College’s hallmark engaged learning program. Participation in the program through the  

completion of three significant engaged learning experiences across different categories is 
required of all students.  Over $300,000 annually was awarded competitively to students, faculty, 
and staff for student projects. 

 
 DEPARTMENT AND PROGRAMMATIC 

Project Pericles, Hendrix Program Director, 2005-2013, 2015-2019 
 

Distinguished Scholarships Advisor, 2003-2006, 2011-2014 
 
Chair, Department of Politics, 1999-2000; 2001-2004; 2010-2013 
 
Gender Studies Program Oversight Committee, 1995-2019 

Chair, 1997-2000 
   
  American Studies Program Oversight Committee, 2003-2015 
 
  Chair, Challenges of the Contemporary World Oversight Committee, 2007-2008 

 
Pre-Law Advisor, 1997-2019 
 
Campus Coordinator, Washington Semester Program, 1995-2009 

 
 COMMITTEES/TASK FORCES 

The Engaged Citizen Leadership Group, 2012-2019 
--Convener, 2012-2015 

 +This team oversaw the implementation of a new first-semester seminar at   
  Hendrix and continues to oversee its operation. 
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Chair, Strategic Planning Working Group on Owning Little Rock and Arkansas, 2014-2015 
 
Co-Convener, Credentialing Task Force, 2013-2014 
 +This group developed a proposal for a new program establishing skills-based and  
  interdisciplinary credentials for Hendrix students. 
 
Chair, Guiding Coalition Strategic Planning Subcommittee on Interdisciplinary, Curricular, and 
 Certificate Initiatives, 2011-2013 
 
Co-Chair, Provost Search Committee, 2012-2013 and 2013-2014 
 
Committee on Engaged Learning, 2006-2019 
 Committee Chair, 2008-2009 
 
Elected member of Academic Policy Council, 1997-2000, 2003-2006, 2011-2012, 2018-2019 
 
Honors Committee, 2003-2006, 2011-2014 
 
Member, Galileo/Odyssey Task Force, 2003-2005 (Chair: Spring 2005) 

+The committee developed the proposal for Hendrix Odyssey, a new engaged 
 learning program for the College, ultimately approved by the Faculty. 

 
Co-Chair, Engaging With Democracy Task Force, 2004 
 +The committee planned a six-week series of events centered on the celebration  

of democracy, including Rock the Vote, leading up to the dedication of the 
Hendrix Odyssey program. 
 

Student Life Committee, 1994-1997, 2001-2003 
Committee Chair, 2002-2003 
Chair, Diversity Concerns Subcommittee, 1995-1997 
Chair, Residence Life Subcommittee, 1994-1995, 2001-2002 

 
Campus Alcohol Policy Review Committee, 1995-1997 
 
Politics and International Department Search Committee, 1996-1997, 1999, 2001, 2003, 2004-
 2005, 2005-2006, 2008-2009, 2010-2011, 2011, 2012, 2016-17, 2019 
 
History Department Search Committee, 2006-2007 
 
Sociology/Anthropology Department Search Committee, 2003, 2007 
 
Chemistry Department Search Committee, 1995, 1997, 2007 
 
Library Search Committee, 1995-1996, 2002 
 
Council on New Student Advisors, 1994-1995, 1999-2000, 2001-2002, 2006-2007, 2009-2010 
 
Library and Learning Resources Committee, 1994 

 
STUDENT ORGANIZATIONS 

Secretary, Omega Psi chapter of Pi Sigma Alpha (Political Science Honor Society), 2001-2019 
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Faculty Advisor, Student Senate, 1994-1997 
 
Faculty Advisor, Young Democrats, 1994-2019 
  
Faculty Advisor, UNITY (Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual, and Straight Alliance), 1999-2019 
 
Faculty Advisor, Pre-Law Society, 2002-2019 
 
Faculty Advisor, Roosevelt Institute, 2011-2013 

 
Faculty Advisor, The Franklin Literary Society, 2003-2005 
  
Faculty Advisor, Alpha Chi Honor Society, 1995-1997 

 
SELECTED COMMUNITY SERVICE 
 GOVERNMENTAL 
 Chief Education Officer, City of Little Rock, 2020-present 
 

Member, Board of Commissioners, Central Arkansas Water, 2019-present 
 

Member, Arkansas State Board of Education, 2012-2019 
  +Chair, 2017-2019 
  +Vice Chair, 2016-2017 
  +Committee Chair, Pulaski County District Boundaries Committee, 2015 
  +Liaison, ForwARd Arkansas, 2015-2018 
 
 Member, City of Little Rock Mayor-Elect Frank Scott Jr. Transition Board of Directors, 2018-2019 
   
 Member, Blue Ribbon Commission, MOVE Central Arkansas, Central Arkansas Transit, 2015-2016 
 
 Member, Arkansas Quality Digital Learning Study Committee, 2013 
 
 Member, Arkansas Non-Legislative Commission on the Study of Landlord-Tenant Laws, 2011-2012 
 
 Member, Arkansas Governor’s Task Force on Best Practices for After-School and Summer Programs,  
  2008 
 
 NONPROFIT 
 Current  
 Past Chair, Arkansas Single Parent Scholarship Fund  
 
 Member, Board of Directors, American Civil Liberties Union, Arkansas Affiliate 
 
 Member, Board of Directors, Arkansas Advocates for Children and Families 
  +President, 2016-2017 
 
 Vice-Chair, Board of Directors, Downtown Little Rock Community Development Corporation  
 
 Member, Arkansas Trans/Queer Collaborative Steering Committee 
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 Past Leadership Roles 
 Co-Chair, Arkansas Repertory Theatre, Saints and Sinners Annual Gala, 2017 
 
 Member, American Civil Liberties Union National Board (Arkansas Affiliate Representative), 2004-2016 
 
 Chair, Board of Directors, National Association of State Boards of Education, 2017 
 
 Chair, Board of Directors, Just Communities of Arkansas, 2010-2011 
 
 Chair, Arkansas Out of School Network, 2010-2012 
 
 Chair, Board of Directors, Single Parent Scholarship Fund of Pulaski County, 2013 
 
 POLITICAL 
 Member, Democratic National Committee, 2020-present 
  
 Delegate, Democratic National Convention, 2012, 2020 
 
 Candidate for Arkansas State Senate, District 34, 2010 
 
 Democratic Party of Arkansas 
  +Member, State Committee 
  +Chair, Party Rules Committee, 2015-preent  
  +Member, State Executive Committee, 2007-2011, 2013-2016 
  +Chair, State Platform Committee, 2006, 2016, 2018 
  +Member, Blue Ribbon Committee on Party Rules, 2008 
  +Secretary, Special State Convention, 2008 
  +Parliamentarian, State Convention, 2008 
 
 First Vice-Chair, Pulaski County (Ark.) Democratic Party Central Committee, 2007-2009 
 
 OTHER 
 Member, Class XXII, Leadership Greater Little Rock 
 
 Listee, “Arkansas 250,” 2018, Arkansas Business’s “annual look at the people who are shaping  
  the way we live, learn and do business in the state.” 
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