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EXPERT DECLARATION OF JASON M. ROBERTS 

I, Dr. Jason M. Roberts, am over the age of 18, have personal knowledge of the 
facts stated in this declaration, and can competently testify to their truth.  

I. Summary of Opinions 

1. I have researched the consequences of ballot design changes for a number of 
years. The absence of a straight ticket voting option has been shown to have 
two major effects on election outcomes: (1) an increase in the number of 
voters who cast an incomplete ballot, which is known as ballot rolloff or 
dropoff and (2) longer lines at polling places, which increase voter wait times 
and deter voter participation in current and future elections. Removing the 
straight ticket option from the ballot increases the time and physical effort 
required to cast a ballot for voters. Political science research has consistently 
shown that raising the costs of voting has a deterrent effect on voter turnout 
and on ballot completion and that these consequences disproportionately 
affect non-white voters.  

2. These effects have been on clear display in North Carolina where the straight 
ticket option was removed prior to the 2014 election. North Carolina has 
conducted three general elections without the straight ticket voting option 
and the effects have been clear: (1) the level of ballot rolloff has increased in 
counties that previously had high levels of straight ticket voting and (2) voter 
turnout has decreased for voters who live in counties that previously had 
high levels of straight ticket voting. Both of these observed effects 
disproportionately affect African-American and Latino voters and both 
effects are consistent with findings from other studies of straight ticket 
voting.  
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3. I have had the opportunity to analyze the relevant data on straight ticket 
voting in Texas. Based on my analysis of these data, it is my considered 
opinion that the planned removal of straight ticket voting in Texas would 
have drastic effects on the voting process in Texas. The effects include 
increased levels of ballot rolloff, as well as longer polling place lines in areas 
that have high levels of straight ticket voting. Longer polling place lines 
would cause a substantial decrease in voter turnout in Texas across the 
board. However, this decrease in turnout would disproportionately affect 
African-American and Latino voters in Texas.  

II. Background and Qualifications 

4. I am a Professor of Political Science at the University of North Carolina at 
Chapel Hill. I earned a B.S. in Political Science from the University of North 
Alabama in 1998, a M.A. in Political Science from Purdue University in 2000, 
and a Ph.D in Political Science from Washington University in St. Louis in 
2005. I was an Assistant Professor of Political Science at the University 
Minnesota from 2004 – 2008. I have been on the faculty at the University of 
North Carolina at Chapel Hill since 2008. My curriculum vitae is attached to 
this report.  

5. My professional expertise lies in American politics generally, with a focus on 
political institutions, the U.S. Congress, historical institutionalism, and 
congressional elections. I teach courses on these topics at both the graduate 
and undergraduate level. I am a co-author of the following books: The 
American Congress (Rowman and Littlefield), Why Not Parties? (University of 
Chicago Press), and Ambition, Competition, and Electoral Reform (University 
of Michigan Press). I am also the co-author of The Politics of Ballot Design: 
How States Shape American Democracy, which is forthcoming from 
Cambridge University Press.  I have also published articles in peer-reviewed 
journals such as the American Political Science Review, the American Journal 
of Political Science, the Journal of Politics, Legislative Studies Quarterly, and 
American Politics Research. I currently serve on the editorial boards of 
Legislative Studies Quarterly and State Politics and Policy Quarterly. I maintain 
an active presence in the discipline, regularly giving public and academic 
talks, maintaining a membership in the American Political Science 
Association, and serving as a peer reviewer for books and articles in my areas 
of expertise.  

6. I have a particular interest and expertise in ballot laws and ballot format. I 
have studied the history of ballot laws and the effects of ballot form on 
election outcomes across American history. I currently have a book in press 
with Cambridge University Press titled, The Politics of Ballot Design: How 
States Shape Democracy, that traces the history of changes in ballot laws, 
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such as straight ticket removal, from the late 19th century to the present.1 In 
addition, my work on this topic has appeared in a book I co-authored 
(Ambition, Competition, and Electoral Reform) and in other articles, 
including an article I co-authored in The Ohio State Law Journal, titled “The 
Politics of Ballot Choice.” 

7. In the past four years, I have testified as an expert in Michigan State A. Philip 
Randolph Institute, Mary Lansdown, Dion Williams and Common Cause vs. 
Ruth Johnson in her official capacity as Michigan Secretary of State, case No. 
16-cv-11844. 

8. I am being compensated at a rate of $250 per hour for my work on this case. 
No part of my compensation is dependent upon the conclusions that I reach 
or the opinions that I offer. 

III. Materials Reviewed 

9. To establish an expert opinion in this case I consulted a variety of materials, 
including academic literature and media sources. I also made extensive use of 
election returns, demographic data, and data on straight ticket voting in 
North Carolina and Texas for the years of 2012, 2014, 2016, and 2018. 

IV. Discussion 

The Cost of Voting 

10. Voting is a costly act for citizens. It takes time and physical effort to register 
to vote, locate one’s assigned polling place, travel to the voting site, and go 
through the voting process at the polling place. Each of these costs of voting 
are not exorbitantly high for most voters, but they can be consequential to 
individual voting decisions, in part because the direct benefits of voting are 
also not high. In most cases, one individual’s vote is not outcome 
consequential. In the United States, general elections are conducted on a 
Tuesday and election day is not a national holiday. As such, voting is typically 
added to the myriad tasks that citizens must conduct on a normal workday 
and can get crowded out by work, school, traffic, or child-care 
responsibilities.  Political science research has consistently shown that voter 
turnout rates are very sensitive to relative changes in the costs of voting. For 
example, policies that allow voters to register to vote and cast a ballot at the 
same time are associated with higher levels of turnout, while policies that 
require a voter to register weeks in advance of an election depress turnout.2 

                                                        
1 This book is co-authored with Erik J. Engstrom of the University of California – 
Davis.  
2 See Rosenstone, Steven J. and John Mark Hansen, Mobilization, Participation, and 
Democracy in America (1993). 
 

Case 5:20-cv-00035   Document 62-4   Filed on 06/19/20 in TXSD   Page 6 of 37



 4 

Similarly, factors such as rain on election day, long lines at the polling place, 
and a change in voting location have all been shown to decrease voter 
turnout.3 The political science research consistently demonstrates that even 
small increases in the costs of voting have a deterrent effect on turnout and 
ballot completion.4 The absence of a straight ticket voting option increases 
the costs of voting because it increases the amount of time needed to 
complete the ballot. The increased time needed to complete the ballot has 
been shown to have two major downstream effects on election outcomes: (1) 
an increase in ballot rolloff and (2) a reduction in voter turnout due to long 
lines at polling places.  

11. Ballot rolloff occurs when a voter does not make a choice in all contests or 
ballot questions on a ballot. In almost all cases, contests that are listed at the 
top of a ballot (i.e. President, Governor, etc.) receive more valid votes than do 
contests and questions appearing near the end of a ballot. The elimination of 
the straight ticket voting option undoubtedly raises the costs of voting for 
most voters. At a purely mechanical level, it takes additional time and 
physical effort to complete a ballot when a voter must make an individual 
selection in each partisan contest. Given that many Texas counties have 
extremely long ballots, a significant increase in voting time can be expected if 
the straight ticket option is eliminated.  

12. The absence of a straight ticket option can also make it more difficult for the 
voter to complete the ballot correctly, can produce more voided ballots, and 
leads to more ballot rolloff. Long ballots that do not have a straight ticket 
option tend to induce voter fatigue as voters struggle to wade through the 
ballot. Fatigued voters often turn in their ballots before they have marked 
choices for all races and ballot questions producing an “undervote” in offices 
that are placed lower on the ballot. Research on ballot rolloff finds that voters 
with lower levels of education and less experience voting are most likely to 
experience voter fatigue and submit incomplete ballots.5 

                                                        
3 See Haspel, Moshe and H. Gibbs Knotts, “Location, Location, Location: Precinct 
Placement and the Costs of Voting,” 67 Journal of Politics  560-573 (2005). 
4 See Brady, Henry E. and John E. McNulty, “Turning Out to Vote: The Costs of 
Finding and Getting to the Polling Place,” 105 American Political Science Review 1-20 
(2011); Aldrich, John, “Rational Choice and Turnout,” 37 American Journal of 
Political Science 246-278 (1993); McNulty, John E, Conor M. Dowling, and Margaret 
H. Ariotti, “Driving Saints to Sin: How Increasing the Difficulty of Voting Dissuades 
Even the Most Motivated Voters,” 17 Political Analysis 435-455 (2009).  
5 See Walker, Jack L, “Ballot Forms and Voter Fatigue: An Analysis of the Office Block 
and Party Column Ballots,” 10 Midwest Journal of Political Science 448 463 (1966); 
Campbell, Angus, Philip Converse, Warren Miller, and Donald Stokes, The American 
Voter (1960).  
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13. In my own co-authored work with Erik Engstrom, we investigated the effect 
of ballot design on rolloff from the presidential election to the U.S. House 
election for the 1956—2000 time period in all states.  We found a consistent 
relationship between the presence of a straight-ticket (“STV”) option and 
ballot rolloff. The absence of a STV option was associated with an increase in 
ballot rolloff of approximately 4% from the presidential contest to the U.S. 
House contest.6  

Voter Turnout 

14.  As noted above, voting is a costly act. It takes time and physical effort for a 
voter to register to vote, locate his or her polling place, travel to the polling 
place, and go through the act of voting. The absence of a straight ticket option 
increases the costs of voting in several ways. First, for voters who wish to 
vote for candidates of the same party, the absence of a STV option increases 
the amount of time and physical effort required to complete the ballot. 
Second, the increased time needed to complete the ballot can lead to long 
lines at polling places. Long lines have been shown to have a detrimental 
effect on the voting process by discouraging voters from voting, increasing 
costs for those who wait in long lines, and by reducing voter confidence in 
elections.7 It has been estimated that long lines discouraged more than 
700,000 registered voters from voting in the 2012 election.8 A field study of 
voters in California by Douglas Spencer and Zachary Markovits found that 
having more than 5 people in a voting line tripled the probability of a voter 
reneging and failing to vote.9 

The Disproportionate Effect of Voting Costs on Minority Voters 

15. Changes to voting procedure that increase the costs of voting, such as the 
elimination of the straight ticket option on the ballot, may seem facially 
neutral, but there is considerable evidence that non-white voters face higher 
costs to voting and that the costs of voting have a stronger deterrent effect on 
minority voters.  

                                                        
6 We did not analyze rolloff rates for contests lower than U.S. House on the ballot.   
7 See Stewart, Charles III and Stephen Ansolabehere, “Waiting to Vote,” 14 Election 
Law Journal 47-53 (2015). 
8 See Stewart, Charles III, “Managing Polling Place Resources,” Caltech/MIT Voting 
Technology Project (2015). 
9 Douglas M. Spencer and Zachary S. Markovits, “Long Lines at Polling Stations? 
Observations from an Election Day Field Study,” 9 Election Law Journal  3-17 (2010).  
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16. Educational attainment is the most consistent predictor of voter turnout. 
Political science research has consistently found that those with higher levels 
of formal education find it “easier” to incur the costs necessary to vote.10 
Turnout differences by education level are quite stark. In 2018 in Texas, 
those with a bachelor’s degree or higher had a turnout rate of 64.1%, 
whereas those with only a high school degree had a 44.6% turnout rate.11 
Levels of formal education are quite different across racial categories. For 
adults over the age of 25 in Texas, 37.3% of whites had a bachelor’s degree or 
higher in 2017, compared to 23.2% for African-Americans, and 12.8% for 
Latinos.12 The combination of turnout differences based on educational 
attainment levels and drastic disparities in those levels by race means that 
any changes to election procedures that raise the costs of voting will have a 
disproportionate effect on non-white voters. 

17. There is considerable evidence that the actual costs of voting are already 
higher for non-white voters. For example, long lines at polling places are not 
uniformly distributed throughout states. They are concentrated in urban 
areas and in localities with large minority populations. Pettigrew (2017) 
studied wait times for four election cycles (2006, 2008, 2012, & 2014) and 
found a, “persistent pattern of white voters having less of a time burden 
placed on them at the polls.”13 For example, the average waiting time for 
African-American voters in 2012 was 23.3 minutes compared to 11.6 for 
white voters.14 The 2016 election saw overall improvement in average 
waiting time for voters, but the racial disparities remained as white voters 
waited an average of 10 minutes to vote compared to 13 minutes for Latino 
voters and 16 minutes for African-American voters.15  

18. Focusing exclusively on data for Texas,16 in 2016, white voters reported an 
average wait time of 11.7 minutes, compared to 13.4 minutes for African-
American voters, and 14.01 minutes for Latino voters. In 2012, white voters 

                                                        
10 See Rosenstone, Steven J., Mobilization, Participation, and Democracy in America.  
11 Turnout and education data taken from the U.S. Census Bureau Voting and 
Registration Supplement 2018 accessed via IPUMS-CPS, University of Minnesota. 
12 Data taken from the U.S. Census Bureau, 2013-2017 American Community Survey 
5-Year Estimates. 
13 See Pettigrew, Stephen, “The Racial Gap in Wait Times: Why Minority Precincts 
Are Underserved by Local Election Officials,” 132 Political Science Quarterly 527-547 
(2017). 
14 See Stewart, Charles III, “Managing Polling Place Resources,” Caltech/MIT Voting 
Technology Project (2015). 
15 See Vasilogambros, Matt, “Voting Lines are Shorter – But Mostly for Whites,” Pew 
Research Center (2018).  
16 Data on wait times taken from common content file of the Cooperative 
Congressional Election studies in 2012 and 2016, https://cces.gov.harvard.edu. 
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reported an average wait time of 9.9 minutes, compared to 14.04 for African-
American voters, and 10.43 minutes for Latino voters. Thus, African-
American and Latino voters in Texas currently face longer lines at the polls 
than do white voters.  

19. The trouble for minority voters does not end once they reach the front of the 
voting line. A 2018 survey conducted by The Atlantic and the Public Religion 
Research Institute asked a series of questions about voters’ experiences in a 
polling place.17 Black and Latino voters were twice as likely as white voters 
to report being incorrectly told that they were not on the voter rolls. Non-
white voters were also more likely to report being harassed or bothered 
while trying to vote than were white voters. These experiences further 
increase the costs of voting and also make it less likely that a voter will 
return to vote in future elections.  

20. The same study reveals that non-white voters also reported much greater 
difficulty in completing the various tasks required in order to vote. African-
American and Latino voters were twice as likely as white voters to report 
missing the voter registration deadline. In terms of finding time to vote, 16% 
of African-American and Latino voters reported that they were unable to 
secure time off from work to vote. In contrast, only 8% of white voters 
reported this difficulty. Further, among registered voters, African-American 
and Latino voters were three times more likely than white voters to report 
difficulty in locating their correct polling place in the most recent election.  

21. Taken together these results illustrate many of the difficulties that non-white 
voters face in trying to exercise their right to vote. The differences in formal 
educational attainment across racial groups makes it much more difficult for 
non-white voters to incur the costs necessary to vote. In addition, non-white 
voters face additional hurdles to voting that white voters do not face, such as 
longer polling place lines and harassment at the polling place. As a result, 
changes to election procedures, such as the removal of the straight-ticket 
voting option, that make it more costly and difficult to vote place a 
disproportionate burden on non-white voters. This will be illustrated in the 
next section with an analysis of the elimination of the straight ticket voting 
option in North Carolina.  

 

                                                        
17 See Newkirk, Vann R. III, “Voter Suppression is Warping Democracy,” THE 
ATLANTIC, (July 17, 2018), 
https://www.theatlantic.com/politics/archive/2018/07/poll-prri-voter-
suppression/565355/  
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North Carolina’s Elimination of Straight Ticket Voting 

22. The North Carolina Legislature passed House Bill 589 (HB 589), also known 
as the Voter Information Verification Act in 2013. HB 589 altered many 
aspects of election practice and administration in the state of North Carolina. 
The United States Court of Appeals for the Fourth Circuit subsequently 
invalidated many, but not all, aspects of this law.18  

23. One of the most significant changes to North Carolina election practice that 
was not challenged in the Fourth Circuit case was elimination of the straight 
ticket voting option. Section 32.1 of HB 589 eliminated the STV option that 
allowed voters to select all of a political party’s candidates by checking one 
box. The 2014 election was the first one held in North Carolina without a 
straight ticket voting option since 1909.19 Since 2014 voters have been 
required to make a separate selection for each contest individually even if 
they wish to vote for all of one party’s candidates.  

24. To assess the effects of the removal of straight ticket voting in North Carolina 
I relied on data provided by the North Carolina State Board of Elections for 
the 2012, 2014, and 2016 general elections. Data on straight ticket voting by 
county was compiled from precinct level election results, downloaded from 
the North Carolina State Board of Elections FTP site.20 These data were 
combined with election results data and Census data on the demographic 
characteristics of each county to derive the results below. A key measure 
employed is the rolloff rate for each county. The rolloff rate was calculated by 
the following formula: (100*(maxvotes-minvotes)/(maxvotes)), where 
maxvotes equals the total number of votes cast in the statewide contest that 
received the most votes in a county and minvotes equals the total number of 
votes in the statewide contest that received the least votes in a county. 
Statewide races include U.S. president, Governor, Lieutenant Governor, 
Secretary of State, Commissioner of Agriculture, Commissioner of Insurance, 
Commissioner of Labor, Superintendent of Public Instruction, State 
Treasurer, and State Auditor. The race for North Carolina Attorney General 
was excluded from this analysis in 2012 because it was uncontested.  The 
rolloff rate would likely be higher than what is reported here if contests 
lower on the ballot are included. However, to make cross county 
comparisons more valid, I focus only on contests that are on all ballots 
statewide. For many North Carolina voters, removal of the STV option was a 

                                                        
18 North Carolina NAACP v. McCrory, 831 F.3d 204 (4th Cir. 2016). 
19 Prior to 1909 North Carolinians voted with ballots provided by the competing 
political parties. 
20 The 2010 results were taken from filename priprecinct11xx02xx2010.zip. The 
2012 results were taken from filename priprecinct11xx06xx2012.zip. 
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major change to election practice. In the 2010 midterm election, 1.1 million 
or 43.6% of North Carolina voters chose the straight ticket option. In the 
2012 election, the numbers were even higher, with 2.55 million out of 4.47 
million voters or 57.2% casting a ballot by selecting the straight ticket option.  

25. Straight ticket voting was quite popular overall in North Carolina, but not 
uniformly so across the state’s 100 counties. In some counties, as few as 33% 
of voters chose to vote a straight ticket in 2012, but in others more than 75% 
of voters chose the straight ticket option.  

26. There was a strong, positive relationship between the percentage of 
minorities in counties in North Carolina and the degree of straight ticket 
voting. As Table 1 below shows, counties with larger African-American 
populations had much higher levels of straight ticket voting in 2012.  This 
effect was derived by fitting a linear regression model that controls for the 
population of a county, the poverty level of a county, and the overall 
proportion of residents who are African-American and Latino. When those 
factors are controlled for, the effect of the size of the African-American 
population on the rate of straight ticket use is positive and statistically 
significant: a one-percent change in the African-American population of a 
county is associated with a 0.29% increase in the level of straight ticket 
voting. 

Table 1 
Straight Ticket Voting and African-American Population, N. Carolina 201221 

Variable Coefficient 
(Standard Error) 

Percent African-American 0.29* 
(0.05) 

Percent Latino 0.17 
(0.15) 

Percent Poverty 0.15 
(0.13) 

Constant 46.42* 
(2.60) 

Number of Cases 100 
Adjusted R2 0.38 

 

27. In 2012, there was also a strong, negative correlation (-0.77) between the 
rate of straight ticket voting in a county and the ballot rolloff in statewide, 
partisan races.  As Figure1 below demonstrates, counties with higher levels 

                                                        
21 Results are from a linear regression model.  The dependent variable is the percent 
of a county’s voters using the STV option in 2012.  Cell entries are regression 
coefficients, standard errors in parentheses.  * = p < 0.05.  

Case 5:20-cv-00035   Document 62-4   Filed on 06/19/20 in TXSD   Page 12 of 37



 10 

of straight ticket voting had much lower levels of ballot rolloff than did 
counties with lower levels of straight ticket voting. This is consistent with the 
extant political science research on the relationship between ballot rolloff 
and straight ticket voting.  

Figure 1 
Straight Ticket Voting and Ballot Rolloff in Partisan Races, N. Carolina 201222 

 

28. The results above demonstrate a clear relationship between the racial 
composition of North Carolina counties, straight ticket voting, and the level of 
ballot rolloff in statewide partisan races.  Counties with large African 
American populations had higher utilization of the straight ticket voting 
option in 2012. Counties with high levels of straight ticket voting utilization 
had significantly lower levels of ballot rolloff in statewide partisan races.   

Effects of Eliminating Straight Ticket Voting in North Carolina 

29. The 2014 and 2016 general elections in North Carolina were conducted 
                                                        
22 The Y-axis is the rolloff rate for statewide partisan races for each North Carolina 
county. The X-axis is the percent of voters in each county that chose to vote a 
straight ticket in 2012. Each dot represents a county, the black line represents the 
linear fit between the two variables.  
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without the straight ticket option.23 The following analysis assesses the 
effects that eliminating that option had on ballot rolloff and voter turnout for 
these two election years.  

North Carolina’s 2014 Election 

30. The 2014 North Carolina election was conducted in a midterm election year, 
so none of the council of state offices were on the ballot.24 The only statewide 
partisan race on the North Carolina ballot in 2014 was the U.S. Senate contest 
between Thom Tillis and Kay Hagan. All ballots in the state also included 
partisan races for the U.S. House, North Carolina Senate, and North Carolina 
House,25 but ballots in North Carolina are considerably shorter in midterm 
election years than in presidential years.  

31. Ballot rolloff tends to increase as ballot length increases. And despite that 
North Carolina’s 2014 ballot was relatively short, the available data indicate 
a strong association between the removal of straight ticket voting option and 
ballot rolloff. In 2010, the average level of rolloff from the U.S. Senate contest 
to the North Carolina State House contest in North Carolina counties was 
8.3%. In 2014, that rate rose to 17.79%. Contests for the State House vary 
from district to district in terms of candidate quality, candidate funding, and 
other factors, but these data suggest that eliminating the straight ticket 
voting option caused a large increase in rolloff for partisan contests in 2014.  

32. The evidence also indicates that the removal of the straight ticket voting 
option produced longer wait times for North Carolina voters in 2014. 
Following the 2014 election, the North Carolina State Board of Elections 
conducted a survey of election officials in each North Carolina county to 
assess the extent of long wait times both during the early voting period and 
on election day 2014.26 In my co-authored work with Erik Engstrom we use 
this survey to show that the population of a county and the average level of 

                                                        
23 The 2018 general election was also conducted without the straight ticket option. 
However, there was not a single statewide contest on the ballot so it is excluded 
from this analysis. 
24 The council of state includes the following offices: North Carolina Governor, North 
Carolina Lieutenant Governor, North Carolina Secretary of State, North Carolina 
Attorney General, North Carolina Commissioner of Agriculture, North Carolina 
Commissioner of Insurance, North Carolina Commissioner of Labor, North Carolina 
Superintendent of Public Instruction, North Carolina State Treasurer, and North 
Carolina State Auditor. 
25 The ballot also included a variety of local contests that varied from jurisdiction to 
jurisdiction. 
26 See North Carolina State Board of Elections, “November 2014: State Board of 
Elections Analysis of Voter Wait Times.”  
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straight ticket voting in 2010 and 2012 are positively associated with longer 
reported election day wait times in the 2014 election.27  

33. In addition, the Pew Charitable Trust collects data on voter wait time to 
construct its Elections Performance Index.28 In 2012, twelve states had 
higher estimated wait times than did North Carolina. But in 2014, North 
Carolina was estimated to have the longest wait time for voting in the 
country. Taken together, these data demonstrate that the increased time 
needed to complete ballots due to the elimination of the straight ticket voting 
option likely produced increased wait times for North Carolina voters in 
2014.  

North Carolina 2016 

34. The 2016 election in North Carolina included contests for the full council of 
state,29 as well as contests for President, U.S. Senate, U.S. House, the State 
Senate, and the State House. All voters faced a ballot with at least 15 
statewide partisan races in North Carolina, as well as numerous local races. 
On average statewide, ballot rolloff slightly rose in statewide partisan races 
from 5.37% in 2012 to 5.71% in 2016. But there was considerable variance 
across the counties: as Figure 2 below demonstrates, counties that had 
higher levels of straight ticket voting in 2012  the last year it was available 
 demonstrated the largest increases in rolloff from 2012 to 2016.  

35. As was shown in Table 1, counties with large African-American populations 
had the highest incidence of straight ticket voting in 2012. Taken together, 
these data demonstrate that the elimination of the straight ticket voting 
option in North Carolina is associated with an increase in ballot rolloff in 
counties that have larger African-American populations. This finding is 
consistent with previous findings in the literature.  

                                                        
27 See Engstrom, Erik J. and Jason M. Roberts, “The Politics of Ballot Choice,” 77 The 
Ohio State Law Journal 839-865 (2016). 
 
28 Information on the Elections Performance Index can be found at: 
http://www.pewtrusts.org/en/multimedia/data-visualizations/2014/elections-
performance-index#intro 
29 See footnote 24 for a full list of these offices. 
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Figure 2 
Statewide Partisan Rolloff Differences, N. Carolina 2012 to 201630 

 

36. As discussed earlier, another potential effect of the elimination of the straight 
ticket voting option is a decline in voter turnout due to long lines. In North 
Carolina, a voter who voted a straight ticket in the 2012 election and wished 
to do the same in 2016 election would have had to make at least 14 
additional marks on the ballot. If no additional polling stations were added, 
this would inevitably increase the length of lines at polling places, 
particularly during times of high demand for voting. And the increase in line 
length would likely be worst in areas that had experienced high utilization of 
straight ticket voting in past elections. 

37. As noted above, considerable research has demonstrated that long lines at 
polling places have a deterrent effect on potential voters. Longer waiting 
times increase the costs associated with voting and can lead potential voters 
to forego voting due to inadequate time to stand in long lines.  

                                                        
30 The Y-axis is the difference in rolloff rate for statewide partisan races from 2016 
to 2012 for each North Carolina county. The X-axis is the percent of voters in each 
county that chose to vote a straight ticket in 2012. Each dot represents a county, the 
black line represents the linear fit between the two variables.  
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38. As Figure 3 demonstrates, counties that had high utilization of straight ticket 
voting in 2012 (which also were the counties with high African-American 
populations) experienced a significantly greater decrease in turnout in 2016 
than counties that had less utilization of straight ticket voting (and smaller 
African-American populations). Turnout among African-American voters was 
down nationwide in 2016,31 so it is not necessarily the case that all the 
decline shown in Figure 3 is attributable to the removal of the straight ticket 
option.  

Figure 3 
North Carolina Turnout Difference 2012 to 201632 

 

39. To more directly assess the relationship between voter turnout in 2016 and 
previous levels of straight ticket voting in North Carolina, I fit a logistic 
regression model of whether an individual voting in the 2016 general 

                                                        
31 See report on 2016 turnout at: Pew Research Center, “Black Voter Turnout fell in 
2016, even as a record number of Americans cast ballots”(2016), 
http://www.pewresearch.org/fact-tank/2017/05/12/black-voter-turnout-fell-in-
2016-even-as-a-record-number-of-americans-cast-ballots/ 
32 The X-axis is the percent of voters in each county that chose to vote a straight 
ticket in 2012. The Y-axis is the turnout difference in the county from 2012 to 2016. 
Negative numbers indicate lower turnout in 2016 than in 2012. Each dot represents 
a county, the black line represents the linear fit between the two variables.  
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election as a function of whether they voted in 2012, their reported race, 
reported gender, the poverty level of the county, straight ticket voting level 
in the county in 2012, and the availability of early voting in the county. I did 
so by utilizing the North Carolina voter file and voter history file for 
registered voters in North Carolina. These two files contain information on 
whether a registered voter voted, the person’s address, and demographic 
information such as racial and gender identity. I combined this information 
with county level data on poverty level, straight ticket voting in 2012, and the 
availability of early voting in the county to assess factors affecting voter 
turnout in 2016.33 

40. The results, presented in Table 2 below, confirmed the connection between 
use of straight ticket voting and depressed turnout in 2016. Registered 
voters who voted in 2012 were more likely to vote in 2016 than were those 
who did not vote in 2012. Registered voters who reported their race as white 
and those who identify as female were also more likely to vote than other 
race and gender categories. Registered voters from counties that provided 
more early voting opportunities also had higher turnout.  Even controlling 
for all of these factors, registered voters from counties with higher levels of 
straight ticket voting in 2012 were less likely to vote in 2016 than those from 
counties with lower levels of straight ticket voting in 2012.  

  

                                                        
33 Early voting availability was calculated as the number of early voting site minutes 
per registered voter in the county. Data taken from insightus and available at: 
http://insight-us.org/eve_1/eve.html. 
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Table 2 
Straight Ticket Voting and Turnout in North Carolina, 201634 

Variable Coefficient 
(Standard Error) 

Voted in 2012 0.82* 
(0.30) 

African-American -0.51* 
(0.05) 

Latino -0.06* 
(0.03) 

Multirace 
 

-0.57* 
(0.04) 

Female 
 

0.14* 
(0.02) 

Percent in Poverty 
 

0.04 
(0.024) 

Straight Ticket Voting 
2012 

-0.05* 
(0.02) 

Early Voting Availability 
 

3.97* 
(0.99) 

Constant 3.53* 
(1.01) 

Number of Cases 5,310,711 
Psuedo R2 0.07 

 

41. For example, as Table 3 below demonstrates, a hypothetical African-
American male who voted in 2012 and lives in a county that had the lowest 
observed level of straight ticket voting in 2012 had a 0.99 probability of also 
voting in 2016. However, a hypothetical African-American male who voted in 
2012 and lives in a county that had the highest observed level of straight 
ticket voting in 2012 had a 0.91 probability of also voting in 2016. This 0.08 
difference is both statistically and substantively significant. In counties with 
high levels of straight ticket voting in 2012, approximately 8 out every 100 
African-American voters who voted in 2012 were deterred from voting in 

                                                        
34 Table reports results from a logistic regression.  The dependent variable is 
whether or not the individual voted in 2016.  Cell entries are logit coefficients with 
standard errors clustered by county in parentheses.  Model also included the 
following racial categories that were estimated but omitted from the table for 
parsimony: Indian, Other, Asian.  Model is restricted to active voters in the North 
Carolina Voter file. * = p<.05. 
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2016 due to the elimination of the straight ticket voting option in North 
Carolina.  

Table 3 
Race, Straight Ticket Voting, and Turnout in North Carolina in 201635 

 High STV County Low STV County 
African-American Male 0.91 

(0.03) 
0.99 

(0.006) 
Latino Male 0.93 

(0.03) 
0.99 

(0.004) 
White Male 0.95 

(0.03) 
0.99 

(0.004) 
 

42. To be sure, African-American turnout was down across the board in 2016, 
both nationwide and in North Carolina. This was in part due to the fact that 
Barack Obama was not on the ballot. However, these results demonstrate 
that the extent of the decrease in African-American turnout in North Carolina 
varied considerably based on the level of straight ticket voting utilization in 
2012. This observed variance cannot be explained by the identity of the 
presidential candidates in 2016, which were constant across all 100 counties 
in North Carolina.  

43. Similarly, a hypothetical Latino male who voted in 2012 and lives in a county 
that had the lowest observed level of straight ticket voting in 2012 had a 0.99 
probability of also voting in 2016. However, a hypothetical Latino male who 
voted in 2012 and lives in a county that had the highest observed level of 
straight ticket voting in 2012 had a 0.93 probability of also voting in 2016. 
This 0.06 difference is both statistically and substantively significant. In 
counties with high levels of straight ticket voting in 2012, approximately 6 
out every 100 Latino voters who voted in 2012 were deterred from voting in 
2016 due to the elimination of the straight ticket voting option in North 
Carolina.  

44. The elimination of straight ticket voting also reduced the probability of 
voting for white registered voters, but to a lesser extent. A hypothetical white 
male who voted in 2012 and lives in a county that had the lowest observed 
level of straight ticket voting in 2012 had a 0.99 probability of also voting in 
2012. However, a hypothetical white male who voted in 2012 and lives in a 
county that had the highest observed level of straight ticket voting in 2012 
had a 0.95 probability of also voting in 2016.  

                                                        
35 Cell entries are the probability of voting in 2016 and are derived from the analysis 
presented in Table 2. Standard errors in parentheses. 
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45. These results demonstrate that the elimination of straight ticket voting in 
North Carolina had a deterrent effect on voter turnout in 2016. The effect 
was more pronounced in counties that had higher utilization of the straight 
ticket voting option in past elections and was more pronounced for African-
American and Latino voters, whose probability of voting in these counties 
decreased by more than it did among white voters in the same county.  

46. In sum, North Carolina’s elimination of the straight ticket voting option has 
had two observable effects: (1) the level of ballot rolloff has increased in 
counties that previously had high levels of straight ticket voting, and (2) 
voter turnout has decreased among voters who live in counties that 
previously had high levels of straight ticket voting. Both of these effects 
disproportionately affect minority voters, and they are consistent with 
findings from other studies of straight ticket voting.  

Straight Ticket Voting in Texas 

47. The methodology for assessing the potential effects of eliminating straight 
ticket voting in Texas is very similar to the North Carolina analysis presented 
above. Data on straight ticket voting in Texas were taken from Report #14 
from the Austin Community College’s Center for Public Policy and Political 
Studies. These data do not cover all 284 counties but do cover counties that 
make up the overwhelming majority of the statewide population.  

48. For each general election from 2012-2018, I compared the statewide race at 
the top of the ticket, either President or U.S. Senator, to other statewide races 
including Governor, Lt. Governor, Attorney General, Commissioner of 
Agriculture, Comptroller of Public Accounts, Commissioner of the General 
Land Office, Railroad Commissioner, Supreme Court, and the Court of 
Criminal Appeals. Rolloff was calculated by comparing the office with most 
votes cast to the office with the least number of votes casts. Only contests 
with both major parties represented were included in this analysis.  

49. Straight ticket voting is very popular in Texas.36 And as Figure 4 below 
details, its popularity has been growing over the past two decades. In 1998, 
fewer than 50% of Texas voters utilized the straight ticket option, but by 
2018, approximately 2/3 of Texas voters chose to use the straight ticket 
option. 

  

                                                        
36 Texas has had the straight ticket option on its ballots continuously since first 
adopting the Australian ballot in the early 1900s. 
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Figure 4 
Straight Ticket Voting in Texas, 1998-2018 

 
50. The data in Figure 4 reveal that straight ticket voting is popular with most 

voters in Texas. But as was the case in North Carolina, straight ticket voting is 
much more popular in counties that have large African-American 
populations. Table 4 below reports the results of a set of linear regressions 
that assess the relationship between the straight ticket voting percentage in a 
county on the county’s racial composition. In all four of the general elections 
analyzed, there is a strong, positive relationship between the African-
American population in a county and that county’s level of straight ticket 
voting utilization. The average coefficient across these four years is 0.52, 
which implies that for each one percent increase in the African-American 
population in a county the estimated level of straight ticket voting in that 
county increases by 0.52%.  This is a stronger relationship that was found in 
North Carolina, which only had a 0.29% increase in straight ticket voting for 
each additional percentage of African-American population.  The data in 
Table 4 show a very strong relationship between the African-American 
population in a county and that county’s level of straight ticket voting and 
indicates that large proportions of African-American voters utilize the 
straight ticket voting option. 
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Table 4 
Straight Ticket Voting and Racial Composition, Texas 2012-201837 

Variable 2012 2014 2016 2018 
Percent 
African-
American 

0.58* 
(0.05) 

0.57* 
(0.15) 

0.42* 
(0.12) 

0.51* 
(0.12) 

Percent Latino 0.05 
(0.05) 

-0.04 
(0.05) 

0.02 
(0.04) 

0.08 
(0.04) 

Constant 54.72* 
(3.11) 

55.55* 
(3.40) 

58.01 
(2.77) 

58.25* 
(2.72) 

Number of 
Cases 

48 46 39 47 

Adjusted R2 0.26 0.28 0.23 0.26 
 

51. As was the case in North Carolina and other states I have studied, there is a 
strong negative relationship between the level of straight ticket voting in a 
Texas county and the rolloff rate in that county. Counties with higher levels 
of straight ticket voting have lower levels of ballot rolloff in statewide 
partisan races. These data are presented in Table 5 below and correspond to 
the general elections taking place in 2012, 2014, 2016, and 2018. The 
average coefficient for these four elections is -.06, which implies that each 
one percent increase in straight ticket voting is associated with a .06 percent 
decrease in statewide ballot rolloff. 

Table 5 
Straight Ticket Voting and Rolloff in Texas, 2012-201838 
Election Year Coefficient 

(Standard Error) 
2012  -0.06* 

(0.02) 
2014 -0.05* 

(0.01) 
2016 -0.09* 

(0.03) 
2018 -0.06* 

(0.01) 

                                                        
37 This table reports results from a set of linear regression models for 2012, 2014, 
2016, and 2018.  The dependent variable is the percent straight ticket voting in 
county. Cell entries are regression coefficients, standard errors in parentheses. 
*=p<0.05.   
38 This table reports results from a set of linear regression models for 2012, 2014, 
2016, and 2018.  The dependent variable is the percent rolloff in county. Cell entries 
are regression coefficients, standard errors in parentheses. *=p<0.05.   
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Comparing Texas and North Carolina in 2016 

52. To more directly assess the effect of straight ticket removal in Texas, I can 
use data from North Carolina in 2016 to estimate how much rolloff would 
have increased in Texas had straight ticket voting been unavailable in 2016. 
Using medical terms, one might say that North Carolina’s voters received a 
“treatment” in having the straight ticket option removed, while Texas’s 
voters served as the “control” group.  

53. Given that one set of voters received the treatment (STV removal) and one 
did not, it is possible to directly assess the effects of STV removal by 
comparing the results from Texas and North Carolina in 2016. To do this I 
employed a statistical procedure known as Coarsened Exact Matching (CEM) 
developed by renowned political methodologist Gary King and his colleagues 
at Harvard University.39 The CEM routine allowed me to identify counties in 
Texas and North Carolina that had high similarity on political and 
socioeconomic factors such as the poverty rate, the percentage of African-
American citizens, the county’s vote for President Obama in 2012, and the 
difference in voter turnout between 2012 and 2016. The CEM routine is a 
standard methodological tool that is commonly used in a wide range of 
academic fields, including political science. 

54. The idea behind matching is that by comparing units (here, counties) that are 
similar to each other across the treatment and non-treatment group in most 
or all relevant ways, you can create comparison groups that consist of 
matched units across the groups being compared. This is a way to alleviate 
the fact that the units were not randomly assigned to the treatment condition 
as one would do in a medical study. In this instance, similar counties are 
preserved for analysis while counties in each state that do not provide a close 
“match” with a county in the comparison state are omitted from the analysis. 
To conduct this analysis, I matched counties in North Carolina on the 
following variables: the percent of the vote received by President Obama in 
2012, the straight ticket voting percentage for the county in 2012, the 
poverty rate in the county as measured by the United States Census Bureau, 
the percentage of African-Americans living in each county, and each county’s 
voter turnout rate in 2012.40  

                                                        
39 See Iacus, Stefano M., Gary King, and Giuseppe Porro, “Causal Inference without 
Balance Checking: Coarsened Exact Matching,” 20 Political Analysis 1-24 (2012). 
This article has been cited more than 1600 times and scores of published papers 
have used this methodology in a wide variety of disciplines.  
40 North Carolina has 100 counties and Texas has straight ticket data for 51 
counties. For the CEM analysis, 80 total counties (47 from North Carolina and 33 
from Texas) were retained for analysis. The list of counties retained for each state 
are listed in the appendix attached to the end of this declaration. 

Case 5:20-cv-00035   Document 62-4   Filed on 06/19/20 in TXSD   Page 24 of 37



 22 

55. Once the matched counties were identified, the effect of the treatment (here, 
STV removal) was estimated via linear regression. The dependent variable is 
the statewide partisan rolloff rate in 2016 and independent variables include 
the variables used to match counties and an indicator variable set equal to 
one for Texas counties. The results, presented in Table 6 below, demonstrate 
that the average rolloff rate was approximately 1.55% lower in Texas 
counties than in North Carolina counties in 2016. In North Carolina, this 
equates to approximately 73,000 fewer ballots being completed than would 
have been the case had the straight ticket option been available. This is a 
non-trivial effect: several statewide offices in North Carolina were decided by 
fewer than 73,000 votes in 2016, including the governorship. 

56. In Texas, removing straight ticket voting for 2016 would have likely 
produced a 1.55% increase in ballot rolloff. That equates to approximately 
139,000 additional ballots not fully completed.  

Table 6 
Matching Analysis of North Carolina and Texas41 

Variable Coefficient 
(Standard Error) 

Straight Ticket Voting -1.55* 
(0.22) 

Obama Vote 2012 -0.01 
(0.01) 

Percent Poverty -0.07* 
(0.02) 

Percent African-American 
 

0.03* 
(0.01) 

Voter Turnout 2012 
 

-0.03 
(0.02) 

Constant 2.93 
(1.45) 

Number of Cases 80 
Adjusted R2 0.52 

 

57. Taken as a whole, my analysis of the relevant data indicates that removal of 
the straight ticket option in Texas would, at a minimum, have similar effects 
to removal in other states including North Carolina, including a significant 
increase in the level of ballot rolloff in partisan contests.  

                                                        
41 Table 6 reports results from a linear regression.  The dependent variable is county 
level rolloff in statewide races.  Cell entries are coefficients with standard errors in 
parentheses.  Model was fit on matched counties and weighted by the appropriate 
matched weights. 
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58. In addition, if the straight ticket option were removed and elections were 
carried out with similar deployment of voting equipment and personnel, 
Texas voters would experience longer lines in areas that previously had high 
levels of straight ticket voting. These long lines would lead to a decrease in 
voter turnout in Texas. This reduction could be greater than what was seen 
in North Carolina given that Texas has a large and growing electorate. The 
Census Bureau estimates that the population of Texas grew by 3.8 million 
people, or 15.3%, from 2010 to 2019. Further, the long lines witnessed 
during the March 2020 primary in Texas suggest that the voting 
infrastructure in Texas is already stressed to the point of observing long lines 
to vote and struggling to handle the volume of citizens who are presenting to 
vote. Given that straight ticket voting is currently utilized at higher rates in 
counties with large African American populations, this reduction in voter 
turnout would disproportionately affect African American voters. 

V. Conclusion 

59. Removal of the straight ticket voting option has been shown to have two 
major effects on election outcomes: (1) an increase in ballot rolloff or dropoff 
and (2) longer lines at polling places that deter voter participation in current 
and future elections. Removing the straight ticket option from the ballot will 
increase the costs of voting, i.e., the time and physical effort required to cast a 
ballot. Political science research has consistently shown that raising the costs 
of voting has a deterrent effect on voter turnout and on ballot completion. 

60. These effects have been on clear display in North Carolina, where the straight 
ticket option was removed prior to the 2014 election. In the 2014 and 2016 
general elections, the effects of eliminating the straight ticket option were 
clear: (1) the level of ballot rolloff increased in counties that previously had 
high levels of straight ticket voting, and (2) voter turnout decreased in 
counties that previously had high levels of straight ticket voting. Both of 
these observed effects disproportionately harmed African-American and 
Latino voters. These results are consistent with findings from other studies 
of straight ticket voting.  
 

61. Based on my analysis of the relevant data from the State of Texas, it is my 
opinion that the planned removal of straight ticket voting in Texas would, at 
a minimum, produce similar effects. Given the popularity of straight ticket 
voting in Texas, the population growth that the state is experiencing, and 
Texas’s longer than average ballots, the estimated effects presented in this 
report should be considered the lower bound of what the true effects will be. 
In all likelihood, the effects of the removal of straight ticket voting in Texas 
will far exceed those found in North Carolina and other states. These effects 
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will include increased levels of ballot rolloff and longer polling place lines in 
areas that have high levels of straight ticket voting. Longer voting lines will 
cause a decrease in voter turnout in Texas, as many voters will simply give 
up rather than wait in a long line. This will have a negative effect on the 
voting experience for all voters in Texas, but these effects will be 
disproportionately felt by African-American and Latino voters.  

I reserve the right to supplement this and other reports in light of additional 
facts, testimony, and/or materials that may come to light. Pursuant to 28 U.S.C. 
1746, I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the United States of 
America that the foregoing is true and correct.  

Dated: March 30, 2020  

 

By:  

 Jason M. Roberts  
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Appendix: Counties Retained for CEM Analysis 

North Carolina  Texas 
Alamance Moore Angelina 
Alexander Onslow Bastrop 
Ashe Pender Bexar 
Avery Polk Brazoria 
Brunswick Randolph Ector 
Buncombe Rockingham Ellis 
Burke Rowan Galveston 
Caldwell Rutherford Grayson 
Camden Stanly Gregg 
Carteret Stokes Guadalupe 
Catawba Surry Harris 
Chatham Transylvania Hays 
Cherokee Union Henderson 
Craven Wayne Hunt 
Currituck Wilkes Jefferson 
Davidson Yadkin Johnson 
Davie  Kaufman 
Gates  Liberty 
Greene  Lubbock 
Harnett  Mclennan 
Haywood  Midland 
Henderson  Montgomery 
Hyde  Nueces 
Iredell  Orange 
Johnston  Parker 
Lee  Potter 
Lincoln  Randall 
Macon  Tarrant 
Madison  Taylor 
Mcdowell  Tom Green 
Mitchell  Travis 

  Victoria 

  Wichita 
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McCubbins, editors. Stanford University Press. With Steven S. Smith.

“Candidates, Parties, and the Politics of U.S. House Elections Across Time.” 2007. In
Process, Party and Policy Making: Further New Perspectives on the History
of Congress. David Brady and Mathew McCubbins, editors. Stanford University Press.
With Jamie L. Carson.

“Parties, Presidents, and Procedures: The Battle Over Judicial Nominations in the U.S.
Senate.” Extensions: A Journal of the Carl Albert Congressional Research and
Studies Center Spring 2004: 13-18. Reprinted in Courts, Judges, and Politics: An
Introduction to the Judicial Process. 6th Edition, Walter F. Murphy, C. Herman
Pritchett, Lee Epstein, and Jack Knight, editors. McGraw Hill.

GRANTS AND AWARDS

• Program on Legislative Negotiation, American University, 2020. $19,000. With James
Curry.

• Center for Effective Lawmaking, Small Grant Competition, 2019. $2,000. With James
Curry.

• “Party Effectiveness in Congress.” Social Science Research Council. $10,000.

• “Collaborative Research: Causes and Consequences of the American Ballot” With Erik
J. Engstrom. National Science Foundation, SES-1060978. $95,137.

• University of North Carolina-University Research Council, 2009. $4150.

• Patrick J. Fett Award for the best paper on the scientific study of Congress and the
Presidency, 2008.

• University of Minnesota Grant-in-Aid of Research, 2005

• Fellow, University of Minnesota Institute for Advanced Study, Fall 2006

• Research Fellowship, Washington University Graduate School of Arts and Sciences,
Summer 2002-2004

INVITED PRESENTATIONS

“Ballot Type and Legislative Effectiveness.” Presented at the University of Virginia, June
2019.
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“Congress and the Nationalization of Congressional Elections.” Presented at Duke University,
November 2017.

“Times, Places, and Manner: The Politics of State Election Laws.” Presented at the
University of Chicago, May 2017.

“Party Effectiveness in the U.S. Congress.” Presented at the University of Rochester, March
2016.

“The Politics of Institutional Change: Evidence from State Ballot Laws.” Presented at the
2015 Symposium on The History and Future of Election Law, Moritz School of Law, Ohio
State University.

“The Politics of Apportionment.” Presented at the 2014 University of Maryland Congress and
History Conference.

“The Politics of Obstruction.” Presented at the University of Wisconsin, March 2014.

“Obstruction and Holds in the U.S. Senate.” Presented at Duke University, January 2014.

“Special Rules in the U.S. House.” Presented at the College of William and Mary, October
2011.

“Agenda Setting in the U.S. House: Then and Now.” Presented at the University of South
Carolina Political Science Research Workshop, October 2010.

“Bicameralism, Ballot Type, and Split-Ticket Voting.” Presented at the 2009 Legislative
Elections, Process, and Policy: The Influence of Bicameralism Conference. Vanderbilt
University, October 2009.

“The Dimensionality of Congressional Voting Reconsidered” Presented at the 2009 Duke
University Conference on Bicameralism.

“Ballot Type and Congressional Elections.” Presented at the 2008 Duke University Empirical
Implications of Theoretical Models workshop.

“Ballot Type and the Incumbency Advantage in Congress.” Presented at the University of
North Carolina at Chapel Hill American Politics Research Group, February 2008.

“Ambition, Competition, and Electoral Reform.” Presented at the 2007 Duke University
Political Institutions and Public Choice (PIPC) seminar. With Jamie L. Carson.

“The Impact of Progressive Era Reforms on U.S. House Elections.” Presented at the 2007
Princeton University History of Congress Conference. With Jamie L. Carson.

“The Politics of Congressional Redistricting, Past and Present.” Presented at the 2006
Restoring Electoral Competition conference at the Hubert H. Humphrey Institute of
Public Affairs. With Erik J. Engstrom.

“Scoring the U.S. Senate: Scorecards, Parties, and Roll-Call Votes.” Presented at the 2006
Duke University Conference on Party Effects in the United States Senate conference.
With Lauren Cohen Bell.
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“Assessing the Incumbency Advantage Over Time: Evidence from the Nineteenth Century
U.S. House of Representatives.” Presented at the 2005 Washington University Congress
and History Workshop. With Jamie L. Carson and Erik J. Engstom.

“The Evolution of Agenda-Setting Institutions in the House and Senate.” Presented at the
2003 History of Congress Conference, San Diego, CA. With Steven S. Smith.

“Using History as a Laboratory to Study Congressional Elections and Institutional
Development.” Presented at the 2003 History of Congress Conference, San Diego, CA.
With Jamie Carson.

CONFERENCE PAPERS

“The Distributive and Representational Consequences of House Vacancies.” Presented at the
Annual Meeting of the Southern Political Science Association, January 2020. With Emily
Cottle, Michael Greenberger, and Sarah Treul.

“Party Effectiveness in Congress.” Presented at the Annual Meeting of the Midwest Political
Science Association, April 2019.

“Party Effectiveness in Congress.” Presented at the Anxieties of Democracy Workshop at the
Social Science Research Council, October 2018.

“Party Effectiveness in Congress.” Presented at the Annual Meeting of the American Political
Science Association, August 2018.

“The Effect of Town Halls on Representation in Congress.” Presented at the Annual Meeting
of the Midwest Political Science Associate, April 2018. With Austin Bussing, Will Patton,
and Sarah Treul.

“The Nationalization of Congressional Elections.” Presented at the 2017 Annual Meeting of
the Midwest Political Science Association. With Jamie L. Carson and Rachel Surminsky.

“Everyone’s a Little Bit Activist: Judicial Activism on the U.S. Supreme Court.” Presented at
the 2016 Annual Meeting of the Midwest Political Science Association. With Ryan J.
Williams.

“Party Effectiveness in the U.S. Congress.” Presented at the 2016 Annual Meeting of the
Midwest Political Science Association. With Nathan W. Monroe.

“The Deinstitutionalization of Congress.” Presented at the 2015 Annual Meeting of the
Midwest Political Science Association. With Anthony J. Chergosky.

“Party Effectiveness in the U.S. Congress.” Presented at the 2014 Annual Meeting of the
American Political Science Association. With Nathan W. Monroe.

“The Effect of Ballot Type on Congressional Behavior.” Presented at the 2014 Annual
Meeting of the Midwest Political Science Association. With Erik J. Engstrom.

“The Politics of Nominations: Obstruction and Civilian Nominations.” Presented at the 2013
Annual Meeting of the Midwest Political Science Association. With Nicholas O. Howard.

“Institutional Variation in Constituents’ Responses to Congressional Votes.” Presented at the
2013 Annual Meeting of the Midwest Political Science Association. With Steven S. Smith.
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“Holding Up the Senate: A Preliminary Analysis of Republican Holds Under Dole.” Presented
at the 2012 Annual Meeting of the Midwest Political Science Association. With Nicholas
O. Howard.

“The Politics of Ballot Choice.” Presented at the 2012 Annual Meeting of the Western
Political Science Association. With Erik J. Engstrom.

“Party Organizations, Candidate Recruitment, and U.S. House Elections.” Presented at the
2010 Annual Meeting of the Midwest Political Science Association. With Sarah A. Treul.

“The House Majority Party and the Rules Committee: Bargaining over Chamber Procedure. ”
Presented at the 2010 Annual Meeting of the Southern Political Science Association.
With Michael Lynch and Anthony Madonna.

“The Politics of Institutional Choice: Evidence from Ballot Laws.” Presented at the 2009
Annual Meeting of the American Political Science Association. With Erik J. Engstrom.

“The Dimensionality of Congressional Voting Reconsidered.” Presented at the 2008 Annual
Meeting of the American Political Science Association. With Steven S. Smith and Steve
Haptonstahl.

“The Effect of Ballot Type on Congressional Elections, 1946-2006.” Presented at the 2008
Annual Meeting of the Midwest Political Science Association. Winner the Patrick J. Fett
award for the best paper on the scientific study of Congress and the Presidency

“The Will of the Minority: The Rule of Four on the United States Supreme Court.” Presented
at the 2007 Annual Meeting of the Midwest Political Science Association. With Songying
Fang and Timothy R. Johnson.

“Scoring the U.S. Senate: Scorecards, Parties, and Roll-Call Votes.” Presented at the 2006
Annual Meeting of the Midwest Political Science Association. With Lauren Cohen Bell.

“Keeping Score: Parties, Interest Groups, and Roll-Call Voting in the U.S. House of
Representatives.” Presented at the 2005 Annual Meeting of the American Political
Science Association. With Lauren Cohen Bell.

“Assessing the Incumbency Advantage Over Time: Evidence from the Nineteenth Century
U.S. House of Representatives.” Presented at the 2005 Annual Meetings of the Midwest
Political Science Association and the 2005 American Political Science Association. With
Jamie L. Carson and Erik J. Engstrom.

“Issues, Agendas, and Amendments: The House and Senate Roll Call Records in Comparative
Perspective.” Presented at the 2004 Annual Meeting of the Midwest Political Science
Association.

“Congressional Redistricting and Candidate Entry Decisions in Nineteenth Century U.S.
House Elections.” Presented at the 2004 Annual Meeting of the Midwest Political Science
Association. With Jamie L. Carson and Erik Engstrom.

“The Development of Special Orders and Special Rules in the U.S. House, 1883-1945.”
Presented at the 2004 Annual Meeting of the Southern Political Science Association.
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“The Will of the Minority? The Rule of Four on the United States Supreme Court.” Presented
at the 2003 Annual Meeting of the American Political Science Association. With Timothy
R. Johnson.

“Minority Rights and Majority Power: Conditional Party Government and the Motion to
Recommit in the House, 1909-2000.” Presented at the 2003 Annual Meeting of the
Midwest Political Science Association.

“The Historical Context of Congressional Elections: Candidate Emergence in 19th and Early
20th Century U.S. House Elections.” Presented at the 2003 Annual Meeting of the
Midwest Political Science Association. With Jamie L. Carson.

“Strategy and Choice in 19th Century House Elections.” Presented at the 2002 Annual
Meeting of the American Political Science Association. With Jamie L. Carson.

“Conditional Party Voting: House Voting Reforms and Aggregate Voting Measures.”
Presented at the 2002 Annual Meeting of the Midwest Political Science Association. With
Steven S. Smith.

“The Use of Presidential Capital in Supreme Court Nominations.” Presented at the 2002
Annual Meeting of the Midwest Political Science Association. With Timothy R. Johnson.

“Choosing Wisely: Assessing the Politics of Supreme Court Nominations.” Presented at the
2001 Annual Meeting of the American Political Science Association. With Timothy R.
Johnson.

“Determining ‘Predominate Motive’: Race, Redistricting, and the Supreme Court in North
Carolina.” Presented at the 2001 Annual Meeting of the Midwest Political Science
Association. With Guy-Uriel E. Charles.

“One Dimension or Two?: Analyzing Roll-Call Votes on Women’s Issue.” Presented at the
2000 Annual Meeting of the Southern Political Science Association.

“Divisive Primaries in U.S. House Elections: An Analysis of the 1990s.” Presented at the 2000
Annual Meeting of the Midwest Political Science Association. With Stephen C. Roberds.

“Dimensions of Voting: Women’s Issues in the 105th Congress.” Presented at the 2000 Annual
Meeting of the Midwest Political Science Association. With Lisa Dean.

“Are All Amateurs Equal? Candidate Quality in the 1992-1998 U.S. House Elections.”
Presented at the 1999 Annual Meeting of the American Political Science Association.
With Stephen C. Roberds.

“Incumbent Scandals in the 1998 House Elections.” Presented at the 1999 Annual Meeting of
the Southwestern Political Science Association. With Stephen C. Roberds.

“Amateur Candidate Quality in U.S. House Elections: 1992-1996.” Presented at the 1998
Annual Meeting of the Southern Political Science Association. With Stephen C. Roberds
and Darren T. Kennemer.

SERVICE
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Service to Discipline

• Editorial Board, Legislative Studies Quarterly, 2019-

• Member, APSA Presidential Task Force on Congressional Reform, 2019

• Subcommittee Chair, APSA Presidential Task Force on Congressional Reform, 2019

• Co-Founder, Legislative Studies Virtual Workshop, lsvw.org

• Editorial Board, Legislative Studies Quarterly, 2015-2018

• Editorial Board, State Politics and Policy Quarterly, 2014-

• Editorial Board, American Journal of Political Science, 2010-2013

Service to Community

• Member, Orange County, NC Board of Elections, 2019-

Service to University

• Associate Chair, Department of Political Science, July 2013-

• Social Science Data Science Curriculum Working Group, 2019

• Curriculum Reform Subcommittee, 2017-2018

• Graduate Admissions Committee, various years

• Sommelier, Department of Political Science, 2017-

PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT

• Empirical Implication of Theoretical Models—Instructor, 2009, 2010

• Empirical Implications of Theoretical Models—Faculty Mentor in Residence, 2008

• Empirical Implications of Theoretical Models Summer Institute, Summer 2003-2004

• Faculty Consultant: Educational Testing Service, Summer 1999-2002

• Editorial Assistant: Legislative Studies Quarterly, Fall 2000

PROFESSIONAL MEMBERSHIPS

• American Political Science Association

• Midwest Political Science Association

• Southern Political Science Association

9

Case 5:20-cv-00035   Document 62-4   Filed on 06/19/20 in TXSD   Page 37 of 37


	5. First Amended Declaration of Dr. Jason Roberts.PDF
	2020-05-13 - Roberts Report
	Pages from 147805923_1


