FORECASTING THE FLASHPOINTS

Nicholas O. Stephanopoulos

In Spatial Diversity,! I relied on 2005—2009 data from the Ameri-
can Community Survey (ACS) to analyze the congressional districts
that were used in the elections of the 2000s. In this brief addendum, I
employ more recent ACS data, covering the 2006—2010 period,? to ana-
lyze the congressional districts that recently have been drawn for the
next decade’s elections. My findings should be a valuable resource for
courts, litigants, scholars, and anyone else interested in the geographic
makeup of America’s new congressional districts. The overall story is
one of substantial continuity, but this headline masks an array of inter-
esting subplots: for instance, the improvement of California’s district
plan, the worsening of Maryland, North Carolina, and Pennsylvania’s,
and the increase in the number of districts with highly heterogeneous
African American populations.

I. INDIVIDUAL DISTRICTS

To begin with, I selected the same ACS variables that I used in my
earlier study,® again at the level of the Census tract,* and then carried
out a nationwide factor analysis.’> Not surprisingly, the results of this
analysis were extremely similar to my prior findings. Eight composite
factors again emerged, capturing 61.6% (as opposed to 60.9%) of the
variance in the underlying data. Socioeconomic status was again the
most important factor, again followed by urban/suburban location,
Hispanic ethnicity, African American race, and Asian American race.
Only with the final three factors were there any salient differences; age
and white ethnic background switched places, while work in retail is
now a more significant determinant of the last factor than agricultural
employment.® As one might expect, Americans’ residential patterns
barely changed with the passage of one additional year.

1 Nicholas O. Stephanopoulos, Spatial Diversity, 125 HARV. L. REV. 1903 (2012).

2 This data was released on December 8, 2011. See 2010 Data Release, U.S. Census Bureau,
http://www.census.gov/acs/www/data_documentation/2o10_release/ (last visited June 20, 2012).

3 The only exception is that the latest ACS data release includes five occupation categories
instead of six.

4 The new ACS data is available for 2010 Census tracts, while the older data was available
only for 2000 Census tracts.

5 See infra app. tbl.1.

6 And this difference in the final factor may well be the result of the omission of the Occupa-
tion—-Farm/Fish category from the 2006—2010 ACS survey.
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Next, I calculated spatial diversity scores for all of the newly drawn
congressional districts.” These scores are listed in order from highest
to lowest in Table 2 in the Appendix.® The new districts have a
slightly higher mean (0.70 versus 0.69) and median (0.68 versus 0.67)
than their predecessors, and their standard deviation is slightly lower
(o.12 versus 0.13). As Figure 1 illustrates, there are also somewhat
fewer new districts that are kighly spatially diverse; the right tail of the
new district distribution is located a bit below the right tail of the old
distribution. Given the legal and democratic problems associated with
high spatial diversity,® this is a positive (but relatively minor) devel-
opment. Voter participation and legislative representation should be
somewhat improved in the new districts, and somewhat fewer of them
should be vulnerable to political gerrymandering or state community-
of-interest challenges.

FIGURE 1: SPATIAL DIVERSITY DISTRIBUTIONS
OF 2000S AND 2010S DISTRICTS

.8
Spatial Diversity

2010 Districts ————- 2000 Districts

7 Kansas’s congressional district plan has been passed by one legislative chamber but is not
yet final. New Hampshire’s plan is still awaiting preclearance from the Department of Justice,
while Texas’s plan is still awaiting preclearance from a Washington, DC federal court. Arizona,
Florida, Illinois, Maine, Maryland, Missouri, North Carolina, South Carolina, Texas, Washington,
West Virginia, and Wisconsin’s plans are still in litigation. See All About Redistricting,
http://redistricting.lls.edu/ (last visited June 20, 2012).

8 See infra app. tbl.2.

9 See Stephanopoulos, supra note 1, at 1941—48 (discussing participatory and representational
harms of spatial diversity); id. at 1924—35 (discussing Supreme Court’s apparent preference for
spatially homogeneous districts in several doctrinal domains).
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Among the most spatially diverse new districts, several are almost
identical to the districts they replaced. For example, the most diverse
district in the country, Illinois’s new Seventh, traces nearly the same
path through greater Chicago as did its predecessor, which was the
most diverse district of the previous decade. Similarly, the nation’s
third-most diverse district, New York’s new Tenth, joins Manhattan’s
west side with central Brooklyn in almost the same fashion as did its
antecedent. On the other hand, some of the highly spatially diverse
new districts are novel cartographic creations. For instance, the
fourth-most diverse district in the country, California’s new Thir-
teenth, is composed of the East Bay portions of two old districts.
Likewise, the nation’s eighth most diverse district, Pennsylvania’s new
Second, merges western Philadelphia with the Main Line suburbs;
these two areas previously had belonged to different districts.

America’s thirty most spatially diverse districts are located in fif-
teen different states.’© California leads the pack with six, followed by
Maryland with four, New Jersey and New York with three, and Illi-
nois, Pennsylvania, and Texas with two. In the previous decade, Cali-
fornia had eleven of the thirty most diverse districts, New York had
four, and Illinois, Maryland, New Jersey, and Texas had two. The im-
provement of California’s plan,'' and the deterioration of Maryland
and Pennsylvania’s plans, are confirmed by the statewide statistics to
which I turn next.

II. STATE PLANS

At the state level, I first computed averages of the spatial diversity
scores of each state’s new districts.’? By this relatively crude metric,
Hawaii now has the country’s most spatially diverse districts and
Maine has the country’s least diverse. Among the larger states, Mary-
land, California, and New Jersey have particularly diverse districts,
while Minnesota, Wisconsin, and Missouri have particularly nondi-
verse districts. The difference between the least and the most diverse
state is almost exactly the same as in the previous decade.

Raw averages are a relatively crude measure of spatial diversity
because they are driven heavily by factors other than states’ district-

10 T examine the thirty most spatially diverse districts in each decade because this approx-
imates the number of districts with spatial diversity scores above 0.go — a useful threshold for an
exceptionally high level of spatial diversity. The results are similar if somewhat more or fewer
districts are considered.

11 See generally Nicholas O. Stephanopoulos, Communities and the Commission, 23 Stan. L. &
Pol’y Rev. (forthcoming 2012) (presenting more detailed data documenting the improvement of
California’s new commission-crafted plan).

12 See infra app. tbl.3.
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drawing choices — in particular, states’ intrinsic levels of geographic
heterogeneity and the numbers of districts that they possess. For states
with at least five congressional districts (for which these calculations
are more meaningful), I therefore regressed the raw averages against
the intrinsic levels of heterogeneity as well as the natural logarithm of
the number of districts in each state. I then determined the regression
residual for each state, that is, the difference between the state’s actual
spatial diversity average and the average predicted by the regression.
A positive residual indicates that a state’s districts are more diverse
than one would expect given the state’s intrinsic heterogeneity and
number of districts, presumably because of diversity-increasing dis-
trict-drawing choices. Conversely, a negative residual means that a
state’s districts are less diverse than one would expect, presumably be-
cause of diversity-reducing district-drawing choices.!?

According to this more sophisticated metric, as Figure 2 shows, the
states with the worst new district plans (i.e., the plans with the highest
regression residuals) include Maryland, Texas, and Connecticut. Con-
necticut’s position on this list is unexpected since its plan was drawn
by a court-appointed special master (though pursuant to a directive to
modify the state’s old plan as little as possible).'* Maryland and Tex-
as’s rankings are more explicable. Maryland’s plan was crafted by a
single party’s politicians and criticized by a federal judge for its un-
usually heterogeneous districts.’> Texas’s plan technically was de-
signed by a federal court,'® but only after the Supreme Court inter-
vened to compel the court to be more deferential to the (highly
partisan) districts originally enacted by the state’s political branches.!”

On the other hand, the states with the best new district plans (i.e.,
the plans with the lowest regression residuals) include New York, Wis-
consin, Minnesota, and Virginia. @While Wisconsin and Virginia’s
plans were passed by the political branches, New York and Minneso-
ta’s were drawn by courts on the basis of redistricting criteria that
tend to promote spatial homogeneity, such as compactness, respect for

13 For another example of regression residuals being used to analyze district plans, see Stepha-
nopoulos, supra note 11 (manuscript at 19—21). See also Jia Wang et al., Measuring Country Per-
formance on Health 6 (1999) (discussing use of regression residuals as performance measures).

14 See Order Directing Special Master, In re Petition of Reapportionment Commission, No. SC
18907 (Conn. Jan. 3, 2012), available at http://www.jud.ct.gov/external/mews/189o%/default.htm.

15 See Fletcher v. Lamone, No. RWT-11cv3220, 2011 WL 6740169, at *15-18 (D. Md. Dec.
23, 2011) (Titus, J., concurring); see also Nicholas Stephanopoulos, The Answer to the Gerrymand-
er, Baltimore Sun, Jan. 9, 2012, at 15A.

16 See Order, Perez v. Perry, No. SA-11-CV-360 (W.D. Tex. Feb. 28, 2012), available at
http://redistricting.lls.edu/cases-TX.php#TX.

17 See Perry v. Perez, 132 S. Ct. 934, 943—944 (2012).
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political subdivisions, and preservation of communities of interest.'®
These states’ strong performances therefore come as little surprise —
though the sheer size of New York’s negative residual, more than
twice that of any other state, is somewhat startling.

FIGURE 2: 2010S STATE REGRESSION RESIDUALS
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A related question is how states’ plans changed between the 2000
and 2010 redistricting cycles. To investigate this issue, I calculated the
difference between each state’s 2000 and 2010 regression residuals
(with a positive number indicating an increase in spatial diversity and
vice versa). As Figure 3 illustrates, Maryland, North Carolina, and
Pennsylvania experienced the largest residual increase in the country,
suggesting that their plans worsened substantially. As in this cycle,
politicians from the same party designed all three states’ districts in
the 2000s,'9 so it seems that this decade’s line-drawers were simply
more aggressive — and less attentive to underlying geographic real-
ities — than their predecessors.

Conversely, Missouri, Oregon, and California experienced the larg-
est residual decreases in the country, implying that their plans im-

18 See Favors v. Cuomo, No. 11-CV-35632 (RR)(GEL)DLI)RLM), 2012 WL 928223, at *4
(E.D.N.Y. Mar. 19, 2012); Hippert v. Ritchie, No. A11-152, 2012 WL 540828, at *2 (Minn. Feb.
21, 2012) (opinion of Special Redistricting Panel).

19 See Michael P. McDonald, A Comparative Analysis of Redistricting Institutions in the
United States, 2001-02, 4 State Pol. & Pol’y Q. 371, 386—88 (2004).
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proved significantly. Missouri and Oregon are two of the very few
states whose political branches are not currently under the control of a
single party.?® It is unsurprising that divided government may result
in more geographically sensible plans than a political configuration
dominated by a single party.?2! As for California, it recently transferred
authority over redistricting from the political branches to an indepen-
dent commission that is required to prioritize the preservation of polit-
ical subdivisions and communities of interest.2? A sizeable rise in spa-
tial homogeneity is exactly what one would expect from such a policy
change.

FIGURE 3: CHANGES IN STATE REGRESSION RESIDUALS
FROM 2000S TO 2010S

nog
03
002 -
om T I . B
AT e s e e I I_I.‘.lwl | . _..,_l,_l. ey e ooy oy ooy g
= 2 2 g f L 22 e 5 c - omo !~ !
= e g o
EEEEiSEioREpaREn
§_8 % s E8 33 = L2 =" Lt g c
001 TP g = c 3 55 B N =
5 é = ] = %
= & =
002 -,

-0.02

III. HEAVILY MINORITY DISTRICTS

Finally, I examined the spatial diversity of the minority populations
that are located within heavily minority districts (i.e., districts that are
more than forty percent African American or Hispanic). I first ran na-

20 See Missouri, All About Redistricting, http://redistricting.lls.edu/states-MO.php (last visited
June 20, 2012); Oregon, All About Redistricting, http://redistricting.lls.edu/states-OR.php (last vi-
sited June 20, 2012).

21 Cf. Andrew Gelman & Gary King, Enhancing Democracy Through Legislative Redistvicting,
88 Am. Pol. Sci. Rev. 541, 552—-53 (1994) (finding that bipartisan plans exhibit lower levels of par-
tisan bias than partisan plans).

22 See Stephanopoulos, supra note 11 (manuscript at 6-8).
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tionwide factor analyses for (1) all Census tracts that are at least forty
percent African American;?® and (2) all tracts that are at least forty
percent Hispanic.?* Not unexpectedly, the results of these analyses
were quite similar to my prior findings. In the analysis of the African
American population, six composite factors again emerged, capturing
55.8% (as opposed to 54.2%) of the variance in the underlying data.
Socioeconomic status was again the most important factor, and the on-
ly notable change was that the third and fourth factors, ur-
ban/suburban location and African American race, switched places. In
the analysis of the Hispanic population, seven factors emerged instead
of eight, capturing 60.0% (as opposed to 62.4%) of the data’s variance.
Urban/suburban location remained the most influential factor, while
socioeconomic status and Hispanic ethnicity switched places, Asian
American race moved up two spots, employment in construction fell
two spots, and agricultural employment ceased to register.

Next, I calculated spatial diversity scores for the relevant minority
populations within the heavily minority districts. These scores are
listed in order from highest to lowest in Tables 6 and 7 in the Appen-
dix.? The new African American districts have a somewhat higher
mean (0.76 versus 0.74) and median (0.77 versus 0.76) than their pre-
decessors, and their standard deviation is slightly lower (0.07 versus
0.08). As Figure 4 shows, there are also substantially more black pop-
ulations in heavily black districts that are kighly spatially diverse. The
entire right side of the new district distribution is located above the
right side of the old distribution, and it extends to levels of spatial di-
versity that were nonexistent in the previous decade. This is a worri-
some development that suggests that, after the relative ceasefire of the
2000s,2° the courts may soon be confronted with a spate of racial ger-
rymandering and racial vote dilution challenges.

Some of the districts responsible for the distribution’s rightward
shift are revised versions of heavily African American districts from
the 2000s. For example, Maryland’s new Fourth District, which con-
tains the country’s most spatially heterogeneous black population, in-
cludes the same section of central Prince George’s County as the dis-
trict it replaced, the old Fourth. However, the new Fourth also
encompasses affluent African American areas in northern Prince
George’s County — which is why its black population’s heterogeneity
is noticeably higher. Similarly, Illinois’s new Second District, like the

23 See infra app. tbl.4.

24 See infra app. tbl.s.

25 See infra app. tbls.6—7.

26 See Richard H. Pildes, The Supreme Court, 2003 Term — Foreword: The Constitutionaliza-
tion of Democratic Politics, 118 Harv. L. Rev. 28, 67-68 (2004) (noting low level of racial gerry-
mandering litigation in the 2000s).
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old Second, proceeds from Chicago’s South Side into the city’s south-
ern suburbs. But the new Second’s black population is more hetero-
geneous because it is less heavily urban and more evenly divided be-
tween city and suburb.

Conversely, several districts with highly varied African American
populations have no real antecedents in the previous cycle. Texas, for
instance, did not have a single district in the 2000s that was at least
forty percent black. It now has two: the new Eighteenth, which cor-
rals African American neighborhoods throughout Houston, and the
new Thirtieth, which does the same in Dallas. Likewise, Louisiana’s
old Second District was confined almost exclusively to New Orleans,
while the new Second absorbs black communities up the Mississippi
River all the way to Baton Rouge. And Michigan’s new Fourteenth
District, unlike the old Thirteenth, reaches northwest from Detroit into
the middle-class African American suburb of Southfield.

FIGURE 4: SPATIAL DIVERSITY DISTRIBUTIONS OF 2000S AND
2010S HEAVILY AFRICAN AMERICAN DISTRICTS
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Turning to the new heavily Hispanic districts, they have almost ex-
actly the same mean (0.69 versus 0.69), median (0.69 versus 0.70), and
standard deviation (0.09 versus 0.10) as their predecessors. As Figure
5 illustrates, the overall shapes of the two distributions are very similar
as well. At the high spatial diversity end, in particular, the right tail of
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the new distribution falls sometimes below and sometimes above the
right tail of the old distribution; it is not obviously any better or worse.
Accordingly, there is no reason to expect this decade’s heavily Hispanic
districts to be in any greater legal jeopardy than the districts they
replaced.?”

With respect to specific districts, Florida’s new Twenty-Seventh
District contains the country’s most spatially heterogeneous Hispanic
population, just as did its antecedent, the old Eighteenth. The new
Twenty-Seventh’s Hispanic population, however, is somewhat more
homogeneous because it no longer includes Miami Beach, but rather
extends deeper into Miami’s western and southwestern suburbs. On
the other hand, Florida’s new Twenty-Fifth District, which contains
the country’s second-most heterogeneous Hispanic population, scores a
bit worse than the districts it replaced, the old Twenty-First and Twen-
ty-Fifth. The explanation is that the new Twenty-Fifth is not limited
to suburban Miami, but instead stretches through the interior almost
all the way to the Gulf Coast. Among other districts with especially
heterogeneous Hispanic populations, California’s new Fifty-First re-
sembles its predecessor, the old Fifty-First, but encompasses more of
central San Diego; Texas’s new Twentieth reaches west from San An-
tonio instead of veering east like the old Twentieth; and Texas’s new
Thirty-Fifth, a long tentacle connecting Hispanic communities in San
Antonio and Austin, is an entirely new creation.

FIGURE 5: SPATIAL DIVERSITY DISTRIBUTIONS OF 2000S AND
20108 HEAVILY HISPANIC DISTRICTS
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27 Though it is worth noting that two heavily Hispanic districts, Florida’s new Twenty-
Seventh and Twenty-Fifth, contain minority populations that are more heterogeneous than those
in any heavily African American district.
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CONCLUSION

In summary, America’s newly drawn congressional districts present
a mixed picture with respect to spatial diversity. On the positive side
of the ledger, there are somewhat fewer districts that are highly spatial-
ly diverse, several states improved their districts substantially (most
notably California), and heavily Hispanic districts grew no more hete-
rogeneous despite the increase in the country’s Hispanic population.
On the negative side, the plans of several large states worsened signifi-
cantly (e.g., Maryland, North Carolina, Pennsylvania), other large
states’ plans remained problematic (e.g., Texas), and there was a troub-
lesome uptick in the heterogeneity of black populations in heavily
black districts.

One lesson from these developments is that the identity of the line-
drawing authority does seem to matter. States in which a single party
controlled redistricting tended to experience increases in the spatial di-
versity of their plans. But states in which control was divided, or in
which a court or commission designed the plan, tended to undergo de-
creases.?® Similarly, the states with the biggest increases in districts
with highly heterogeneous black populations were Illinois (under sin-
gle-party control) and Texas (where a court was forced to defer to the
political branches’ choices).?® Texas was also the only state to have
substantially more districts with highly heterogeneous Hispanic popu-
lations, while California (with its independent commission) was the on-
ly state to see a decrease along this dimension.?® Not unsurprisingly,
partisan actors appear to craft the districts that are least attentive to
underlying geographic realities — and most likely to violate the law —
while the record of other line-drawing authorities is noticeably better.

28 In particular, a two-sample t-test (t = 2.79; p = 0.005) indicates that there was a statistically
significant difference between the regression residual changes in single party—control states and all
other states.

29 Tllinois went from one heavily African American district with a spatial diversity score above
0.80 to three; Texas went from zero such districts to two.

30 Texas went from one heavily Hispanic district with a spatial diversity score above 0.75 to
three; California went from five such districts to four.
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APPENDIX

TABLE 17
RESULTS OF NATIONWIDE FACTOR ANALYSIS

[Vol. 125:246

FACTOR 1

Socio-
Economic
Status

FACTOR 2

Urban/
Suburban
Location

FACTOR 3

Hispanic

FACTOR 4

African
American

FACTOR 5

Asian
American

FACTOR 6

Age

FACTOR 7

White
Ethnic

FACTOR 8

Sales/
Retail

VARIANCE
EXPLAINED

15.1%

12.2%

9.9%

7.5%

5.1%

4.4%

4.2%

3.2%

INCOME

Household
Income
<3$15K %

-0.47

-0.58

Household Income
> $150K %

Median Household
Income

0.77

0.52

Under Poverty
Level %

-0.47

-0.55

Unemployment %

EDUCATION

Grad. Degree %

> HS Grad. %

> Bach. Degree %

OCCUPATION/
INDUSTRY

Occupation —
Management %

Occupation —
Service %

-0.45

-0.42

Occupation —
Sales %

Occupation —
Construction %

-0.55

Occupation —
Production %

-0.76

Industry —
Agriculture %

-0.50

Industry —
Construction %

0.40

Industry —
Manufacturing %

-0.41

Industry —
Wholesale Trade %

Industry —
Retail Trade %

0.58

Industry —
Transportation %

T 70,192 Census tracts incorporated into factor analysis.
8 retained factors explain 61.6% of variance in data.
Only loadings greater than 0.4 or less than -0.4 displayed.
All variables displayed.
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TABLE 1 (continued)

FACTOR 1 |FACTOR 2 |FACTOR 3|FACTOR 4 |FACTOR 5|FACTOR 6 |FACTOR 7|FACTOR 8

Socio- | Urban/ | afvican Asian White Sales/
Economic | Suburban Hispanic R . Age . .

X American | Amevican Ethnic Retail
Status Location

Industry —
Information %
Industry — Finance/

Real Estate %

Industry —

Professional %

Industry —
Education/
Health %
Industry —
Entertainment / -0.47
Hotel/Food %
Industry —
Other Services %
Industry —
Public Admin. %

0.42

0.58

0.67

HOUSEHOLD

Married
Household %
Nonfamily
Household %

Avg. Household Size 0.50 0.56 -0.40

-0.85

HOUSING

Housing
Vacancy %
Detached
1-Unit %

0.76

20+ Unit % -0.60

Housing Built
After 2000 %
Housing Built
1950-70 %
Housing Built .
Before 1950 % 0-47

Median Rooms .77

Owner-Occupied % 0.87

Renter-Occupied % -0.87

Median House Value 0.71

Median Rent 0.66

RACE

Asian Indian %

Chinese % 0.58

Filipino % 0.58

Japanese % 0.53

Korean %

Vietnamese %

Other Asian % 0.45

White % 0.81

Black % -0.85
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TABLE 1 (continued)

[Vol. 125:246

Economic

FACTOR 1|FACTOR 2

Urban/
Suburban
Location

Socio-

Status

Hispanic

FACTOR 3 |FACTOR 4

African
American

FACTOR 5

Asian
American

FACTOR 6

Age

FACTOR 7 |[FACTOR 8

White
Ethnic

Sales/
Retail

Am. Indian %

Asian %

0.92

Hawaiian %

Other Race %

Hispanic %

Mexican %

Puerto Rican %

Cuban %

Other Hispanic %

ETHNICITY

American %

Avab %

Czech %

Danish %

Dutch %

English %

0.43

French %

French Canadian %

German %

-0.41 0.56

Greek %

Hungarian %

Ivish %

0.43

Italian %

Lithuanian %

Norwegian %

Polish %

0.47

Portuguese %

Russian %

Scotch-Irish %

Scottish %

0.46

Slovak %

African %

Subsaharan

Swedish %

Swiss %




2012] FORECASTING THE FLASHPOINTS 259

TABLE 1 (continued)

FACTOR 1 |FACTOR 2 |FACTOR 3|FACTOR 4 |FACTOR 5|FACTOR 6 |FACTOR 7|FACTOR 8

Socio- Urban/
Economic | Suburban Hispanic
Status Location

African Asian 4 White Sales/
American | Amevican ge Ethnic Retail

Ukrainian %

Welsh %

West Indian %

AGE

Median Age 0.75

<18% -0.55

> 65 % 0.71

OTHER

Veteran % -0.41

Moved Last Year % -0.61

Born in State %

Foreign-Born % 0.77

Public Transit

Commute % 042 043

Mean Commute Time

Population Density
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TABLE 27
SPATIAL DIVERSITY SCORES FOR 2010S DISTRICTS

FACTOR 1|FACTOR 2 [FACTOR 3|FACTOR 4|FACTOR 5|FACTOR 6|FACTOR 7 |FACTOR 8
RANK|DISTRICT| Socio-. Urban/ L African Asian White Sales/ [OVERALL
Eg‘;m;m“ iubu:{mn Hispanic American | American Age Ethnic Retail
atus ocation
1 ILoy 1.38 0.97 1.22 1.58 1.05 0.90 0.60 0.92 1.16
2 NYo7; 1.18 0.81 1.17 0.70 2.33 0.96 0.54 1.01 1.08
3 NYio 1.57 0.99 0.59 0.51 1.73 0.97 0.65 1.04 1.05
4 CA1z 1.27 1.19 1.00 0.68 1.59 0.70 0.34 1.01 1.05
5 CA3z7 1.21 0.88 1.35 1.03 1.10 0.67 0.47 0.71 1.02
6 CAr12 1.15 1.16 0.67 0.69 2.19 0.85 0.40 0.71 1.01
7 GAos 1.29 1.08 0.74 1.36 0.67 0.60 0.43 0.95 0.99
8 PAoz 1.20 0.99 0.62 1.54 0.72 0.70 0.58 0.91 0.97
9 MAoy 0.96 1.08 0.95 1.19 1.22 0.62 0.43 0.85 0.97
10 PAor 0.94 0.82 0.86 1.32 1.14 0.77 0.73 0.90 0.94
11 NY16 1.13 0.98 0.80 1.27 0.61 0.79 0.48 0.79 0.94
12 CA48 1.07 0.98 0.88 0.40 1.86 1.01 0.35 0.69 0.93
13 Mli4 1.03 0.86 0.78 1.37 0.95 0.78 0.57 0.83 0.93
14 TXo7 1.10 1.34 1.00 0.48 0.63 0.1 0.36 0.87 0.93
15 CTo4 1.38 1.15 0.77 0.60 0.57 0.63 0.55 0.65 0.93
16 Hlox 0.76 1.30 0.60 0.48 2.17 0.93 0.60 0.79 0.93
17 CA43 0.80 0.75 1.19 0.86 1.97 0.76 0.44 0.67 0.93
18 Wlog 0.80 0.93 0.98 1.44 0.77 0.86 0.60 0.83 0.92
19 TX32 1.11 1.21 1.00 0.54 0.91 0.66 0.33 0.73 0.92
20 MDo8 1.17 I.11 0.88 0.60 0.85 0.82 0.37 0.86 0.92
21 FLz27 1.13 0.97 1.12 0.61 0.35 1.27 0.37 1.00 0.92
22 MDo7 1.11 1.12 0.48 1.39 0.66 0.70 0.50 0.77 0.92
23 NJo8 1.18 0.69 1.15 0.69 1.21 0.72 0.51 0.76 0.92
24 ILos 1.24 1.17 0.68 0.43 0.89 0.89 0.55 0.75 0.91
25 COo1 1.08 1.18 1.05 0.71 0.50 0.69 0.35 0.76 0.91
26 MDo6 1.29 0.94 0.80 0.64 0.91 0.70 0.40 0.86 0.91
27 MDoyg 0.71 0.96 1.30 1.36 0.60 0.62 0.51 0.76 0.91
28 NJ12 1.08 0.82 0.82 0.84 1.07 0.95 0.57 0.89 0.91

T Kansas’s congressional district plan has been passed by one legislative chamber but is not yet
final. New Hampshire’s plan is still awaiting preclearance from the Department of Justice, while
Texas’s plan is still awaiting preclearance from a Washington, DC federal court. Arizona, Florida,
Illinois, Maine, Maryland, Missouri, North Carolina, South Carolina, Texas, Washington, West
Virginia, and Wisconsin’s plans are still in litigation.
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TABLE 2 (continued)
FACTOR 1|FACTOR 2 [FACTOR 3|FACTOR 4|FACTOR 5|FACTOR 6|FACTOR 7 |FACTOR 8
RANK|DISTRICT| Socio-. Urban/ L African Asian White Sales/ [OVERALL
Egotn;nmc iubu:{mn Hispanic American | American Age Ethnic Retail
atus ocation
29 CA11 1.16 0.96 0.87 0.56 1.10 0.84 0.35 0.84 0.90
30 NJob 0.90 1.01 0.91 0.53 1.54 0.83 0.57 0.84 0.90
31 CAz27 0.98 0.94 0.63 0.43 2.60 0.54 0.38 0.73 0.90
32 CAz20 0.91 0.94 1.36 0.40 0.73 0.87 0.41 1.35 0.90
33 CA34 0.73 0.99 1.12 0.33 1.86 0.88 0.60 0.72 0.89
34 TXog 0.75 1.13 1.05 0.91 1.09 0.61 0.36 0.88 0.89
35 CA14 0.93 0.83 0.80 0.58 2.07 0.67 0.46 0.90 0.89
36 ILor 0.70 1.03 0.78 1.75 0.37 0.72 0.65 0.98 0.89
37 CA28 0.91 1.28 1.08 0.40 0.98 0.58 0.38 0.72 0.38
38 NJog 0.90 0.76 1.03 0.74 1.45 0.73 0.59 0.87 0.38
39 TX24 0.99 1.27 0.89 0.42 0.94 0.68 0.37 0.80 0.38
40 CA1g 0.87 1.02 0.96 0.41 1.88 0.66 0.33 0.72 0.88
41 OHr1: 0.99 1.01 0.49 1.28 0.55 0.80 0.76 0.96 0.88
42 NJr1o 0.89 0.84 0.87 1.15 0.99 0.69 0.59 0.79 0.88
43 TX30 0.77 1.01 1.26 1.13 0.38 0.64 0.38 0.82 0.87
44 ILog 0.96 1.34 0.48 0.57 I.10 0.77 0.48 0.84 0.87
45 CAs2 0.83 1.32 0.36 0.51 1.73 0.88 0.47 0.76 0.87
46 TX18 0.78 0.94 I.11 1.15 0.50 0.63 0.45 0.96 0.86
47 FL24 0.75 0.98 1.07 1.15 0.46 0.89 0.39 0.85 0.86
48 MIr2 1.07 1.16 0.44 0.66 0.66 0.78 0.70 1.16 0.86
49 VAo8 1.00 1.17 0.85 0.49 0.97 0.55 0.39 0.81 0.86
50 FLz2s 0.83 0.81 1.25 0.63 0.44 1.16 0.45 1.25 0.86
51 TXz25 1.17 I.11 0.64 0.58 0.42 0.86 0.49 0.84 0.85
52 CA18 1.01 1.04 0.77 0.38 1.51 0.46 0.36 0.89 0.85
53 TXo2 0.97 .11 0.97 0.59 071 0.55 0.30 0.87 0.85
54 MDo3 1.05 0.98 0.66 0.85 0.65 0.64 0.63 0.86 0.85
55 CAis 1.04 0.83 0.66 0.51 1.89 0.62 0.33 0.73 0.85
56 HIo2 0.69 0.78 0.57 0.58 2.88 0.65 0.46 0.81 0.85
57 NY17 0.98 0.99 0.95 0.55 0.57 0.92 0.55 0.70 0.84
58 FLz23 0.86 1.24 0.70 0.61 0.54 1.27 0.40 0.71 0.84
59 NYos8 0.68 1.02 0.64 1.25 0.80 0.88 0.66 0.84 0.84
60 CA26 1.03 0.78 1.12 0.39 0.81 0.77 0.51 0.95 0.84
61 CA47 0.81 1.03 0.87 0.45 1.62 0.74 0.36 0.62 0.84
62 CA3z3 0.86 1.39 0.42 0.48 1.43 0.60 0.46 0.68 0.84
63 MAo3 1.04 0.92 1.01 0.33 1.05 0.61 0.47 0.75 0.84
64 ILo3 0.77 0.72 1.13 0.62 1.16 0.87 0.58 0.90 0.83
65 WAog 1.04 1.10 0.47 0.55 1.35 0.58 0.35 0.81 0.83
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TABLE 2 (continued)
FACTOR 1|FACTOR 2 [FACTOR 3|FACTOR 4|FACTOR 5|FACTOR 6|FACTOR 7 |FACTOR 8
RANK|DISTRICT| Socio-. Urban/ L African Asian White Sales/ [OVERALL
Egotn;nmc iubu:{mn Hispanic American | American Age Ethnic Retail
atus ocation
66 TX17 0.85 1.24 0.67 0.58 0.62 0.98 0.44 0.96 0.83
67 NYos 0.51 0.91 0.86 1.22 1.50 0.60 0.51 0.74 0.83
68 NYo6 0.67 0.90 0.79 0.43 2.24 0.68 0.55 0.78 0.83
69 TX10 0.96 1.07 0.89 0.50 0.59 0.78 0.45 0.79 0.83
70 NY14 0.50 0.76 1.28 0.84 1.59 0.57 0.46 0.76 0.82
71 NMo3 0.91 0.69 0.91 0.83 0.72 0.98 0.41 1.15 0.82
72 VAr1o 1.23 0.85 0.60 0.46 1.00 0.77 0.34 0.79 0.82
73 VA1 0.98 0.95 0.74 0.52 1.13 0.63 0.41 0.80 0.82
74 NYog 0.84 0.83 0.43 1.42 0.96 0.67 0.53 0.78 0.82
75 CAs3 0.66 1.26 0.61 0.68 1.28 0.63 0.49 0.70 0.81
76 CAoz 0.80 0.91 0.76 0.54 1.23 0.84 0.43 1.07 0.81
77 TNos 0.94 0.99 0.71 0.92 0.49 0.70 0.35 0.85 0.81
78 CAz4 0.77 1.04 1.08 0.37 0.55 0.87 0.44 1.16 0.81
79 NCr12 0.83 0.99 0.77 0.96 0.60 0.64 0.50 0.83 0.81
80 CAog 0.80 0.83 0.76 0.63 1.38 0.81 0.36 1.08 0.81
81 CAys 0.78 1.05 0.82 0.30 1.33 1.04 0.34 0.71 0.81
82 NCoyg 0.99 1.01 0.63 0.76 0.60 0.63 0.44 0.89 0.81
83 AZo1 0.72 0.71 0.67 1.12 0.61 1.15 0.56 1.39 0.80
84 OKos 0.91 0.89 0.89 0.73 0.60 0.70 0.39 0.89 0.80
83 CAo6 0.82 0.90 0.65 0.57 1.33 0.84 0.49 0.88 0.80
86 CAz2 0.83 0.78 1.12 0.45 0.78 0.69 0.32 1.42 0.80
87 CA17 1.01 0.95 0.45 0.39 1.60 0.50 0.43 0.89 0.80
88 LAo2 0.75 1.03 0.58 1.10 0.71 0.69 0.44 0.89 0.80
89 GAob 0.81 1.21 0.93 0.37 0.76 0.62 0.36 0.68 0.80
90 CA49 0.93 0.85 0.79 0.42 0.99 0.89 0.63 0.73 0.80
91 CA36 0.67 0.77 1.18 0.41 0.57 1.53 0.43 1.06 0.80
92 CA3zo 0.90 1.10 0.81 0.42 0.91 0.52 0.40 0.68 0.80
93 FLz2o 0.69 0.84 0.83 1.08 0.46 1.07 0.38 1.05 0.80
94 FL14 0.81 0.84 0.87 0.97 0.50 0.85 0.37 0.91 0.80
95 Rlor 0.87 0.95 0.91 0.52 0.54 0.73 0.57 0.93 0.80
96 GAog4 0.68 0.91 0.95 1.15 0.62 0.51 0.34 0.78 0.79
97 IL10 1.14 0.75 0.67 0.43 0.93 0.80 0.51 0.64 0.79
98 FL22 0.80 0.81 0.90 0.77 0.46 1.16 0.40 0.86 0.79
99 ILog4 0.78 0.71 1.15 0.72 0.55 0.88 0.52 0.77 0.79
100 CTozx 0.80 1.06 0.68 0.95 0.59 0.60 0.47 0.66 0.79
101 TNog 0.85 0.94 0.61 1.22 0.37 0.62 0.45 0.82 0.79
102 KSo3 1.01 1.07 0.63 0.61 0.48 0.76 0.35 0.65 0.79
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TABLE 2 (continued)
FACTOR 1|FACTOR 2 [FACTOR 3|FACTOR 4|FACTOR 5|FACTOR 6|FACTOR 7 |FACTOR 8
RANK|DISTRICT| Socio-. Urban/ L African Asian White Sales/ [OVERALL
Egotn;nmc iubu:{mn Hispanic American | American Age Ethnic Retail
atus ocation
103 CA3z9 0.71 0.84 0.80 0.48 1.94 0.60 0.33 0.59 0.79
104 MI13 0.44 0.80 0.87 1.55 0.59 0.72 0.56 1.00 0.79
105 ILo2 0.59 0.87 0.82 1.54 0.35 0.77 0.40 0.71 0.79
106 COo06 0.98 1.02 0.73 0.47 0.59 0.79 0.38 0.70 0.78
107 MNos 0.86 1.17 0.45 0.81 0.77 0.66 0.35 0.69 0.78
108 AZo3 0.65 0.99 1.00 0.52 0.46 0.98 0.49 1.16 0.78
109 TXz20 0.94 0.95 0.93 0.41 0.48 0.65 0.44 0.85 0.78
110 TX33 0.61 0.78 1.33 0.79 0.57 0.55 0.47 0.38 0.78
III MDo2 0.94 0.84 0.41 1.13 0.53 0.67 0.68 0.73 0.78
112 CAz9 0.68 1.04 1.08 0.37 0.87 0.69 0.36 0.71 0.78
113 TX35 0.65 1.06 1.05 0.58 0.41 0.63 0.48 0.98 0.77
114 NEo2 0.87 1.00 0.67 .77 0.50 0.67 0.46 0.74 o.77
b TX21 0.83 1.25 0.58 0.45 0.49 0.92 0.37 0.80 0.77
116 NYi12 1.15 0.66 0.52 0.69 0.88 0.58 0.52 0.70 0.77
117 NMort 0.85 1.01 1.02 0.38 0.48 0.65 0.33 0.75 0.77
118 CA44 0.46 0.72 I.11 0.83 1.27 0.75 0.51 0.72 0.77
119 PA13 0.89 0.75 0.60 0.88 0.90 o.70 0.48 0.76 0.77
120 MAos 0.97 1.06 0.53 0.36 0.78 0.59 0.36 1.12 0.77
121 WAo7 0.88 1.25 0.41 0.44 0.99 0.56 0.31 0.71 0.77
122 MOos 0.80 0.93 0.52 1.17 0.48 0.71 0.41 0.78 0.76
123 PA14 0.82 0.97 0.28 1.05 0.53 0.71 0.72 1.01 0.76
124 CA38 0.60 0.69 1.03 0.45 1.85 0.59 0.38 0.65 0.76
125 ALo7 0.82 1.03 0.43 1.07 0.33 0.70 0.48 0.91 0.76
126 FL26 0.65 0.81 1.05 0.68 0.35 0.95 0.42 1.24 0.76
127 CA31 0.81 0.91 0.88 0.47 0.83 0.62 0.40 0.78 0.76
128 IL11 0.96 0.78 0.78 0.50 0.65 0.83 0.48 0.70 0.76
129 CTos 0.89 0.94 0.72 0.50 0.57 0.72 0.63 0.66 0.76
130 AZog 0.78 1.02 0.84 0.41 0.63 0.75 0.44 0.82 0.76
131 OHo3z 0.86 1.05 0.37 1.00 0.48 0.67 0.39 0.80 0.76
132 MOo1 0.85 0.88 0.32 1.35 0.52 0.62 0.38 0.84 0.75
133 NVoz 0.75 1.05 0.64 0.42 0.69 0.80 0.42 1.27 0.75
134 FLo2 0.82 1.12 0.40 0.84 0.39 0.89 0.37 0.86 0.75
135 OHort 0.80 1.16 0.37 0.99 0.51 0.65 0.37 0.66 0.75
136 FLos 0.63 0.98 0.74 1.03 0.47 0.74 0.42 0.79 0.75
137 TX22 0.93 0.80 0.56 0.61 1.23 0.62 0.31 0.66 0.75
138 AZo2 0.75 1.06 0.64 0.43 0.48 1.07 0.59 0.86 0.75
139 MAo4 1.27 0.94 0.24 0.39 0.50 0.57 0.40 1.13 0.75
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FACTOR 1|FACTOR 2 [FACTOR 3|FACTOR 4|FACTOR 5|FACTOR 6|FACTOR 7 |FACTOR 8
RANK|DISTRICT| Socio-. Urban/ L African Asian White Sales/ [OVERALL
Egotn;nmc iubu:{mn Hispanic American | American Age Ethnic Retail
atus ocation
140 UToz2 0.81 1.10 0.67 0.36 0.55 0.75 0.55 0.85 0.75
141 NYzs 0.76 1.06 0.38 0.99 0.55 0.70 0.46 0.80 0.75
142 MDos 0.60 0.98 0.63 1.18 0.59 0.62 0.52 0.60 0.74
143 CAos 0.57 0.81 0.66 0.77 1.47 0.76 0.39 0.80 0.74
144 CAs1 0.56 0.98 0.78 0.50 1.22 0.69 0.47 0.88 0.74
145 CAzs 0.88 0.79 0.85 0.41 0.90 0.65 0.38 0.70 0.74
146 VAo3z 0.71 1.01 0.43 1.04 0.47 0.75 0.54 0.82 0.74
147 COo4 1.03 0.87 0.57 0.39 0.41 0.85 0.40 1.05 0.74
148 TX23 1.04 0.61 0.87 0.41 0.35 0.76 0.49 I.II 0.74
149 NVog 0.65 0.73 0.91 0.54 0.76 1.09 0.47 0.98 0.74
150 NYi1: 0.52 0.97 0.51 0.63 1.40 0.78 0.63 0.87 0.74
I51 CTo3 0.75 1.03 0.54 0.75 0.53 0.66 0.53 0.84 0.74
152 NY26 0.76 0.85 0.38 1.17 0.5T 0.69 0.63 0.83 0.74
153 ORo3 0.86 1.09 0.46 0.44 0.86 0.53 0.40 0.80 0.73
154 FL21 0.74 0.77 0.68 0.56 0.49 1.66 0.37 0.72 0.73
155 NCo2 1.03 0.69 0.46 0.64 0.60 0.83 0.65 0.76 0.73
156 ALo6 1.09 0.83 0.44 0.68 0.40 0.64 0.41 0.75 0.73
157 KYo3 0.94 0.95 0.37 0.90 0.44 0.61 0.43 0.65 0.73
158 SCob 0.76 0.98 0.56 0.80 0.38 0.74 0.54 0.80 0.73
159 MNo6 0.88 0.93 0.31 0.59 1.22 0.69 0.28 0.75 0.73
160 CAz3 0.69 0.82 0.91 0.46 0.57 0.87 0.44 1.12 0.73
161 CA32 0.70 0.67 0.99 0.36 1.29 0.69 0.42 0.74 0.73
162 FLogs 0.82 1.07 0.39 0.59 0.41 1.03 0.37 0.94 0.73
163 CAo2 0.99 0.75 0.76 0.42 0.50 0.67 0.47 0.77 0.73
164 NJo4 0.81 0.89 0.49 0.53 0.54 1.34 0.42 0.78 0.73
165 CAo7y 0.69 0.82 0.46 0.62 1.48 0.78 0.45 0.71 0.73
166 WAo4 0.73 0.67 1.12 0.36 0.39 0.79 0.43 1.39 0.73
167 AKo1 0.73 0.82 0.33 0.76 1.16 0.69 0.53 .11 0.73
168 COo2 0.75 1.23 0.55 0.39 0.49 0.78 0.40 0.72 0.72
169 TX12 0.78 0.94 0.77 0.49 0.49 0.74 0.36 0.85 0.72
170 INos 1.06 0.98 0.33 0.54 0.44 0.79 0.40 0.62 0.72
171 TX14 0.78 0.80 0.66 0.89 0.52 0.76 0.35 0.70 0.72
172 AZo7 0.65 0.95 1.02 0.46 0.48 0.64 0.38 0.82 0.72
173 AZo6 0.90 0.93 0.63 0.38 0.48 0.87 0.40 0.75 0.72
174 NJor 0.76 0.89 0.59 0.82 0.60 0.64 0.43 0.74 0.72
175 FL1o 0.75 0.92 0.69 0.57 0.40 1.03 0.39 0.79 0.72
176 TXo3 0.82 1.04 0.49 0.36 0.94 0.69 0.38 0.66 o.72




2012] FORECASTING THE FLASHPOINTS 265
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FACTOR 1|FACTOR 2 [FACTOR 3|FACTOR 4|FACTOR 5|FACTOR 6|FACTOR 7 |FACTOR 8
RANK|DISTRICT| Socio-. Urban/ L African Asian White Sales/ [OVERALL
Egotn;nmc iubu:{mn Hispanic American | American Age Ethnic Retail
atus ocation
177 Rlo2 0.61 0.99 0.93 0.44 0.52 071 0.51 0.75 0.72
178 OHi1z2 1.09 1.02 0.29 0.37 0.49 0.70 0.40 0.67 0.71
179 GA11 0.94 1.05 0.57 0.47 0.44 0.48 0.33 0.66 0.71
180 NVo1 0.48 1.04 0.92 0.41 0.92 0.76 0.37 0.74 0.71
181 NCog 1.02 0.89 0.47 0.53 0.57 0.58 0.36 0.65 0.71
182 GAr1o 0.79 1.03 0.47 0.69 0.36 0.73 0.37 0.96 0.71
183 TXos 0.73 0.83 0.84 0.54 0.45 0.90 0.39 0.76 0.71
184 NYoy4 0.68 0.84 0.75 0.77 0.72 0.53 0.54 0.64 0.71
185 CA41 0.73 0.78 0.90 0.52 0.63 0.66 0.43 0.77 0.71
186 MAo8 0.85 1.01 0.30 0.56 0.92 0.55 0.37 0.83 0.71
187 VAor 0.84 0.86 0.60 0.61 0.52 0.80 0.42 0.62 0.71
188 ORo1 0.78 0.99 0.57 0.30 0.89 0.72 0.35 0.83 0.71
189 FL18 0.70 .77 0.63 0.74 0.43 1.24 0.36 0.83 0.71
190 FL1g 0.71 0.63 0.79 0.66 0.41 1.30 0.39 0.88 0.71
191 TX36 0.68 0.74 0.96 0.53 0.50 0.89 0.42 0.77 0.71
192 TXo8 0.86 0.86 0.58 0.57 0.28 0.96 0.44 0.77 0.71
193 NJoz 0.59 0.92 0.59 0.63 0.67 0.92 0.65 0.78 0.70
194 INo7 0.72 0.95 0.51 0.96 0.42 0.66 0.34 0.68 0.70
195 NJo7 0.98 0.75 0.65 0.42 0.68 0.60 0.37 0.66 0.70
196 VAos 0.95 0.84 0.41 0.60 0.48 0.70 0.47 0.80 0.70
197 FLi1s 0.83 0.91 0.50 0.50 0.48 0.88 0.35 0.96 0.70
198 DEor 0.76 0.84 0.48 0.77 0.43 0.88 0.60 0.72 0.70
199 AZo8 0.62 0.73 0.64 0.49 0.55 1.70 0.52 0.70 0.70
200 COos 0.84 0.94 0.43 0.48 0.63 0.82 0.41 0.72 0.70
201 FL17 0.63 0.57 0.75 0.60 0.43 1.35 0.46 1.42 0.70
202 NYi13 0.63 0.35 1.33 0.76 0.64 0.54 0.50 0.75 0.70
203 ALos 0.96 0.91 0.37 0.65 0.32 0.65 0.52 0.62 0.69
204 LAo6 0.76 0.96 0.40 0.89 0.39 0.64 0.40 0.76 0.69
205 OKo1 0.78 0.97 0.50 0.68 0.51 0.63 0.36 0.72 0.69
206 OHr1o 0.80 0.87 0.31 1.00 0.42 0.66 0.46 0.72 0.69
207 WAO08 0.91 0.85 0.38 0.38 0.90 0.67 0.45 0.75 0.69
208 SCor 0.80 0.75 0.53 0.67 0.55 0.94 0.41 0.71 0.69
209 PA16 0.74 0.84 0.72 0.51 0.47 0.59 0.65 0.70 0.69
210 ALo3 0.77 0.92 0.39 0.80 0.34 0.72 0.55 0.79 0.69
211 OHog 0.70 0.83 0.42 0.85 0.43 0.76 0.79 0.77 0.69
212 CA16 0.53 0.78 0.84 0.40 0.99 0.70 0.37 1.24 0.69
213 TX26 0.78 1.13 0.43 0.36 0.68 0.64 0.32 0.67 0.69
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FACTOR 1|FACTOR 2 [FACTOR 3|FACTOR 4|FACTOR 5|FACTOR 6|FACTOR 7 |FACTOR 8
RANK|DISTRICT| Socio-. Urban/ L African Asian White Sales/ [OVERALL
Egotn;nmc iubu:{mn Hispanic American | American Age Ethnic Retail
atus ocation
214 LAo1 0.84 0.85 0.51 0.63 0.42 0.63 0.43 0.81 0.68
215 NCi3 1.07 0.70 0.48 0.53 0.43 0.59 0.44 0.69 0.68
216 FLo6 0.75 0.85 0.45 0.65 0.37 1.10 0.35 0.91 0.68
217 OHi1s 0.94 1.03 0.29 0.43 0.42 0.68 0.36 0.77 0.68
218 COo7 0.80 0.91 0.76 0.34 0.46 0.62 0.37 0.65 0.68
219 TX19 0.67 0.91 0.70 0.45 0.32 0.87 0.33 1.13 0.68
220 GAoy 0.71 0.88 0.79 0.40 0.85 0.46 0.30 0.64 0.68
221 CA42 0.60 0.69 0.74 0.50 0.85 1.06 0.47 0.76 0.68
222 IL13 0.77 1.02 0.29 0.59 0.56 0.84 0.38 0.77 0.68
223 TX29 0.49 0.75 1.06 0.74 0.55 0.54 0.40 0.80 0.68
224 MSo3 0.87 0.83 0.37 0.74 0.32 0.69 0.50 0.87 0.68
225 SCo7 0.69 0.64 0.53 0.84 0.34 0.94 0.79 0.96 0.68
226 AZos 0.67 0.78 0.54 0.37 0.60 1.60 0.42 0.71 0.68
227 NCor 0.74 0.85 0.56 0.70 0.41 0.66 0.44 0.79 0.68
228 GA12 0.73 0.92 0.41 0.78 0.35 0.65 0.55 0.83 0.68
229 KYo6 0.83 1.02 0.38 0.47 0.37 0.73 0.45 0.79 0.68
230 NY18 0.86 0.87 0.49 0.43 0.45 0.78 0.46 0.73 0.68
231 NYo3 0.78 0.75 0.48 0.41 1.19 0.73 0.40 0.63 0.68
232 NCos 0.80 0.91 0.45 0.57 0.42 0.67 0.53 0.79 0.68
233 CA46 0.50 0.70 1.12 0.28 1.05 0.61 0.39 0.81 0.68
234 ARo2 0.84 0.77 0.40 0.85 0.32 0.77 0.37 0.82 0.68
235 TX31 0.72 0.84 0.45 0.62 0.57 0.82 0.53 0.82 0.67
236 SCo2 0.91 0.80 0.42 0.66 0.41 0.61 0.48 0.70 0.67
237 TNo8 0.93 0.81 0.37 0.62 0.38 0.68 0.50 0.75 0.67
238 NDMoz2 0.61 0.64 0.84 0.58 0.52 0.95 0.44 1.01 0.67
239 CA3s 0.61 0.72 0.81 0.47 0.94 0.61 0.47 0.77 0.67
240 NJos 0.83 0.86 0.42 0.53 0.87 0.48 0.37 0.65 0.67
241 Wloz 0.94 0.98 0.29 0.42 0.46 0.59 0.39 0.83 0.67
242 TNo7 1.06 0.66 0.29 0.50 0.45 0.77 0.61 0.77 0.67
243 MIo8 0.76 1.08 0.32 0.49 0.56 0.58 0.54 0.68 0.67
244 MAor 0.58 0.90 0.63 0.69 0.51 0.65 0.57 0.71 0.67
245 CAo8 0.64 0.79 0.67 0.47 0.48 1.02 0.55 0.76 0.67
246 NY24 0.69 1.04 0.28 0.72 0.45 0.66 0.43 0.91 0.67
247 CAz1 0.54 0.47 1.04 0.46 0.72 0.57 0.43 1.71 0.67
248 CAso 0.67 0.83 0.70 0.35 0.80 0.75 0.34 0.74 0.67
249 GAoz 0.70 0.80 0.41 0.84 0.35 .77 0.46 0.98 0.67
250 OHoz 0.90 0.88 0.31 0.70 0.41 0.64 0.33 0.66 0.67
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FACTOR 1|FACTOR 2 [FACTOR 3|FACTOR 4|FACTOR 5|FACTOR 6|FACTOR 7 |FACTOR 8
RANK|DISTRICT| Socio-. Urban/ L African Asian White Sales/ [OVERALL
Egotn;nmc iubu:{mn Hispanic American | American Age Ethnic Retail
atus ocation
251 ORos 0.73 0.77 0.66 0.33 0.62 0.77 0.48 0.91 0.67
252 TXo6 0.64 0.95 0.58 0.58 0.63 0.64 0.35 0.68 0.66
253 ALo1 0.73 0.69 0.44 0.95 0.42 0.69 0.59 0.73 0.66
254 PA1js 0.66 0.90 0.70 0.45 0.50 0.61 0.51 0.70 0.66
255 INor 0.56 0.75 0.63 1.09 0.29 0.64 0.54 0.68 0.66
256 NCo3s 0.57 0.93 0.48 0.65 0.38 0.89 0.56 0.91 0.66
257 KSoy4 0.69 0.87 0.56 0.53 0.62 0.69 0.37 0.77 0.66
258 CAog 0.71 0.84 0.42 0.44 0.62 I.II 0.37 0.80 0.66
259 ILo8 0.69 0.78 0.72 0.31 0.81 0.66 0.46 0.72 0.66
260 NCo6 0.82 0.87 0.39 0.60 0.48 0.61 0.41 0.76 0.66
261 ARo3 0.65 0.85 0.66 0.32 0.49 0.91 0.53 0.82 0.66
262 FLog 0.57 0.83 0.70 0.51 0.55 0.75 0.48 0.86 0.66
263 SCoyg 0.80 0.80 0.47 0.60 0.46 0.65 0.43 0.71 0.65
264 MiIoz 0.72 0.87 0.58 0.55 0.44 0.66 0.38 0.68 0.65
265 VAoz 0.68 0.93 0.33 0.58 0.71 0.65 0.48 0.80 0.65
266 WAo1 0.95 0.83 0.30 0.34 0.84 0.61 0.31 0.61 0.65
267 NY:zo0 0.71 0.99 0.27 0.64 0.56 0.62 0.41 0.79 0.65
268 FL16 0.69 0.68 0.55 0.51 0.38 1.31 0.39 0.87 0.65
269 ILo6 0.80 0.82 0.49 0.33 0.76 0.64 0.42 0.70 0.65
270 AZo4 0.57 0.70 0.57 0.56 0.46 1.22 0.54 0.99 0.65
271 WAos 0.62 I.11 0.37 0.37 0.45 0.75 0.44 0.92 0.65
272 SDor 0.56 0.79 0.29 0.78 0.42 0.88 0.69 1.28 0.65
273 GAor 0.72 0.75 0.37 0.78 0.36 0.75 0.54 0.89 0.65
274 MAo6 0.76 0.91 0.51 0.37 0.53 0.57 0.42 0.71 0.64
275 UTor 0.70 0.94 0.44 0.44 0.43 0.73 0.48 0.81 0.64
276 MOo4 0.73 0.97 0.37 0.35 0.38 0.92 0.53 0.76 0.64
277 CAro 0.61 0.69 0.73 0.42 0.84 0.63 0.34 0.97 0.64
278 UTo3s 0.67 1.01 0.39 0.40 0.47 0.82 0.38 0.82 0.64
279 TNo2 0.84 0.96 0.30 0.46 0.34 0.70 0.36 0.75 0.64
280 TX15 0.66 0.63 0.95 0.34 0.29 0.77 0.42 1.03 0.64
281 MIo6 0.65 0.99 0.39 0.67 0.38 0.67 0.38 0.70 0.64
282 NCoy 0.72 0.72 0.49 0.60 0.38 0.72 0.49 1.00 0.64
283 MAoz 0.73 0.93 0.46 0.37 0.60 0.55 0.45 0.72 0.64
284 TX16 0.72 0.90 0.61 0.40 0.30 0.64 0.44 0.75 0.64
285 NEo1 0.74 0.90 0.34 0.47 0.42 0.65 0.63 0.85 0.64
286 FL12 0.80 0.68 0.43 0.38 0.42 1.17 0.45 0.81 0.64
287 PAoy 0.91 0.71 0.30 0.46 0.53 0.65 0.53 0.79 0.64
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TABLE 2 (continued)
FACTOR 1|FACTOR 2 [FACTOR 3|FACTOR 4|FACTOR 5|FACTOR 6|FACTOR 7 |FACTOR 8
RANK|[DISTRICT| Socio- Urban/ L African Asian White Sales/ |OVERALL
Economic Subm{mn Hispanic American | American Age Ethnic Retail
Status Location
288 TX28 0.60 0.60 0.88 0.46 0.39 0.78 0.41 1.09 0.64
289 IDoz2 0.67 0.90 0.47 0.37 0.42 0.72 0.44 1.08 0.64
290 PA11 0.62 0.81 0.37 0.63 0.36 0.61 1.06 0.77 0.64
291 FLo4 0.75 0.86 0.33 0.67 0.52 0.60 0.39 0.70 0.63
292 IL12 0.67 0.80 0.35 0.92 0.33 0.66 0.50 0.67 0.63
293 PAo6 1.01 0.80 0.29 0.32 0.42 0.60 0.44 0.60 0.63
204 VAoy 0.81 0.85 0.35 0.48 0.58 0.73 0.33 0.57 0.63
295 TX13 0.58 0.67 0.68 0.50 0.62 0.77 0.37 1.08 0.63
296 GAo8 0.71 0.72 0.43 0.60 0.37 0.66 0.62 0.98 0.63
297 MAog 0.74 0.87 0.40 0.30 0.42 0.84 0.65 0.70 0.63
298 TX27 0.64 0.69 0.76 0.38 0.46 0.71 0.54 0.78 0.63
299 KSoz 0.71 0.98 0.35 0.41 0.34 0.73 0.48 0.77 0.63
300 GA13 0.61 0.78 0.60 0.89 0.39 0.49 0.29 0.58 0.63
301 Ml 0.76 0.88 0.23 0.39 0.80 0.71 0.42 0.72 0.63
302 ALoz2 0.76 0.69 0.35 0.69 0.36 0.76 0.56 0.79 0.63
303 NJo3 0.70 0.63 0.33 0.71 0.50 1.06 0.52 0.72 0.62
304 WA10 0.60 0.83 0.39 0.42 0.92 0.62 0.56 0.76 0.62
305 TAo3 0.85 0.78 0.36 0.37 0.48 0.69 0.34 0.87 0.62
306 TAoz 0.78 0.98 0.30 0.33 0.42 0.68 0.40 0.74 0.62
307 FLo7 0.68 0.89 0.44 0.50 0.47 0.72 0.32 0.73 0.62
308 NJr11 0.81 0.79 0.36 0.36 0.77 0.58 0.36 0.73 0.62
309 TNo3 0.78 0.76 0.31 0.70 0.33 0.64 0.51 0.75 0.62
310 UTog 0.63 0.95 0.52 0.34 0.49 0.68 0.37 0.79 0.62
311 OHo8 0.70 0.91 0.35 0.48 0.38 0.74 0.44 0.79 0.62
312 LAog 0.58 0.76 0.41 0.89 0.26 0.76 0.45 0.91 0.62
313 FLo8 0.69 0.70 0.50 0.54 0.36 1.03 0.33 0.74 0.62
314 FL13 0.66 0.70 0.41 0.47 0.63 1.08 0.39 0.76 0.62
315 PA17 0.55 0.78 0.48 0.63 0.39 0.57 0.97 0.71 0.62
316 OHi3z 0.63 0.82 0.25 0.75 0.44 071 0.60 0.75 0.62
317 WAO06 0.63 0.84 0.31 0.41 0.79 0.79 0.54 0.70 0.61
318 VAo6 0.66 0.86 0.40 0.58 0.36 0.75 0.38 0.74 0.61
319 MTor 0.55 0.83 0.31 0.66 0.41 0.78 0.49 1.20 0.61
320 WAo2 0.48 0.97 0.41 0.37 0.89 0.75 0.45 0.67 0.61
321 INog 0.71 1.08 0.32 0.32 0.33 0.63 0.36 0.74 0.61
322 PAoy 0.65 0.86 0.31 0.72 0.41 0.57 0.50 0.67 0.61
323 ORo4 0.65 0.96 0.34 0.27 0.42 0.97 0.43 0.80 0.61
324 MSor 0.64 0.80 0.37 0.67 0.33 0.62 0.60 0.82 0.61
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TABLE 2 (continued)
FACTOR 1|FACTOR 2 [FACTOR 3|FACTOR 4|FACTOR 5|FACTOR 6|FACTOR 7 |FACTOR 8
RANK|DISTRICT| Socio-. Urban/ L African Asian White Sales/ [OVERALL
Egotn;nmc iubu:{mn Hispanic American | American Age Ethnic Retail
atus ocation
325 Mlos 0.53 0.74 0.32 1.05 0.37 0.79 0.44 0.74 0.61
326 MNoz2 0.76 0.88 0.26 0.47 0.64 071 0.31 0.51 0.61
327 NYoz2 0.55 0.59 0.88 0.66 0.42 0.50 0.47 0.65 0.61
328 VAog 0.72 0.73 0.40 0.68 0.38 0.67 0.41 0.66 0.61
329 OKog 0.63 0.87 0.32 0.48 0.61 0.73 0.39 0.85 0.61
330 NYor 0.63 0.68 0.53 0.37 0.65 0.82 0.57 0.78 0.61
331 PAos 0.75 0.94 0.25 0.40 0.34 0.71 0.57 0.59 0.61
332 MIog 0.90 0.69 0.24 0.44 0.60 0.56 0.44 0.73 0.61
333 MSoy4 0.58 0.79 0.39 0.68 0.43 0.69 0.50 0.83 0.61
334 COo3 0.62 0.75 0.61 0.34 0.39 0.77 0.49 0.87 0.61
335 SCos 0.72 0.63 0.38 0.78 0.31 0.59 0.56 0.78 0.60
336 Mloz 0.57 0.81 0.46 0.53 0.50 0.78 0.41 0.77 0.60
337 NCo8 0.62 0.59 0.50 0.71 0.44 0.55 0.49 1.08 0.60
338 NDo1x 0.51 0.91 0.27 0.56 0.30 0.88 0.50 1.24 0.60
339 LAos 0.52 0.67 0.41 1.00 0.24 0.82 0.45 0.80 0.60
340 PAo8 0.84 0.74 0.26 0.34 0.66 0.62 0.38 0.69 0.60
341 TXr11 0.60 0.67 0.71 0.37 0.29 0.87 0.41 0.83 0.60
342 NVo3z 0.58 0.72 0.36 0.33 0.99 0.93 0.45 0.68 0.60
343 IL18 0.77 0.79 0.26 0.42 0.41 0.73 0.51 0.72 0.59
344 MSo2 0.59 0.67 0.37 0.82 0.28 0.76 0.50 0.90 0.59
345 NHo2 0.73 0.85 0.32 0.33 0.41 0.67 0.49 0.73 0.59
346 CAor 0.50 0.82 0.48 0.38 0.55 0.93 0.38 0.85 0.59
347 TXo1 0.59 0.71 0.57 0.54 0.28 0.86 0.37 0.74 0.59
348 OH14 0.85 0.74 0.27 0.37 0.37 0.60 0.52 0.72 0.59
349 WAo3 0.54 0.87 0.36 0.34 0.65 0.79 0.46 0.86 0.59
350 INo4 0.74 0.85 0.30 0.33 0.39 0.64 0.47 0.76 0.59
351 CToz 0.63 0.90 0.36 0.38 0.51 0.61 0.45 0.69 0.59
352 INo3 0.65 0.81 0.30 0.54 0.39 0.63 0.45 0.88 0.59
353 NY23 0.72 0.87 0.25 0.37 0.41 0.62 0.49 0.79 0.59
354 IDor 0.60 0.77 0.46 0.35 0.35 0.89 0.35 0.96 0.58
355 GAog 0.60 0.54 0.67 0.40 0.40 0.89 0.49 0.82 0.58
356 VAog 0.72 0.80 0.28 0.42 0.33 0.76 0.42 0.79 0.58
357 LAo3 0.62 0.71 0.35 0.85 0.33 0.55 0.31 0.79 0.58
358 NCro 0.68 0.74 0.34 0.47 0.49 0.60 0.55 0.64 0.58
359 INo2 0.58 0.78 0.36 0.52 0.40 0.79 0.44 0.75 0.58
360 WVor 0.62 0.93 0.31 0.33 0.31 0.71 0.47 0.81 0.57
361 PA12 0.87 0.68 0.24 0.38 0.31 0.61 0.57 0.65 0.57
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TABLE 2 (continued)
FACTOR 1|FACTOR 2 [FACTOR 3|FACTOR 4|FACTOR 5|FACTOR 6|FACTOR 7 |FACTOR 8
RANK|DISTRICT| Socio-. Urban/ L African Asian White Sales/ [OVERALL
Egotn;nmc iubu:{mn Hispanic American | American Age Ethnic Retail
atus ocation
362 GAo3 0.73 0.77 0.34 0.51 0.31 0.53 0.39 0.67 0.57
363 MNo1 0.67 0.81 0.31 0.40 0.41 0.68 0.39 0.75 0.57
364 MOo6 0.75 0.75 0.28 0.32 0.35 0.74 0.40 0.84 0.57
365 TXo4 0.62 0.66 0.49 0.46 0.31 0.81 0.46 0.71 0.57
366 SCo3 0.65 0.70 0.38 0.54 0.30 0.66 0.44 0.75 0.57
367 GA14 0.61 0.58 0.48 0.48 0.43 0.68 0.55 0.86 0.56
368 NHo: 0.60 0.92 0.28 0.32 0.38 0.67 0.53 0.69 0.56
369 KYoy 0.71 0.82 0.29 0.37 0.31 0.61 0.39 0.75 0.56
370 ARor 0.49 0.60 0.31 0.88 0.28 0.89 0.48 0.90 0.56
371 OH16 0.66 0.77 0.24 0.37 0.36 0.68 0.69 0.72 0.56
372 MDo1 0.64 0.75 0.31 0.48 0.35 0.73 0.47 0.65 0.56
373 FLor 0.61 0.65 0.35 0.61 0.47 0.61 0.52 0.67 0.56
374 TX34 0.53 0.58 0.72 0.36 0.25 0.87 0.39 0.85 0.56
375 MOo2 0.83 0.75 0.20 0.32 0.48 0.61 0.33 0.60 0.56
376 ARoy 0.46 0.60 0.45 .77 0.32 0.82 0.49 0.83 0.56
377 MNog4 0.65 0.81 0.31 0.31 0.51 0.64 0.32 0.73 0.56
378 WYor 0.51 0.72 0.40 0.45 0.36 0.71 0.47 1.06 0.55
379 IL17 0.48 0.76 0.35 0.71 0.33 0.77 0.41 0.67 0.55
380 PA18 0.77 0.71 0.24 0.31 0.36 0.54 0.60 0.68 0.55
381 OKo3 0.50 0.74 0.42 0.47 0.40 0.70 0.43 0.86 0.55
382 NY22 0.55 0.85 0.28 0.36 0.50 0.64 0.50 0.73 0.55
383 TNog 0.61 0.78 0.34 0.36 0.35 0.67 0.44 0.80 0.55
384 ORo2 0.54 0.69 0.45 0.37 0.36 0.80 0.33 1.04 0.55
385 TAo4 0.59 0.76 0.37 0.33 0.41 0.66 0.42 0.89 0.55
386 Mlogq 0.54 0.93 0.23 0.36 0.31 0.83 0.44 0.71 0.55
387 KSo1 0.41 0.61 0.69 0.36 0.34 0.81 0.48 1.04 0.55
388 MOo7 0.57 0.82 0.31 0.29 0.43 0.68 0.55 0.79 0.55
389 PAo3 0.64 0.80 0.26 0.37 0.31 0.69 0.52 0.67 0.55
390 CA40 0.48 0.54 0.72 0.37 0.52 0.56 0.50 0.84 0.54
391 WIo6 0.67 0.77 0.27 0.31 0.52 0.60 0.42 0.61 0.54
392 ALog 0.60 0.70 0.41 0.48 0.33 0.60 0.45 0.61 0.54
393 IL14 0.67 0.63 0.39 0.39 0.49 0.65 0.36 0.55 0.54
394 OHos 0.70 0.82 0.22 0.31 0.35 0.56 0.35 0.71 0.54
395 TAor 0.60 0.81 0.29 0.36 0.36 0.65 0.35 0.77 0.54
396 NYis 0.30 0.50 0.81 0.53 0.71 0.56 0.43 0.77 0.54
397 WIo8 0.54 0.75 0.29 0.38 0.43 0.71 0.50 0.78 0.53
398 PA10 0.57 0.63 0.36 0.41 0.37 0.63 0.62 0.86 0.53
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TABLE 2 (continued)
FACTOR 1|FACTOR 2 [FACTOR 3|FACTOR 4|FACTOR 5|FACTOR 6|FACTOR 7 |FACTOR 8
RANK|DISTRICT| Socio-. Urban/ L African Asian White Sales/ [OVERALL
Egotn;nmc iubu:{mn Hispanic American | American Age Ethnic Retail
atus ocation
399 KYo2 0.56 0.83 0.28 0.38 0.34 0.62 0.43 0.79 0.53
400 Wloz 0.48 0.94 0.23 0.27 0.37 0.73 0.51 0.83 0.53
401 TNob 0.65 0.69 0.27 0.32 0.33 071 0.47 0.85 0.53
402 INo8 0.53 0.84 0.28 0.40 0.32 0.62 0.48 0.74 0.53
403 Wlos 0.71 0.81 0.24 0.28 0.37 0.54 0.35 0.62 0.53
404 NCr11 0.57 0.53 0.37 0.37 0.46 0.77 0.69 0.75 0.53
405 OHo7y 0.62 0.68 0.30 0.40 0.35 0.59 0.48 0.84 0.53
406 WVoz 0.70 0.62 0.29 0.38 0.37 0.57 0.40 0.81 0.53
407 MEor 0.59 0.85 0.24 0.29 0.33 0.66 0.42 0.71 0.53
408 VTor 0.62 0.81 0.23 0.26 0.32 0.68 0.45 0.68 0.52
409 INo6 0.55 0.81 0.31 0.35 0.38 0.53 0.39 0.59 0.51
410 FL11 0.41 0.47 0.36 0.52 0.31 1.23 0.49 0.92 0.51
411 NYi1g 0.53 0.67 0.39 0.40 0.34 0.60 0.44 0.73 0.51
412 Wlo7 0.50 0.64 0.23 0.31 0.47 0.81 0.70 0.78 0.51
413 Mlox 0.50 0.70 0.27 0.39 0.30 0.80 0.58 0.72 0.51
414 IL16 0.51 0.76 0.34 0.34 0.36 0.62 0.44 0.63 0.51
415 MiIoy 0.66 0.70 0.25 0.37 0.31 0.49 0.43 0.64 0.51
416 MNo8 0.46 0.77 0.27 0.41 0.26 0.83 0.52 0.59 0.51
417 MNog3 0.50 0.94 0.25 0.25 0.42 0.54 0.33 0.53 0.50
418 MIrio 0.57 0.70 0.27 0.29 0.39 0.62 0.41 0.77 0.50
419 MOo3 0.55 0.65 0.28 0.37 0.33 0.63 0.52 0.72 0.50
420 Wlor 0.54 0.72 0.29 0.39 0.32 0.53 0.45 0.64 0.50
421 IL1s 0.49 0.73 0.29 0.42 0.32 0.63 0.40 0.67 0.50
422 NEo3 0.37 0.53 0.52 0.33 0.32 0.82 0.47 1.14 0.50
423 OHog4 0.49 0.67 0.27 0.42 0.38 0.60 0.52 0.71 0.49
424 NYz21 0.46 0.63 0.28 0.46 0.32 0.67 0.56 0.79 0.49
425 MEo2 0.49 0.71 0.25 0.33 0.31 0.65 0.51 0.86 0.49
426 NYz27 0.64 0.58 0.21 0.36 0.34 0.49 0.54 0.71 0.49
427 WVo3 0.42 0.64 0.32 0.45 0.24 0.57 0.44 1.07 0.48
428 TNo1 0.54 0.64 0.29 0.30 0.29 0.54 0.56 0.74 0.48
429 MNoy 0.38 0.69 0.25 0.46 0.35 0.68 0.56 0.73 0.48
430 OKoz2 0.38 0.59 0.27 0.43 0.53 0.73 0.45 0.87 0.48
431 MOo8 0.46 0.64 0.29 0.44 0.26 0.65 0.42 0.74 0.47
432 KYor 0.44 0.65 0.29 0.39 0.29 0.61 0.46 0.84 0.47
433 PAog 0.39 0.67 0.26 0.30 0.30 0.58 0.73 0.76 0.46
434 KYos 0.40 0.45 0.29 0.45 0.28 0.54 0.43 1.0T 0.43
435 OHo6 0.37 0.57 0.25 0.35 0.28 0.53 0.65 0.72 0.43
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TABLE 37
STATE SPATIAL DIVERSITY SCORES

STATE NUMBER OF REDISTRICTING S\I,Sh’ll‘{li\lcc;i RANK [REGRESSION| RANK |[CHANGE IN| RANK
DISTRICTS AUTHORITY SCORE (OF 350) RESIDUAL (OF 29) RESIDUAL | (OF 29)
Alabama 7 Political (all-R) 0.67 22 0.020 9 0.007 8
Alaska 1 N/A 0.73 13
Arizona 9 Commission 0.73 11 0.011 13 -0.010 24
Arkansas 4 Political (all-D) 0.61 37
California 53 Commission 0.79 3 0.032 5 -0.016 27
Colorado 7 Court 0.73 10 0.037 4 o.017 4
Connecticut 5 Court 0.76 5 0.048 3 0.003 II
Delaware 1 N/A 0.70 17
Florida 27 Political (all-R) 0.72 15 0.022 7 0.001 14
Georgia 14 Political (all-R) 0.69 19 -0.002 17 -0.009 22
Hawaii 2 Commission 0.89 1
Idaho 2 Commission 0.61 39
Illinois 18 Political (all-D) 0.73 12 -0.021 23 -0.001 15
Indiana 9 Political (all-R) 0.61 38 -0.012 22 -0.003 16
Towa 4 Commission 0.58 44
Kansas 4 Political (all-R) 0.65 27
Kentucky 6 Political (split) 0.57 46 -0.035 24 -0.005 17
Louisiana 6 Political (all-R) 0.66 24 0.012 12 -0.012 25
Maine 2 Political (all-R) 0.51 50
Maryland 8 Political (all-D) 0.82 2 0.054 1 0.034 1
Massachusetts 9 Political (all-D) 0.74 9 0.021 8 -0.009 23
Michigan 14 Political (all-R) 0.65 28 -0.004 18 0.002 12
Minnesota 8 Court 0.59 43 -0.046 27 -0.008 20
Mississippi 4 Court 0.62 35
Missouri 8 I;(z}itrircﬁle(zg% t\)fitol)( 0.60 41 -0.036 25 -0.026 29
Montana 1 N/A 0.61 36
Nebraska 3 Political (all-R) 0.64 32
Nevada 4 Court 0.70 18
New ) R Politigal (split but R 0.58 5
Hampshirve override of D veto)

T Regression residuals calculated only for states with at least five districts.
Change in residual is 2010 residual minus 2000 residual.
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TABLE 3 (continued)
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STATE NUMBER OF REDISTRICTING S\I,Sh'll‘{li\lgi RANK [REGRESSION| RANK |CHANGE IN| RANK
DISTRICTS AUTHORITY SCORE (OF 350) RESIDUAL (OF 29) RESIDUAL | (OF 29)
New Jersey 12 Commission 0.77 4 0.020 10 -0.012 26
New Mexico 3 Court 0.75 7
New York 27 Court 0.72 14 -0.108 29 -0.008 19
CZZ;;ZQ 13 Political (all-R) 0.68 21 0.024 6 0.027 2
North Dakota 1 N/A 0.60 40
Ohio 16 Political (all-R) 0.64 31 0.005 14 0.005 9
Oklahoma 5 Political (all-R) 0.63 33 -0.006 20 -0.009 21
Oregon 5 P(’littiic:%‘fall_ijisgcept 0.63 34 -0.012 21 -0.019 28
Pennsylvania 18 Political (all-R) 0.66 26 -0.005 19 0.018 3
Rhode Island 2 POHﬁ;i:&iﬁisxwpt 0.76 6
Cizllti}rlm 7 Political (all-R) 0.66 25 0.016 II 0.013 6
South Dakota 1 N/A 0.65 29
Tennessee 9 Political (all-R) 0.64 30 0.002 15 0.017 5
Texas 36 Court 0.74 8 0.049 2 -0.006 18
Utah 4 Political (all-R) 0.66 23
Vermont 1 N/A 0.52 49
Virginia 11 Political (all-R) 0.70 16 -0.042 26 0.003 10
Washington 10 Commission 0.68 20 0.001 16 0.001 13
West Virginia 3 Political (all-D) 0.53 48
Wisconsin 8 Political (all-R) 0.59 42 -0.046 28 0.007 7
Wyoming 1 N/A 0.55 47
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TABLE 4%

RESULTS OF FACTOR ANALYSIS FOR TRACTS
WITH HIGH AFRICAN AMERICAN POPULATIONS

FACTOR 1 | FACTOR 2 | FACTOR 3 | FACTOR 4 | FACTOR 5 | FACTOR 6
Socio- Urban/ African
Economic Hispanic Suburban . Construction Age
. American
Status Location )
VARIANCE EXPLAINED 13.6% 11.2% 10.8% 10.6% 4.9% 4.8%
INCOME
Household Income 0.8 on
< $15K % -5 >/
Household Income 62
> $150K % ©-
Median Household Income 0.72 0.56
Under Poverty
Level % w062 49
Unemployment % -0.43
EDUCATION
Grad. Degree % 0.75
> HS Grad. % 0.70
> Bach. Degree % 0.85
OCCUPATION/INDUSTRY
Occupation — o
Management % 79
Occupation — ©
Service % -44
Occupation —
Construction % -0-56
Occupation — o
Production % 57
Industry —
Construction % -0.54
Industry —
Manufacturing % 044
Industry —
Finance/Real Estate % 043
Industry — 0.6
Education / Health % S
HOUSEHOLD
Married o6
Household % i
Nonfamily
Household % -0.76
Avg. Household Size 0.59 0.43
HOUSING
Detached 1-Unit % 0.64

T 7,018 Census tracts incorporated into factor analysis (all tracts > 40% African American).
Six retained factors explain 55.8% of variance in data.
Only loadings greater than o.4 or less than -o0.4 displayed.
Only variables with significant loadings displayed.
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TABLE 4 (continued)

FACTOR 1 | FACTOR 2 | FACTOR 3 | FACTOR 4 | FACTOR 5 | FACTOR 6

Socio- Urban/
Economic Hispanic Suburban
Status Location

African

American Construction Age

20+ Unit % -0.58

Housing Built

Before 1950 % 0.58

Median Rooms 0.77

Owner-Occupied % 0.87

Renter-Occupied % -0.87

Median House Value 0.52 0.61

Median Rent 0.55

RACE

White % 0.94

Black % -0.91

Asian % 0.44

Other Race % 0.77

Hispanic % 0.82

Puerto Rican % 0.58

Other Hispanic % 0.75

ETHNICITY

English % 0.63

German % 0.71

Ivish % 0.73

Italian % 0.49

Scotch-Irish % 0.45

Scottish % 0.48

West Indian % 0.55

AGE

Median Age -0.76

<18 % 0.59

> 65 % -0.66

OTHER

Veteran % -0.42

Moved Last Year % -0.45

Born in State % -0.51 -0.50

Foreign-Born % 0.83

Public Transit

Commute % 056

Mean Commute Time 0.52

Population Density 0.64
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TABLE 57

RESULTS OF FACTOR ANALYSIS FOR TRACTS
WITH HIGH HISPANIC POPULATIONS

FACTOR 1 | FACTOR 2 | FACTOR 3 | FACTOR 4 | FACTOR5 | FACTOR 6 | FACTOR 7

Urban/ Socio-
Suburban Economic Hispanic Age
Location Status

Asian Manufac-

. A Construction
American turing

VARIANCE

14.1% 13.0% 11.8% 6% <2% 2% 0%
EXPLAINED 41 3.0% g 5.6% 5.3% 5.2% 5.0%

INCOME

Household Income e
<$15K % 0.57 -0.49
Household Income
> $150K %
Median Household
Income
Under Poverty
Level %

EDUCATION

Grad. Degree % 0.64

> HS Grad. % 0.65 0.46

> Bach. Degree % 0.73

OCCUPATION/
INDUSTRY
Occupation —
Management %
Occupation —

Service %
Occupation —
Sales %
Occupation —
Construction %
Occupation —
Production %
Industry —
Construction %
Industry —
Manufacturing %
Industry —
Finance/Real Estate %
Industry —
Education/Health %

0.41

-0.50 -0.54

-0.79

-0.57

-0.78

0.49

0.71

HOUSEHOLD
Married
Household %
Nonfamily

Household % -

Avg. Household Size -0.50 -0.51

T 8,048 Census tracts incorporated into factor analysis (all tracts > 40% Hispanic).
Seven retained factors explain 60.0% of variance in data.
Only loadings greater than 0.4 or less than -o.4 displayed.
Only variables with significant loadings displayed.
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TABLE 5 (continued)

FACTOR 1 | FACTOR 2 | FACTOR 3 | FACTOR 4 | FACTOR5 | FACTOR 6 | FACTOR 7

Urban/ Socio-
Suburban Economic Hispanic Age
Location Status

Asian Manufac-

. A Construction
American turing

HOUSING

Detached 1-Unit % -0.82

20+ Unit % 0.63

Housing Built

Before 1950 % 046 -0.46

Median Rooms 0.77

Owner-Occupied % -0.86

Renter-Occupied % 0.86

Median House Value 0.54 0.44

Median Rent 0.67

RACE

Chinese % 0.45

Filipino % 0.57

Vietnamese % 0.40

White % 0.54

Black % -0.57

Asian % 0.84

Other Race % -0.47

Hispanic % -0.42 -0.71

Mexican % -0.43 -0.70

Puerto Rican % 0.43

Cuban % 0.43

Other Hispanic % 0.47

ETHNICITY

Dutch % 0.43

English % o.72

French % 0.51

German % 0.78

Ivish % 0.75

Italian % 0.43

Norwegian % 0.44

Scotch-Irish % 0.52

Scottish % 0.53

Swedish % 0.45

AGE

Median Age 0.41 0.65

<18% -0.46 -0.55
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TABLE 5 (continued)

FACTOR 1 | FACTOR 2 | FACTOR 3 | FACTOR 4 | FACTOR 5 | FACTOR 6 | FACTOR 7
Urban/ Socio- .
Suburban Economic Hispanic Age AAszqn Mamffac- Construction
. merican turing
Location Status
o T 1 [ el [ [ ]
OTHER
Veteran % 0.60
Born in State % 0.53
Foreign-Born % -0.67 -0.52
Public Transit 0.62
Commute % )
Population Density 0.54
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TABLE 6
SPATIAL DIVERSITY SCORES FOR 20108 HEAVILY
AFRICAN AMERICAN DISTRICTS (INCORPORATING ONLY
HEAVILY AFRICAN AMERICAN CENSUS TRACTS)
FACTOR 1 | FACTOR 2 | FACTOR 3 | FACTOR 4 | FACTOR 5 | FACTOR 6
RANK|DISTRICT| Socio- o Urban/ |y cican | Construc- OVERALL
Economic | Hispanic Subur_ban American tion Age
Status Location
1 MDogy 1.04 0.94 1.10 0.82 0.53 0.61 0.91
2 TX18 1.00 0.79 1.00 0.58 0.83 1.02 0.87
3 ILo2 0.93 0.52 1.03 1.04 0.61 0.85 0.85
4 OHi: 0.82 0.25 0.92 1.33 0.88 0.90 0.84
5 GAos 0.94 0.58 1.08 0.75 0.74 0.85 0.84
6 TX30 0.99 0.71 1.00 0.66 0.63 0.91 0.83
7 ILor 0.98 0.45 1.14 0.83 0.53 0.84 0.82
8 NYos 1.00 0.65 1.09 0.70 0.48 0.73 0.82
9 NCri2 1.03 0.61 0.90 0.76 0.67 0.80 0.82
10 ILo7 0.92 0.54 1.01 0.73 0.76 0.84 0.80
11 Mli4 1.01 0.31 0.89 0.97 0.63 0.95 0.80
12 NJ1o 0.84 0.82 0.85 0.77 0.69 0.70 0.80
13 FL20o 0.74 0.76 0.81 0.88 0.71 0.92 0.80
14 NYos 0.67 0.59 1.14 0.79 0.63 0.92 0.78
15 LAoz2 0.77 0.46 1.02 0.92 0.67 0.76 0.77
16 PAo2 0.88 0.54 0.75 0.94 0.54 0.86 0.77
17 MDo7y 0.93 0.34 0.89 0.90 0.67 0.75 0.76
18 FL24 0.74 0.78 0.97 0.64 0.63 0.68 0.76
19 SCob 0.88 0.44 0.93 0.73 0.61 0.78 0.74
20 VAo3 0.79 0.39 0.84 0.92 0.63 0.86 0.74
21 TNog 0.78 0.45 0.98 0.77 0.69 0.69 0.73
22 FLos 0.61 0.62 0.89 0.84 0.59 0.70 0.72
23 MOo1 0.76 0.24 0.87 1.07 0.46 0.77 0.71
24 NCor 0.81 0.48 0.82 0.68 0.53 0.81 0.70
25 GA13 0.74 0.51 0.84 0.82 0.55 0.52 0.69
26 NYog 0.68 0.56 0.95 0.68 0.48 0.64 0.69
27 Ml13 0.63 0.29 0.90 0.85 0.53 0.80 0.66
28 ALoy 0.68 0.28 0.86 0.82 0.52 0.78 0.65
29 GAog4 0.59 0.37 0.93 0.89 0.38 0.58 0.65
30 GAoz 0.67 0.31 0.74 0.78 0.51 0.90 0.64
31 MSo2 0.67 0.27 0.66 0.83 0.48 0.88 0.62
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TABLE 7
SPATIAL DIVERSITY SCORES FOR 20108 HEAVILY

[Vol. 125:246

ONLY HEAVILY HISPANIC CENSUS TRACTS)

FACTOR 1| FACTOR 2 | FACTOR 3 | FACTOR 4 | FACTOR 5 |FACTOR 6 | FACTOR 7
RaNK|DisTricT| Urban/ Socio- Asian Manufac- | Construc- OVERALL
Suburban | Economic | Hispanic Age 4 . A :
. merican turing tion

Location | Status
1 FL27y 0.96 1.19 1.03 1.63 0.48 0.57 0.74 0.99
2 FLz2js 0.84 1.15 0.89 1.61 0.56 0.53 0.65 0.92
3 CAs1 0.91 0.86 0.70 0.78 0.93 0.49 0.81 0.80
4 TX20 0.77 1.05 0.87 0.92 0.40 0.61 0.54 0.80
5 TX35 0.90 0.81 0.79 0.95 0.39 0.51 0.92 0.79
6 FL26 0.82 0.85 0.85 1.30 0.41 0.39 0.51 0.78
7 AZo3 0.75 0.82 0.94 0.97 0.42 0.54 0.69 0.77
8 TX16 0.88 0.98 0.70 0.93 0.33 0.49 0.53 0.76
9 CA34 0.96 0.67 0.51 0.45 1.33 0.88 0.61 0.76
10 CA31 0.83 0.91 0.65 0.72 0.77 0.59 0.58 0.76
11 NMo1 0.88 0.78 0.89 0.86 0.44 0.40 0.58 0.75
12 CA36 0.68 0.79 0.99 0.72 0.46 0.59 0.78 0.75
13 NY14 0.67 0.54 0.72 0.75 1.31 0.47 1.24 0.75
14 CA1g 0.80 0.70 0.80 0.59 1.21 0.47 0.54 0.74
15 CA26 0.66 0.85 0.84 0.61 0.81 0.64 0.60 0.74
16 TX28 0.58 0.91 0.99 0.77 0.33 0.62 0.67 0.74
17 CAzo 0.65 0.82 0.81 0.52 0.70 0.53 0.82 0.71
18 CAz9 0.95 0.68 0.66 0.49 0.74 0.55 0.64 0.71
19 CA16 0.73 0.71 0.65 0.76 0.92 0.55 0.71 0.71
20 NYoy 0.64 0.60 0.65 0.79 1.10 0.62 0.81 0.70
21 CAz2 0.61 0.81 0.86 0.39 0.55 0.51 0.71 0.70
22 AZoy 0.83 0.71 0.68 0.64 0.38 0.59 0.80 0.69
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TABLE 7 (continued)
FACTOR 1| FACTOR 2 | FACTOR 3 | FACTOR 4 |FACTOR 5 |FACTOR 6 | FACTOR 7
RaNk|DistricT| Urban/ | Socio- L Asian | Manufac- | Construc- |OVERALL

Subm'b(m Economic | Hispanic Age American | turing tion

Location | Status
23 TX23 0.48 0.81 0.95 0.77 0.42 0.62 0.60 0.69
24 CA38 0.70 0.67 0.73 0.57 0.85 0.57 0.63 0.68
25 TX27 0.62 0.78 0.80 0.62 0.39 0.65 0.65 0.67
26 CA3z2 0.64 0.62 0.72 0.41 1.09 0.63 0.63 0.67
27 CA46 0.62 0.62 0.80 0.49 0.86 0.61 0.61 0.66
28 CA3zs 0.67 0.73 0.59 0.65 0.67 0.66 0.57 0.66
29 CA41 0.59 0.70 0.63 0.79 0.57 0.68 0.59 0.65
30 TX15 0.53 0.78 0.77 0.68 0.35 0.58 0.69 0.65
31 NVor 0.87 0.50 0.65 0.75 0.59 0.42 0.56 0.64
32 TX29 0.67 0.64 0.61 0.78 0.42 0.63 0.75 0.64
33 NJo8 0.48 0.56 0.62 0.99 0.66 0.66 0.90 0.64
34 ILo4 0.61 0.72 0.67 0.50 0.58 0.74 0.56 0.64
35 TX34 0.55 0.65 0.85 0.68 0.28 0.56 0.65 0.63
36 TX33 0.61 0.53 0.69 0.62 0.43 0.68 0.81 0.62
37 CA1o 0.58 0.78 0.61 0.61 0.55 0.50 0.48 0.61
38 CA44 0.62 0.47 0.54 0.75 0.90 0.76 0.54 0.61
39 CAz1 0.46 0.68 0.71 0.54 0.63 0.52 0.77 0.61
40 NMo: 0.52 0.65 0.79 0.39 0.36 0.59 0.65 0.61
41 CA43 0.59 0.48 0.45 0.70 1.03 0.65 0.63 0.60
42 FLog 0.68 0.55 0.61 0.67 0.49 0.41 0.56 0.59
43 CA40 0.55 0.63 0.50 0.62 0.53 0.75 0.59 0.58
44 NYi13 0.26 0.53 0.61 0.72 0.37 0.49 0.69 0.51
45 NYis 0.51 0.46 0.31 0.49 0.50 0.55 0.74 0.48




