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Declaration of Prof. Adam Winkler 

 (Case Nos. 8:23-cv-01696 and 8-23-cv-01798) 

DECLARATION OF PROF. ADAM WINKLER 

I, Adam Winkler, declare under penalty of perjury that the following is true 

and correct: 

1. I have been asked to provide an expert opinion on the constitutionality

of provisions of California’s SB 2 restricting the carrying of firearms in 

establishments that sell intoxicating liquor for consumption on premises, Cal. Penal 

Code § 26230(a)(9); licensed public gatherings, Cal. Penal Code § 26230(a)(10); 

places where gambling or gaming occurs, Cal. Penal Code § 26230(a)(15); and 

stadiums and sports areas, Cal. Penal Code § 26230(a)(16). 

2. This declaration is based on my own personal knowledge and

experience, and if I am called to testify as a witness, I could and would testify 

competently to the truth of the matters discussed in this declaration. 

BACKGROUND AND QUALIFICATIONS 

3. I am the Connell Professor of Law at the University of California Los

Angeles School of Law (“UCLA”).  A true and correct copy of my curriculum vitae 

is attached as Exhibit 1 to this declaration. 

4. In 1990, I received my Bachelor of Science in Foreign Service degree

from the Georgetown University School of Foreign Service.  In 1993, I received my 

Juris Doctor degree from the New York University School of Law.  In 1998, I 

received my Master of Arts degree in Political Science, specializing in American 

political development, from the University of California Los Angeles. 

5. I have been continuously employed as a professor at UCLA since July

of 2002 and was awarded tenure and promoted to the rank of full professor in July 

of 2007. 

6. I have expertise in legal history and constitutional law, and have

researched and written extensively about the right to keep and bear arms, the 

Second Amendment, and the constitutionality of gun regulations for over 17 years. 
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 (Case Nos. 8:23-cv-01696 and 8-23-cv-01798) 

7. My scholarship on the legal history and constitutionality of gun

regulation has been cited in over 50 federal and state court opinions, including 

Kanter v. Barr, 919 F.3d 437, 457 (7th Cir. 2019) (Barrett, J., dissenting); Heller v. 

District of Columbia, 670 F.3d 1244, 1256 (D.C. Cir. 2011); United States v. 

Booker, 644 F.3d 12, 23 n.13 (1st Cir., 2011); National Rifle Ass’n of America, Inc. 

v. Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, Firearms, and Explosives, 700 F.3d 185, 200 (5th

Cir. 2012); Ezell v. City of Chicago, 651 F.3d 684, 703 (7th Cir. 2011); United 

States v. Bena, 664 F.3d 1180, 1183 (8th Cir. 2011); United States v. Jimenez-

Shilon, 34 F.4th 1042 , 1048 (11th Cir. 2022); and State v. Merritt, 467 S.W.3d 808, 

813 (Mo. 2015) (en banc).  

RETENTION AND COMPENSATION 

8. I am being compensated for services performed in the above-entitled

case at an hourly rate of $700, with an hourly rate of $1,000 for appearances in 

court or at depositions. My compensation is not contingent on the results of my 

analysis or the substance of any testimony. 

BASIS FOR OPINION AND MATERIALS CONSIDERED 

9. The opinion I provide in this report is based on my review of the

various documents filed in this lawsuit, and my education, expertise, and research 

in the field of constitutional and legal history.  The opinions contained herein are 

made pursuant to a reasonable degree of professional certainty. 

SUMMARY OF OPINIONS 

10. The expert opinions expressed in this declaration can be summarized

as follows: 

a. There is a long history and tradition of broad prohibitions on the

carrying of weapons in places where the public congregates for social

and commercial activity;
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b. There is a long history and tradition of restrictions on weapons in

places of amusement and recreation;

c. There is a long history and tradition of gun regulation to reduce the

danger of mixing alcohol and firearms;

d. Sensitive places restrictions barring weapons in places of public

gathering have long been considered consistent with the constitutional

right to bear arms.

OPINIONS 

I. THERE IS A LONG HISTORY AND TRADITION OF BROAD PROHIBITIONS ON
THE CARRYING OF WEAPONS IN PLACES WHERE THE PUBLIC

CONGREGATES FOR SOCIAL AND COMMERCIAL ACTIVITY.

11. There is also a long, well-established tradition in Anglo-American law

of prohibiting weapons from places where the public gathers for social and business 

activity. Dating back at least to 1328 and the Statute of Northampton, the right to 

bear arms has been subject to regulation in “fairs” and “markets,” 2 Edw. 3 c. 3 

(1328) (Eng.) (Exhibit 2). What made fairs and markets sensitive was that they 

were gathering places where people, often unknown to one another, came together 

for purposes of business and social interaction. Such assemblages of potential 

strangers create risks of misunderstanding and violence that are rarely present in the 

home, where the right to arms is at its most robust. As a result, the government’s 

authority to prohibit firearms and other weapons from places of public gathering 

has long been recognized.   

12. The principle that weapons can be prohibited from places of public

gathering found expression in early America in a manual for justices of the peace, 

which stated that peace officers had the authority to arrest those who “go or ride 

armed with unusual and offensive weapons . . . among any great Concourse of the 
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People.” James Davis, The Office and Authority of a Justice of the Peace 13 

(Newbern, James Davis 1774) (Exhibit 3). 

13. In the nineteenth century, as the nation’s size and population grew,

states increasingly enacted laws prohibiting firearms from places where the public 

gathered for social and commercial activity. This was due to numerous factors: 

urbanization, as more and more Americans began to reside in the close quarters of 

cities; the rise of a vibrant consumer market, including for firearms after the 

patenting of Samuel Colt’s design for the revolver in 1857; and concerns about 

violence in the growing number of public places where people assembled. After the 

Civil War, the United States saw an explosion of public places in which people 

came together for social activity, entertainment, and commerce: ballrooms for 

socializing and dancing, circuses for amusement and fun, parks for recreation and 

leisure, race tracks for action and gaming. See Steve Sequin, Elephants & Pink 

Lemonade: The Evolution of the Circus in 19th Century America, 21 THE MIRROR –

UNDERGRADUATE HISTORY JOURNAL 106, 118-120 (1992); Natalie Zacek, Spectacle 

and Spectatorship at the Nineteenth Century American Racetrack, 14 EUR. J. AMER.

STUDIES 4 (2019).  

14. By adopting new laws restricting guns in these and other places,

lawmakers were not innovating. They were maintaining a tradition of regulating 

weapons in new places of public gathering that had gained popularity.  

15. Sensitive places laws were part of a larger wave of nineteenth century

gun regulation that swept the nation in response to gun violence. See Robert J. 

Spitzer, Gun Law History in the United States and Second Amendment Rights, 80 L. 

& Contemp. Probs. 55 (2017). A common feature of this nineteenth century 

regulation was the prohibition on firearms and other weapons in places where the 

public assembled for social and commercial interaction. The laws of numerous 

states prohibited guns in “any public gathering,” “social gathering,” “ballroom,” 

and any “other public assembly of the people.”  
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16. In 1869, for example, Tennessee lawmakers prohibited the carrying of

deadly weapons “concealed or otherwise” at elections or at “any fair, race course, 

or other public assembly of the people.” 1869 Tenn. Pub. Acts 23 (Exhibit 4). 

17. Tennessee was hardly unique in its prohibition on weapons in places

where the public congregated.  In 1870, Georgia lawmakers prohibited the carrying 

of deadly weapons “to any court of justice, or any election ground or precinct, or 

any place of public worship, or any other public gathering in this State, except 

militia muster-grounds.” 1870 Ga. Laws 421 (Exhibit 5). Prohibited weapons 

included “any dirk bowie-knife, pistol or revolver, or any kind of deadly weapon.” 

Id. 

18. Texas passed a law in 1870 that barred the carrying of firearms and

other weapons in a wide range of sensitive places where the public gathered. The 

law prohibited bringing “[a] bowie knife, dirk or butcher knife, or firearms, whether 

known as a six-shooter, gun, or pistol of any kind” into a lengthy list of public 

gathering places: “any church or religious assembly, any school room or other place 

where persons are assembled for educational, literary or scientific purposes, or into 

a ballroom, social party or other social gathering composed of ladies and 

gentlemen, or to any election precinct on the day or days of any election, where any 

portion of the people of this State are collected to vote at any election, or to any 

other place where people may be assembled to muster or to perform any other 

public duty, or any other public assembly. . . .” 1870 Tex. Gen. Laws 63 (Exhibit 

6). In adopting these provisions, Texas was not an outlier but one of a number of 

states that responded to gun violence by regulating guns in sensitive places where 

the public gathered. 

19. In 1879, Missouri lawmakers also enacted a sensitive places law.

Missouri’s law was nearly identical to Texas’s regulation, prohibiting any person 

from carrying concealed “any deadly or dangerous weapon” into “any church or 

place where people have assembled for religious worship, or into any school room 
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or place where people are assembled for educational, literary or social purposes, or 

to any election precinct on any election day, or into any court room during the 

sitting of court, or into any other public assemblage of persons met for any lawful 

purpose, other than for militia drill or meetings called under the militia law of this 

state . . . .” 1879 Mo. Laws 224 (Exhibit 7). 

20. Oklahoma also adopted a broad sensitive places law that protected the

safety of people who congregated in certain public places. That state’s 1890 law 

prohibited the carrying of weapons “into any ball room, or to any social party or 

social gathering,” among other places. Article 47: Concealed Weapons, in Statutes 

of Oklahoma 1890, at 495-96 (Will T. Little, L.G. Pitman, & R.J. Barker eds., 

1891) (Exhibit 8).  

21. These laws testify to the clear existence of a state’s authority to

regulate and restrict dangerous weapons from places of public gathering and 

assembly. Lawmakers did not simply single out one or two isolated places where 

firearms would pose a unique danger but broadly recognized the threats posed by 

firearms in nearly any place where people came together. The burden imposed by 

these laws was significant: taken together, the numerous sensitive places identified 

by the statutes made gun carrying unlawful in many areas of public life where law-

abiding citizens gathered.   

22. The breadth of the era’s prohibition on firearms at “social gatherings”

or “any public assemblage of persons” was the not the result of poor or incautious 

drafting. The laws were carefully enough drawn to include clear exceptions to their 

carry prohibitions: Texas’s 1870 law, for example, allowed the carrying of firearms 

by “any person or persons whose duty it is to bear arms on such occasions in 

discharge of duties imposed by law.” 1870 Tex. Gen Laws 63. Peace officers and 

militiamen carrying out their duties were therefore excluded from the prohibition on 

firearms. Lawmakers did not exempt anyone seeking to defend themselves; only a 

select group of people whose job it was to preserve the public safety and wellbeing 
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were allowed to carry in sensitive places.  Everyone else was to come to these 

places of public gathering unarmed. 

II. THERE IS A LONG HISTORY AND TRADITION OF RESTRICTIONS ON
WEAPONS IN PLACES OF AMUSEMENT AND RECREATION.

23. Today in California, among the popular places where the public

gathers for entertainment and amusement are sports arenas, stadiums, casinos and 

gaming establishments. These places of public amusement are similar to places 

frequently identified by nineteenth century gun regulations as too sensitive to allow 

weapons. Tennessee, for example, barred the carrying of firearms and other 

weapons, “concealed or otherwise,” from “any fair, race course, or other public 

assembly of the people.” 1869 Tenn. Pub. Acts 23. 

24. Oklahoma’s 1890 law specified that weapons were prohibited from

“any . . . place where persons are assembled . . .  for amusement,” and “any circus, 

show or public exhibition of any kind.”  Article 47: Concealed Weapons, in 

Statutes of Oklahoma 1890, at 495-96 (Will T. Little, L.G. Pitman, & R.J. Barker 

eds., 1891) (emphasis added). Circuses, public exhibitions, and entertainment 

shows were places designed to provide amusement to large groups of people, 

potentially strangers, and the existence of weapons tended to undermine the 

recreational and social purposes of such events. 

25. The need to make sure that guns were kept out of places where the

public congregated for purposes of amusement led lawmakers in Texas to amend 

that state’s 1870 sensitive places legislation the very next year. In 1871, the state 

legislature added to the list of sensitive places where weapons were not allowed 

“any circus, show, or public exhibition of any kind.” 1871 Tex. Gen. Laws 25 

(Exhibit 9). 
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III. THERE IS A LONG HISTORY AND TRADITION OF REGULATION TO REDUCE
THE DANGER OF MIXING ALCOHOL AND FIREARMS.

26. One concern driving sensitive places regulation was the danger posed

by intoxicated people carrying weapons in public. An intoxicated person has 

diminished capacity to exercise careful and deliberate judgment, which is especially 

worrisome when that person is carrying a deadly weapon.  Nineteenth century 

lawmakers commonly – and correctly – viewed the risk of intoxicated people with 

weapons in public as a serious danger to the community that required a 

governmental response. 

27. The threat that mixing alcohol and weapons posed was partially

remedied by historic laws that prohibited intoxicated persons from carrying 

firearms in public altogether. For example, Kansas in 1867 barred the carrying of 

firearms by “any person under the influence of intoxicating drink.”  1867 Kan. 

Sess. Laws 25 (Exhibit 10). In 1883, Missouri prohibited people from public carry 

“when intoxicated or under the influence of intoxicating drinks.” 1883 Mo. Laws 

76 (Exhibit 11).  Wisconsin, in 1883, made it “unlawful for any person in a state of 

intoxication to go armed with a pistol or revolver.” Sanborn, Arthur, et al., 

Annotated Statutes of Wisconsin 2226 (1889) (Exhibit 12). Mississippi prohibited 

the sale of “any weapon” to “any . . .  person intoxicated.” 1878 Miss. Laws 175 

(Exhibit 13). 

28. Other laws went further, prohibiting the carrying of weapons in places

where alcohol was likely to be served. One reason “ballrooms,” “social parties,” 

and “social gatherings” were deemed sensitive was because of the likely presence 

of alcohol. In some instances, lawmakers went out of their way to make this 

assumption of access to alcohol in social gatherings explicit. While still a territory, 

New Mexico in 1853 prohibited “any person to enter said Ball or room adjoining 

said ball where Liquors are sold, or to remain in said balls or Fandangos with 
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firearms or other deadly weapons, whether they be shown or concealed upon their 

persons.” 1852 N.M. Laws 68 (Exhibit 14). 

29. Further illustration of this concern and the lawmaking authority to

address it through carry restrictions is offered by a New Orleans ordinance of 1879. 

Fearing the threats posed by gun carriers with impaired judgment due to alcohol 

consumption, the city made it unlawful “for any person to carry a dangerous 

weapon, concealed or otherwise, into any . . . tavern.” 1879 New Orleans, La., Gen. 

Ordinances, tit. I, ch. 1, art. 1, reprinted in Jewell’s Digest of the City Ordinances 

Together with the Constitutional Provisions, Act of the General Assembly and 

Decisions of the Courts Relative to Government of the City of New Orleans 1-2 

(Edwin L. Jewell, ed., New Orleans, L. Graham & Son 1882) (Exhibit 15).  

30. San Antonio, a commercial center, adopted a similar sensitive places

restriction that barred any person from carrying “a bowie-knife, dirk, or butcher-

knife or any fire arms or arms, whether known as six-shooter, gun or pistol of any 

kind,” or any “brass-knuckles, slung shot, club, loaded or sword cane, or any other 

weapon of offence or defence” into “any bar-room, drinking saloon or any other 

place where people resort for business or amusement.” An Ordinance, San Antonio 

Express, Dec. 23, 1870 (Exhibit 16).  

31. None of the laws prohibiting the carry of weapons into public

gatherings or taverns provided exemptions for people who were not themselves 

consuming alcohol on the premises. Historically, state and municipal governments 

had the recognized authority to restrict carry in the place, regardless of any 

particular individual’s decision to consume or abstain from alcohol. The premises 

themselves were off limits to the firearms of everyone except those with a specific 

legal duty to have them. The mere threat of intoxication from being at parties, 

social gatherings, or taverns was historically sufficient to justify the prohibition on 

firearms.  
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IV. SENSITIVE PLACES RESTRICTIONS BARRING WEAPONS IN PLACES OF
PUBLIC GATHERING HAVE LONG BEEN CONSIDERED CONSISTENT WITH
THE CONSTITUTIONAL RIGHT TO BEAR ARMS.

32. States that adopted sensitive places legislation typically also had

protections in their state constitutions for the right to bear arms. For whatever 

controversies surrounded the meaning of the Second Amendment, the state 

constitutional guarantees clearly protected an individual right. Lawmakers who 

enacted sensitive places legislation were not defying the right to bear arms but 

adhering to a core tenet of it: they applied the historical tradition of regulatory 

authority to define sensitive places to apply to a new set of increasingly popular 

places of public gathering.  While firearms were valuable for self-defense, they 

were not appropriate to bring into many public establishments where people 

congregated. 

33. As far as I am aware, no court in the nineteenth century held sensitive

places legislation to be unconstitutional under the Second Amendment or similar 

state constitutional guarantees. Nor is there any nineteenth century legal 

commentary of which I am aware that calls these sensitive places restrictions into 

constitutional question.  

34. Although laws restricting weapons in sensitive places were so widely

accepted that there are few reported court cases involving legal challenges to such 

laws, Texas’s sensitive places law was the subject of a lawsuit that made it to the 

state supreme court. English v. State, 35 Tex. 473 (1872), involved, among other 

things, a prosecution of William Daniels, who had attended a church service with a 

butcher knife.  Daniels was convicted and his lawyer argued that the sensitive 

places law violated the Second Amendment and the Texas Constitution’s guarantee 

of the right to bear arms, which provided that “Every person shall have the right to 

keep and bear arms, in the lawful defence of himself or the State, under such 

regulations as the Legislature may prescribe.” Tex. Const. of 1869, art. I, § 13. The 

Texas Supreme Court upheld the law and Daniels’s conviction, writing that “it 
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appears to us little short of ridiculous, that any one should claim the right to carry 

upon his person any of the mischievous devices inhibited by the statute, into a 

peaceable public assembly, as, for instance into a church, a lecture room, a ball 

room, or any other place where ladies and gentlemen are congregated together.” 

English, 35 Tex. at 478-79. 

35. The Texas Supreme Court in English also noted that Texas’s sensitive

places law was not unique to that state: “This law is not peculiar to our own state, 

nor is the necessity which justified the enactment (whatever may be said of us to the 

contrary) peculiar to Texas. It is safe to say that almost, if not every one of the 

states of this Union have a similar law upon their statute books, and, indeed, so far 

as we have been able to examine them, they are more rigorous than the act under 

consideration.” English, 35 Tex. at 479. 

CONCLUSION 

36. The Second Amendment permits states to prohibit firearms from

sensitive places, including new places that were not themselves historically 

restricted, so long as the burden on the right is comparable in effect and 

justification. 

37. Among the places historically deemed sensitive, and in which firearms

were prohibited, were places where the public gathered for social activity, 

commerce, and amusement, including establishments where alcohol was served. 

Although the particular places where such activity took place in the nineteenth 

century were not precisely the same places as where such activity takes place today, 

they were deemed sensitive for similar reasons of public safety. 

38. Sensitive places restrictions have historically been understood as

consistent with constitutional protections for the individual right to bear arms. 

/ / 

/ / 

/ / 
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I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the United States of 

America that the foregoing is true and correct. 

Executed on October 30, 2023, at Los Angeles, CA 90029. 

______________________ 

Adam Winkler  
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Connell Professor of Law 2020-current.
Professor of Law. 2007-2020.
Acting Professor of Law. 2002 -2007.

* UNIVERSITY OF SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA LAW SCHOOL
Lecturer in Law. 2001-2002.

* LOYOLA LAW SCHOOL LOS ANGELES
Adjunct Professor. Fall 1998. 

* THE HONORABLE DAVID R. THOMPSON, UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS FOR THE NINTH CIRCUIT 
Law Clerk.  1995 - 96.  San Diego, CA.

* KATTEN MUCHIN ZAVIS & WEITZMAN
Attorney at Law. 1993 - 94.  Los Angeles, CA.

SCHOLARSHIP
Books
* WE THE CORPORATIONS: HOW AMERICAN BUSINESSES WON THEIR CIVIL RIGHTS (Liveright 2018).

National Book Award Finalist, National Book Critics Circle Award Finalist, ABA Legal Gavel 
Award Finalist, and California Book Award Finalist.

* GUNFIGHT: THE BATTLE OVER THE RIGHT TO BEAR ARMS IN AMERICA (W.W. Norton 2011).
* ENCYCLOPEDIA OF THE AMERICAN CONSTITUTION, 2d edition (Macmillan 2000) (6 volumes).

Associate Editor.  N

Articles/Book Chapters
* Racist Gun Laws and the Second Amendment, 135 Harvard Law Review Forum 537 (2022).
* Corporate Personhood and Constitutional Rights for Corporations, 54 New England Law Review 23

(2019).
* Bank of the United States v. Deveaux and the Birth of Constitutional Rights for Corporations,

43 Journal of Supreme Court History 210 (2019).
* Is the Second Amendment Becoming Irrelevant?, 93 Indiana Law Journal 253 (2018).
* Citizens United and the Corporation in Politics, in CORPORATIONS AND AMERICAN DEMOCRACY

(N. Lamoreaux & W. Novak, eds., 2017).
* , 48 Tulsa Law Review 275 (2013).
* The Scope of Regulatory Authority Under the Second Amendment, in Reducing Gun Violence in

America (D. Webster & J. Vernick, eds. 2013) (co-authored with Lawrence Rosenthal).
* The Standardless Second Amendment, 5 Advance 107 (2011) (co-authored with Tina Mehr).
* Free Speech Federalism, 108 Michigan Law Review 153 (2009).
* -22, 56 UCLA Law Review 1551 (2009).
* Running on the Constitution, 8 Election Law Journal 151 (2009).
* Civil Rights: The Heller Case, 4 NYU Journal of Law & Liberty 293 (2009).
* Book Review: Saul Cornell, A WELL-REGULATED MILITIA, 26 Law & History Review 441 (2008).
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Articles (continued)
* ,

54 UCLA Law Review 1931 (2007).
* Corporate Personhood and the Rights of Corporate Speech,

30 Seattle University Law Review 863 (2007).
* Scrutinizing the Second Amendment, 105 Michigan Law Review 683 (2007).
* Fundamentally Wrong About Fundamental Rights, 23 Constitutional Commentary 227 (2006).
* Fatal in Theory and Strict in Fact: An Empirical Analysis of Strict Scrutiny in the Federal Courts,

59 Vanderbilt Law Review 793 (2006).
* The Reasonable Right to Bear Arms, 17 Stanford Law & Policy Review 597 (2006).
* ,

92 Georgetown Law Journal 871 (2004).
* Corporate Law or the Law of Business? Stakeholders and Corporate Governance at the End of

History, 67 Law & Contemporary Problems 109 (2004) (reprinted in B. CHEFFINS, THE HISTORY 
OF MODERN U.S. CORPORATE GOVERNANCE (2011)).

* McConnell v. FEC, Corporate Political Speech, and the Legacy of the Segregated Fund Cases,
3 Election Law Journal 361 (2004).

* A ,
76 New York University Law Review 1456 (2001).

* ation in the State Courts, 1886-
1915, 100 Columbia Law Review 873 (2000).

* The Corporation in Election Law, 32 Loyola Law Review 1243 (1999).
* Just Sanctions, 21 Human Rights Quarterly 133 (1999).
* Beyond Bellotti, 32 Loyola Law Review 133 (1998).
* Book Review: Austin Sarat, ed., RACE, LAW, AND CULTURE: REFLECTIONS ON BROWN V.

BOARD OF EDUCATION, 21 Ethnic and Racial Studies 1191 (1998).
* The Independence of Judges, 46 Mercer Law Review 795 (1995) (co-authored with James B. Zagel).
* Sounds of Silence: The Supreme Court and Affirmative Action, 28 Loyola Law Review 923 (1995).
* Postmodernism and Dworkin: The View from Half-Court,

17 Nova Law Review 799 (1993) (co-authored with Joshua Davis).
* Expressive Voting, 68 New York University Law Review 330 (1993).

SELECTED OPINION & FEATURES 
* Corporate Political Conscience, New Republic, April 30, 2018.
* th-Century Lie, Atlantic, March 5, 2018.
* What Rights Should Corporations Have?, Wall Street Journal, March 1, 2018.
* Of Course We Need to Talk About Gun Violence, Los Angeles Times, Oct. 6, 2017.
* Disarming the NRA, New York Review of Books, Oct. 5, 2017.
* Guns, New York Times, June 13, 2016.
* The Secret History of Guns, Atlantic, September 1, 2011.
* The Guns of Academe, New York Times, April 14, 2011.

SELECTED MEDIA APPEARANCES

* Face the Nation; NBC Nightly News; ABC News; CNN; The NewsHour; Fresh Air with Terry Gross;
All Things Considered; Morning Edition; Brian Lehrer Show; Marketplace.

PUBLIC SERVICE
* BRENNAN CENTER FOR JUSTICE. Board of Directors. 2001-current.
* PLANNED PARENTHOOD ADVOCACY PROJECT LOS ANGELES. Board of Directors. 2001- current.
* AMERICAN CONSTITUTION SOCIETY. Board of Directors. 2015-2020.
* ANTI-DEFAMATION LEAGUE. Legal Advisor, Summer Intern Program. 2002-2016.

HONORS_________
* Phi Beta Kappa Scholar, 2021-2022.
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