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I. Background and Qualifications

I am the Lena Gohlman Fox Professor of Political Science and a fellow in urban politics at the 
Baker Institute at Rice University.  A copy of my curriculum vitae is attached as Appendix A.  I 
am being compensated at $250 per hour.  

My current research focuses on alternative modes of elections and voting procedures, voting 
behavior and public policy in the United States.  I teach classes on voting behavior, election 
sciences, public policy and survey research.  

My work has been supported by the National Science Foundation, the City of Houston’s Office of 
Public Safety and Homeland Security and the Pew Charitable Trusts, among others. Some of my 
select publications include “Reducing the Undervote with Vote by Mail” (published in American 
Politics Research), “Election Administration during National Disasters and Emergencies: 
Hurricane Sandy and the 2012 Election” (published in Election Law Journal),  “Voting for 
Minority Candidates in Multi-Racial/Ethnic Communities,” (published in Urban Affairs 
Review) and “The Effect of Election Day Vote Centers on Voter Participation” (published in 
Election Law Journal).  In addition, I have written extensively on federal spending, ‘pork barrel 
politics’ and the electoral connection between single member district representatives, spending 
policies and incumbent reelection (published in American Journal of Political Science and Journal 
of Politics).  I am co-author of Perpetuating the Pork Barrel (Cambridge University Press).  A 
complete list of my publications is included in my attached curriculum vitae. 

Since 2010, I have been an expert witness in several cases involving election administration and 
voting.  I have consulted for several jurisdictions in the design, implementation and evaluation of 
alternative voting systems including early voting, Election Day vote centers, mail-assisted voting 
and in-person polling locations. In these jurisdictions, I have worked closely with election 
administrators and elected officials to fulfill their obligation to conduct elections.  These 
jurisdictions include: Collin, Harris and Lubbock Counties, Texas, 64 Colorado counties that 
make up the Colorado County Clerks Association, and Albuquerque, New Mexico.  I have also 
designed voting districts for municipal governments and school districts in Texas.  I am currently 
designing election districts for Lancaster ISD, Goose Creek ISD and the City of Baytown. 

I have been retained by counsel for Virginia Elizondo to provide expert testimony on: 

• Whether voting in SBISD school board elections is racially polarized.
• Whether Latinos or Hispanics are politically cohesive in SBISD school board trustee

elections and vote as a block for Latino-preferred candidate.
• Whether the Latino or Hispanic voting age population in SBISD is sufficiently large and

geographically compact to constitute a majority of the voting-age population in one or more
single member districts under an illustrative seven-district plan.
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• Whether White Non-Hispanics vote sufficiently as a bloc to enable them, in the absence of
special circumstances (e.g., single-member districts), to defeat the minority voters’
preferred candidates of choice.

• Whether single member district elections or at-large elections enhances the proportional
representation of minority-preferred candidates on elected legislatives bodies.

• Whether taxing and spending practices differ significantly between governments with
single member district and at-large elections.

• Whether legislative bodies are more responsive to the preferences of minority and non-
minority voters in at-large or single member district elections.

II. Summary of Opinions

• There is statistically significant evidence of racial polarized voting in the Spring Branch 
Independent District’s Board of Trustees elections for the period 2015-2021.

• White Non-Hispanics vote sufficiently as a bloc to enable them, in the absence of special 
circumstances (e.g., single-member districts), to defeat the minority voters’ preferred 
candidates of choice.

• The geographic concentration of Hispanics in the Spring Branch Independent School 
District is sufficient to constitute a majority of the voting-age population in one or more 
single member districts under an illustrative seven-district plan.

• There is strong evidence in the scholarly literature to conclude that:
o Single member district forms of representation enhances proportional 

representation of minority candidates on legislative bodies.
o Single member district representation increases the likelihood that minority 

candidates will contest elections for position on legislative bodies.
o Single member district representation will produce policies more responsive to the 

preference of minority voters.
• SBISD should adopt a single member district plan for the election of the district’s seven 

trustees.

III. Materials Reviewed

To establish an expert opinion in this case, I reviewed a variety of materials from academic, 
governmental, legal and media sources.  Building on my existing knowledge, expertise and 
experience, I consulted the scholarly (peer reviewed) research on: 

• Minority representation in local governments and school districts with single
member and at-large representation.

• Spending and taxing practices of local governments and school districts with single
member and at-large representation.

• The responsiveness of policies in local governments and school districts with single
member and at-large forms of government.

I have relied on election results provided by the SBISD for trustee elections, data from the U.S. 
Bureau of the Census and Harris County’s Election Administrator Office for my analysis of 
racially polarized voting in SBISD’s trustee elections. 
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IV. Racially polarized voting in Spring Branch Independent School District

I used a definition of racially polarized voting as outlined in Thronburg v. Gingles to assess 
whether this condition existed in the Spring Branch School District trustee elections between 2017-
2021.  I further sought to determine whether the extent of racially polarized voting in SBISD 
trustee elections was of sufficient magnitude to dilute the votes of minority voters and prevent 
them from electing a candidate of their choice.  Finally, I assessed the likelihood that single 
member district elections would remedy the effect of racially polarized voting in SBISD trustee 
elections.   

Racially polarized voting is defined as when the relevant minority group “is politically cohesive 
and that the white majority voters sufficiently as a bloc to enable it… usually to defeat the 
minority’s preferred candidate (Thornburg v Gingles 478 U.S. 30, 49 (1986).” 

In assessing the degree of racially polarized voting in SBISD trustee elections I obtained the 
following information: 

• A list of all persons eligible to vote in SBISD trustee elections for the years in which trustee
elections were held between 2015 and 2021.

• The residential location and voting precinct (i.e., latitude and longitude) of all eligible
SBISD voters

• The voting histories of each eligible SBISD voter in the 2015, 2017, 2019 and 2021 SBISD
trustee elections from data provide by SBISD and Harris County.

• The racial and ethnicity of each eligible SBISD voter using Imai and Khana (2016)
ecological inference software.  These estimates of racial and ethnicity are obtained by using
the Center for Disease Control’s list of common racial and ethnic surnames along with
information about the racial and ethnic makeup of the voter’s residential location i.e.,
census block or block group.  Estimates at or above 90% were used to assigning voters to
one racial and/or ethnic group including: Non-Hispanic White, Non-Hispanic Black, Non-
Hispanic Asian, Non-Hispanic other and Hispanic.

I aggregated the proportion of voters by race and ethnicity by SBISD’s voting precincts (N=7) by 
election (N=5) to identify majority-minority and majority White precincts.  I further calculated the 
proportion of vote cast for each trustee candidate by voting precinct. 

Ten trustee contests were held between 2015 and 2021 in seven to eight election precincts per 
election.  Four of the ten contests were uncontested (i.e., only one candidate stood for election). 
We can identify the share of vote cast for one or more trustee candidates and the share of voters in 
each precinct that are Non-Hispanic White, Non-Hispanic Black, Non-Hispanic Asian, Non-
Hispanic other and Hispanic in 73 precinct election contests. 

The dominant races and ethnicities among SBISD voters are White (majority) and Hispanic 
(minority).  Asian and African-American SBISD voters rarely exceed 10% of the district voting 
population in any election year. 
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To measure the degree to which there is racially polarized voting in SBISD Trustee elections I 
regressed1 the proportion of persons White and Hispanic in each voting district on the proportion 
of votes cast for each candidate.  Racially polarized voting is established when the direction of 
these relationships are signed in opposite directions.   A second condition for polarized voting is 
when the White majority vote against a minority preferred candidate i.e., Hispanic candidate is 
significant and positive.  That is, the share of vote the Hispanic received increases significantly as 
the proportion of voters in each voting district increases. 

Racially polarized voting is observed in every election studied. White and Hispanic voters diverge 
in their support for each candidate on the ballot, including uncontested contests where we report 
under vote as the second candidate.     

Figures 1-4 report the proportion of vote cast for the White candidate, minority-preferred candidate 
(i.e., Hispanic surname candidate), and the proportion of vote Hispanic and White in each precinct 
in all elections.  Hispanic surname candidates are identified as the minority-preferred candidate.  
A minority-preferred candidate appeared on the ballot in seven of ten contests.   The findings 
confirm significant (p<.05) racially polarized voting for White and Hispanic voters. 

Fig 1: The proportion of vote cast for white candidate and Share of vote White 

1 Ordinary least squares regression. 
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Fig 2: The proportion of vote cast for white candidate and Share of vote Hispanic 

Fig 3: The proportion of vote cast for Hispanic candidate and Share of vote White 
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Fig 4: The proportion of vote cast for Hispanic candidate and Share of vote Hispanic 

V. Compactness of Hispanic citizen voting age persons in SBISD

Table 1 reports the number and proportion of citizen voting age by race and ethnicity for the 
seven proposed voting districts in SBISD.  These data are from the 2020 U.S. Census and the 
American Community Survey 2015-2019 and best approximate that the likelihood that at least 
one or more majority Hispanic trustee districts can be constructed. More than half (52.8%) of the 
citizen voting age population in proposed district 1 is sufficient to enable Hispanic voters to 
elect a candidate of their choice i.e., an Hispanic.   
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                                                                      Table 1 
                 Citizen Voting Age Population by SBSID Voting District 

 
 
 
 
 
 

District 

 
 
 
 

Total 
Population 

 
 
 

Voting Age 
Population 

 
 

Citizen 
Voting 

Age 
Population 

% 
Hispanic 
Citizen 
Voting 

Age 
Population 

1 26,171 18,782 9,180 52.8 
2 26,131 19,802 14,355 30.7 
3 26,132 19,732 14,345 32.5 
4 26,432 19,164 14,180 17.4 
5 26,110 19,429 16,235 9.5 
6 26,194 20,493 18,450 15.4 
7 26,194 19,091 12,535 31.1 

 

Under the proposed configuration of voting districts in SBISD there is sufficient evidence to 
show that at least one single member majority Hispanic trustee district can be created.  There 
may be other configurations of voting districts that could yield more than one majority Hispanic 
trustee districts.    

Demonstrative Spring Branch ISD Single-Member District 
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VI. Racial and ethnic segregation in SBISD

The ethnic makeup of the district’s seven election/enrollment districts is heavily skewed.  Four 
districts (i.e., Landrum, Northbrook, Spring Oaks and Spring Woods) are overwhelmingly 
comprised of Hispanic students, with an average of 87% of students in these election/enrollment 
districts Hispanic.  In the remaining three election/enrollment districts (Memorial, Spring Branch 
and Spring Forest) between 42% and 52% of the student are white.    

I have measured segregation of SBISD students using the index of dissimilarity between whites 
and Hispanics at the school and enrollment zone level.  The index is equal to: 

where wi and li   represent the number of whites and Latinos in school I respectively, W and L 
represent the total number of whites and Latinos in the district, respectively and N represents the 
total number of schools (enrollment zones) in the district.  Information on the racial and ethnic 
makeup of SBISD schools comes from National Center for Education Statistics2. 

The dissimilarity index captures how proportional Hispanics and whites are distributed across 
schools and enrollment zones.  For example, SBISD is comprised of 26.7% white students 59.2% 
Hispanic students.3  Given these district-wide distributions, one would expect every school and/or 
enrollment zone would have the same proportion of students Hispanic and white if the district was 
not segregated or was fully integrated.  Another way to think about the dissimilarity index is the 
proportion of Hispanic (white) students who would have to move to a different school or 
enrollment zone in order for the composition of each school or enrollment zone to be identical to 
the composition of the district as a whole.   

Researchers (Abbott and Magazinnik 2020;Massey and Denton 1993; Ananat 2011; Collins and 
Margo 2000; Cutler and Glaeser 1997; Cutler, Glaeser and Vigdor 1999) identify dissimilarity 
index scores below .3 as indicating low levels of segregation, .3 to .6 as moderate levels of 
segregation and .6 and above as high levels of segregation.  SBISD’s dissimilarity index score at 
the school level is .694 and .596 at the enrollment zone level.  These scores suggest that well over 
half of the Hispanic students enrolled in SBISD schools would have to move to another school in 
order to achieve an integrated distribution of students by ethnicity.    

Table 2 reports the proportion of students by enrollment zone in SBISD by race and ethnicity.  In 
four of the districts seven enrollment zones 78% or more of the students are Hispanic.   In the 

2 Source: https://nces.ed.gov/ccd/schoolsearch/school_list.asp?Search=1&DistrictID=4841100 
3 The remaining proportion of the SBISD students at Asian (5.9%), Black (4.8%), and two or more races (2.3%). 
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remaining three enrollment zones 42% to 52% of the students are White.  There is strong evidence 
that the racial and ethnic makeup of SBISD schools and enrollment districts is high segregated 

Table 2 Percent Enrollment by Race/Ethnicity  

Enrollment Zone % White % Hispanic 
Northbrook Middle 0.02 0.96 
Spring Woods Middle 0.05 0.88 
Spring Oaks Middle 0.07 0.85 
Landrum Middle 0.13 0.78 
Spring Forest Middle 0.42 0.36 
Spring Branch Middle 0.47 0.36 
Memorial Middle 0.52 0.25 

 

VII. Recommendations 

The degree of racial segregation and voter polarization in SBISD supports the plaintiff’s request 
that future SBISD trustee elections be held with a single member district plan of representation.   
The district currently has seven board members and elections are conducted in seven precincts 
corresponding to the district’s enrollment districts.  Using a single member district plan to elect 
trustees will most likely result in the election of at least one school board trustee reflecting the 
preferences of SBISD’s Hispanic voters, and likely more. 

VIII. Minority representation in at-large and single member systems 

How we elect our legislative representatives has long been a prominent subject of study.  A core 
research question in this field of study is whether the method of election discriminates against 
representation of non-majority populations including racial and ethnic minorities.   In the United 
States, the two most popular ways for electing our representatives are single member district and 
at-large elections.  In at-large elections, voters across an entire jurisdiction (e.g., city, county, 
school district) have the opportunity to select from among contesting candidates for every available 
seat in the governing body.  Alternatively, single member district representation divides the 
jurisdiction into separate precincts/wards each with its own seat in the legislative/governing body.   

Opponents of at-large representation claim that majority interests, voting in a bloc, dilute minority 
votes. When minorities are concentrated in particular areas such that they comprise a majority, 
switching to single member district representation can afford minorities representation in the 
legislative body.  Properly configured, single member district representation can produce 
representation for minorities proportionate to their representation in the jurisdiction.  For example, 
if a minority group comprises 20% of the adult voting age population in a school district, it is more 
likely that 20% of the legislative body will be comprised of members preferred by the minority 
group with single member district elections than at-large elections. 

Though the vast majority of empirical research demonstrates that single district representation 
results in greater and more proportional representation for Black and Hispanic voters (Davidson 
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and Grofman 1994; Davidson and Korbel 2981; Engstrom and McDonald 1981; Karnig and Welch 
1982; Leal, Martinez-Ebers and Meier 2004; Marschall, Ruhil, and Shah 2010; Meier et al 2005; 
Molina Jr and Meier 2018; Moncrief and Thompson 1992; Polinard 1994; Robinson and England 
1981; Stewart, England and Meier 1989; Trounstine and Valdini 2008; Abbot and Magazinnik 
2020), several studies, have reported null findings (Bullock and MacManus 1987; Cole 1974; 
MacManus 1978; Welch 1990; Leal, Martinez-Ebers and Meier 20044).  Two studies have reported 
a negative relationship between single member district elections and minority representation 
(Meier and Rutherford 2014; Welch and Karnig 1978).    

Two factors explain the lack of unanimity in the scholarly literature on the effect of single member 
district representation on minority representation.  The first is the contingent nature of electoral 
reform on minority representation and the second is the challenge researchers face in making 
reliable and valid casual inferences and estimates of this effect.  Single member district elections 
can succeed in electing minority-preferred candidates when the minority population is sufficiently 
large and geographically concentrated such that it constitutes a majority in the area they occupy, 
as is the case in SBISD.  Most studies compare the representation of minority populations among 
single member and at-large systems of representation without consideration of how and why these 
different forms of representations were first adopted, thus omitting unobserved differences 
between jurisdictions with long histories of at-large representation. 

Abott and Magazinnik (2020) identify two contingencies which condition the positive effect of 
single member district representation has on minority representation.  “[T]he voting population be 
segregated enough for the minority group to constitute a local majority in at least one ward, and 
that the political boundaries be drawn accordingly (2020:719).”  A second condition is that the 
district must be of sufficient size to attract candidates to run for office. 

Studies by Abott and Magazinnik (2020), Marschall, Ruhil and Shah 2010) and Trounstine and 
Valdini (2008) all employ contingent effects of minority group size and segregation when 
estimating the effects of changing from at-large to single member district representation on 
minority representation.   These scholars all report significant gains in minority representation, 
albeit for different genders, races and ethnicities in city councils and school districts with single 
member district representation and where the same changed from at-large to single member district 
representation. 

To date, the strongest empirical evidence supports the thesis that the likelihood of proportional 
representation of racial and ethnic minorities on legislative bodies is greater with single member 
districts than at-large elections when district size is large and minority group size is sufficiently 
large and segregated.  Abott and Magazinnik note “When all of these conditions are met, the 
positive impact of reform is striking, exceeding one additional officeholder for every three 
available seats (730).”  When these conditions are not met, however, moving from an at-large to 
single member system of representation was found to have a null or even negative effect on 

4 The authors qualify their null findings by noting that Hispanics “may be able to profit from at-large districting when 
they are a majority of the population (2004:1241).”  In non-majority Hispanic settings, Hispanic representation does 
not benefit from at-large districting. 
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minority representation, accounting for “why a large and active academic literature …has 
produced so many conflicting findings (731).” 

The scholarly literature supports the following conclusions: 

o Single member district representation increases the likelihood that minority 
candidates will contest elections for positions on legislative bodies.

o Single member district forms of representation enhances proportional 
representation of minority candidates on legislative bodies.

o Single member district representation will produce policies more responsive to the 
preference of minority voters.

IX. The taxing and spending policies of governments with at-large and single member
district representation

A purported advantage of at-large over single member district elections is that elected single 
member district representatives trade off the virtues of public goods against the attractiveness of 
spending on particularistic goods (‘pork’) benefitting voters in their home or single member 
districts.  In at-large systems, representatives are thought to voice the preferences of the average 
(median) resident throughout the entire jurisdiction.   In single member systems, the representative 
better expresses the preferences of the average resident within a specific geography.  Assuming 
preferences vary by geography, at-large systems work to pull the tails of the preference 
distributions inward, reducing the representation of diverse preferences.  A potential consequence 
of this presumed effect of at-large representation is to under represent (and under value) non-
majority voters’ preferences. 

At the federal level Mayhew’s seminal work (1974) established the logic underlying higher 
spending and taxing in governments with single member district representation.  Mayhew and 
subsequently Sheplse, Weingast and Johnson (1981) argued that representatives elected from 
single member districts had a strong incentive to extract distributive5 spending benefits for their 
constituents to enhance their re-election. A system of log rolling in which single member district 
representatives agreed to support each other’s district specific spending priorities produced an 
inefficient level of spending and taxing i.e., produce more taxing and spending than might occur 
with an at-large system of representation.  By implication, the level of spending and taxing was 
assumed lower in legislative bodies with at-large representation, where the electoral benefits of 
distributive taxes and concentrated spending are not available. 

Empirical support for a significant and positive relationship between spending and the electoral 
fortunes of single member district representatives has been mixed, modest and conditional.  Most 
research has been unsuccessful in corroborating a significant relationship between spending 
allocations to single member district congressional representatives (Bickers and Stein 2000).  The 
prevailing finding is the electoral connection is conditional on incumbent’s electoral vulnerability, 

5 Distributive spending refers to outlays concentrated to specific rather than generalized recipients, often defined by 
geography and which is funded by taxes levied on all persons inside and more importantly outside the area in which 
the spending benefits are located.  An example of distributive spending is infrastructure projects located in specific 
areas of a jurisdiction and not readily accessible to persons not living in the immediate area.    
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a rare condition and related to grant awards, not the amount of money flowing to the district (Stein 
and Bickers 1994). 
 
Research on the spending and taxing policies of subnational governments does not demonstrate 
significant differences between jurisdictions with at-large and single member representation 
(Morgan and Pelissero 1980; Lineberry and Fowler 1967; Langbein, Crewson and Brasher 1997; 
Farnham 1990).  In a few instances, (Zax 1990; Deno and Mehay 1987) researchers have found 
that cities with at-large elections spend more on municipal employees than cities with single 
member district representation. The few studies that did find significantly higher spending in cities 
with single member representation (Southwick 1997; Dalenberg and Duffy-Deno 1991) used 
weaker cross sectional research designs with limited controls for factors that shape municipal 
taxing and spending policies, including state laws,6 the range of goods and services provided 7 and 
most importantly citizens’ preferences for spending.  These studies fail to take into account that 
the adoption of at-large or single member district systems is related to the same factors shaping 
spending and taxing decisions.   
 
The research on spending and taxing among governments with different modes of representation 
presumes that the higher levels of spending governments in jurisdictions with single member 
district representation is both inefficient and non-representative of the preferences of the full 
community.  Though spending and taxing may be higher in single member district governments 
this finding does not suggest anything other than that citizens in these jurisdictions prefer higher 
spending.  In the next section of my report I turn to this question asking whether single member or 
at-large modes of representation better represent the interest of citizens, both majority and minority 
citizens. 
 
X. The representation of policy preferences among jurisdictions with different modes of 

representation  

Tausanovitch and Warshaw’s research (2014) ask whether different modes of representation 
provide for better representation of public preferences.  Using a unique database that measured 
public preferences for spending and tax policies among every U.S. city and town over 20,000 in 
population (N=1,600) the authors estimate whether the taxing and spending policies of these 
communities match citizen preferences by mode of representation.8  
 
Drawing upon previously discussed explanations for spending and taxing among at-large and 
single member district systems of representation the authors hypothesized that cities with at-large 
districts are more responsive to citizens’ policy preferences than cities with single-member 
districts.  The authors’ design was sufficiently rigorous to correct many of the deficiencies in 
previous research that produced mixed findings about the relationship between spending and 
                                                           
6 Many states mandate minimum spending and service content for the goods and services their municipalities provide 
their citizens, independently influencing spending.  Tax limits imposed by states on cities and school districts further 
shape spending.   
7 Cities differ significantly on the number and scope of goods and services they provide their constituents (Peterson 
1991).  The repertoire of goods and services is itself a function of the constituent preferences, constituents’ ability to 
pay for these goods and services as well as how these goods and service are produced (Stein 1991). 
8 The authors constructed a measure of public preferences for taxing and spending across a large number public 
policies e.g., public employee pensions, recycling, health care and bans on smoking in bars and restaurants. 
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alternative modes of representation. The authors conclude: “our findings provide no support ….  
that at-large districts lead to better representation (2014: 621).” 

A great number of minority school board members, in either at-large or single member districts 
elections, should produce policies favored by minorities.  Multiple studies suggest greater minority 
representation on school boards translates into outcomes that are more positive for minority 
students (Meier, Stewart and England 1989; Reyes, Scribner and Schribner 1999; Spring 2000; 
Leal and Hess 2000; Rocha and Wrinke 2011; Theobold 2007; Leal, Martinez-Ebers and Meier 
2004).  Robinson (2016), however, finds that a great proportion of Hispanic board members leads 
to less support for bilingual policies, popular among Hispanic voters.  Flink and Molina (2016) 
find the level of Hispanic representation has a positive effect on bilingual education spending only 
when the proportion of bilingual population in the district is relatively small.  Is the relationship 
between minority representation and policies preferred by minorities stronger under single member 
district or at-large elections? 

Leal et al (2004) asked whether greater Latino representation on school boards with single member 
rather than at-large elections nets great Latino representation among the district’s teachers and 
administrators.   They find that “at-large elections negatively influence Latino educational 
representation, which produces a ripple effect that ultimately reduces the share of Latino teachers 
(2004:1224).”  

 “Latino representation on school boards is significantly associated with increases 
in the percentage of Latino administrators, and the percentage of Latinos in 
administration is the most important variable determining the presence of Latino 
teachers. As we know the Latino community wants more Latinos teaching their 
children, greater Latino school board representation is therefore more likely to lead 
to education policies congruent with community wishes (2004:1242).”   

Leal et al (2004) also uncover an important condition governing the link between single member 
district election, proportional minority representation on school boards and minority supported 
educational policies.  “…[W]hen Latinos are a minority in the population, the population-
representation relationship is non-linear, with larger percentages getting significantly more 
representation than smaller percentages (2004: 1234).”  This finding suggests the etiology pro-
minority policies under single member district elections with proportional minority representation 
is conditional on the size of the minority population 

McBrayer (2020) builds on Leal et al findings and suggests descriptive representation (i.e., 
minority board members) does not always lead to substantive policy representation.  Instead 
McBrayer hypothesizes that this relationship is conditioned on the mode of representation i.e., 
single member versus at-large.  She specifically looks at the provision of bilingual education 
services among at-large and single member district school districts in Texas school districts. 
McBrayer finds that different modes of representation are better at translating minority 
representation into substantive policies when demand for these policies varies.  Specifically 
McBrayer finds: 
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• Hispanic representatives have a positive effect on bilingual funding allocation when the
entire board serves single-member districts, suggesting that this specific electoral
arrangement strengthens the relationship between descriptive and substantive
representation.

• Hispanic representatives in at-large electoral systems allocate more bilingual funding
proportion only when there are small portions of qualifying students.

• Hispanic representatives in at-large systems have a negative effect on bilingual allocation
when there are large portions of qualifying students.

“This suggests that schools with the least demand for bilingual funding are best
represented by minority officials in at-large systems, yet schools with the most
demand are underrepresented by minority officials. Thus, in both electoral
scenarios, Hispanic representatives substantively represent campuses with low
demand for bilingual programming, which is congruent with Flink and Molina’s
(2016) findings. Only Hispanic officials in single-member districts substantively
represent campuses with high demand for bilingual programming, congruent with
theoretical expectations (McBrayer 2020:1689-1690).”

The extant literature on the representation of minority policy preferences shows that descriptive 
representation (i.e., proportional minority representation on school boards) is a necessary but 
not sufficient condition for fulfilling the policy preferences of minority constituents.  This 
policy connection for minority interests is significantly enhanced with single member district 
elections rather than at-large elections.   

A single-member plan for SBISD would likely strongly improve bilingual and other educational 
outcomes critical for Hispanic students. In addition, a single-member districting plan for SBISD 
will increase the responsiveness of school board trustees to minority and low-income students, 
minority voters and minority educators. 

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

Executed on January 20, 2022. 

_______________________________ 
Robert M. Stein 
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