
Whites w/o college degrees in SS 
Nate Silver, 1-25-2017 ["The Electoral College Blind Spot," FiveThirtyEight, 

http://fivethirtyeight.com/features/the-electoral-college-blind-spot/] JSM, accessed: 4-30-2017 

 

But the “emerging Democratic majority” had a lot of flaws, some of which had been pointed out 

by data-savvy journalists for years. (See for example Real ClearPolitics’s Sean Trende, The 

Upshot’s Nate Cohn, and FiveThirtyEight contributor David Wasserman.) One basic problem 

with the theory is that while white voters without college degrees might have been 

declining as a share of the electorate, they still represented a hugely influential group 

and significantly outnumbered racial minorities in the electorate. According to 

Wasserman’s estimates, 42 percent of voters are whites without college degrees. By 

comparison, 27 percent of voters are nonwhite. If white noncollege voters were to start 

voting Republican by the same margins that minorities voted for Democrats, Democrats were 

potentially in a lot of trouble, even if they also made gains among college-educated whites. 

 

Furthermore, whites without college degrees are overrepresented in swing states as 

compared to the country as a whole. Sure, there were some exceptions, such as Virginia. But 

in the average swing state — weighted by its likelihood of being the tipping-point state — 

whites without college degrees make up an average of 45.3 percent of the electorate, 

higher than their 41.6 percent share nationwide. That’s a big part of why Clinton won the 

popular vote while losing the Electoral College. 

 

 Presidential policy spills over and affect the whole federal gov 
Hudak, John. "The politics of Federal Grants: Presidential influence over distribution of Federal 

Funds.” Center for the Study of Democratic Institutions at Vanderbilt University, Jan. 2011. Web. 

1 Mar. 2017. <https://www.vanderbilt.edu/csdi/research/CSDI_WP_01-2011.pdf>  

 
Federal spending comes in several forms. Some types of spending are strictly controlled by legislation and offer Congress 

substantial control over distribution. For example, formula grants are allocated according to an often complex statutory equation. 

These formulas factor population, capacity and need into their allocation schemes. However, political considerations such as 

legislative seniority and coalition building also influence these formulas (Lee and Oppenheimer 1999). Other types of 

spending offer presidents more discretion to control outcomes. Executive agencies 

allocate discretionary federal grants totaling about 100 billion dollars yearly. Congress 

often delegates power to the executive branch because it both increases the time 

members can spend on other issues. Moreover, presidents are not passive recipients of 

delegated power, but they and their copartisans in Congress often have a preference for 

greater discretion. Through the president’s role in the legislative process, he can gain 

discretionary concessions in exchange for his signature (Cameron 2000; Krehbiel 1999 

McCarty 2000; Volden 2002). When presidents are given discretion, they have a direct 

impact on policy areas, with little if any Congressional control (Epstein and O’Halloran 

1999; Huber and Shipan 2002). Beyond simply having the discretionary authority to influence 

distributive politics, the president may be well-positioned and equipped to deal with these micro-

level allocation decisions. In fact, presidents have both active and indirect means of 

influencing distributive outcomes in a manner consistent with his electoral preferences. 

http://fivethirtyeight.com/features/the-electoral-college-blind-spot/
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First, the president oversees a bureaucracy that is large and filled with experts on every policy 

issue. The expertise and ability of the bureaucracy to handle micro-level policy decisions is one 

reason Congress delegates certain powers to the executive branch. These individuals 

serving beneath a web of political appointees are charged with administering the government. 

Presidential appointees are agency executives who serve at the pleasure of the president 

and in many institutions wield final decision making authority over fund distribution. 

These actors are more easily motivated toward producing policy that reflects presidential 

preferences. In the context of this project, presidential electoral interests are easily understood 

based on the competitiveness of states in previous elections, and appointees will be astute to 

such sensitivities. Second, presidents have a host of tools to control the bureaucracy, 

including presidential directives, executive orders, and signing statements. Further, 

presidential preferences are easily communicated and carried out through pressure from 

the White House, the Office of Management and Budget and political appointees (see 

Gordon n.d.; Lewis 2008; Wood and Waterman 1991). In fact, Gordon demonstrates that White 

House staff can effectively convey the preferences of the president to political 

appointees regarding the allocation of federal funds and that such pressure can have an 

impact on distributive outcomes.2 Moreover, OMB or its subsidiary branches within federal agencies require 

approval of many discretionary grant criteria and the language used in requests for proposals, adding an addition layer of influence 

the grants process. In addition to more active and direct means by which presidential preferences can influence policy outcomes, 

indirect mechanisms in the process can also have an impact. First, agencies understand the value of 

presidential support in terms of maintenance of funding levels, protection from 

reorganization or closure, and attention to priorities. Responsiveness to presidential 

electoral interests could function as means of continuing, gaining or rehabilitating 

presidential support. Next, shared ideological or policy goals between a president and agency can also motivate 

enhanced agency responsiveness. This ideological alignment means a conservative agency such as the International Trade 

Administration (ITA) would prefer to work with a Republican president rather than a Democratic one. As such, ITA decision makers 

may be more willing to use the levers of policy making to support a friendly president’s electoral goals. For these reasons, 

presidents are well positioned to engage in the micro-level policy decisions involved in the distribution of federal funds. Further, 

legislative discretion offers presidents the power to influence distributive outcomes in order to pursue their goals. Finally, the 

electoral pressures that presidents face provide the incentive to rely on the powers of their office and access to resources in order to 

enhance their electoral prospects 

Swing States Policy Skew 

Electoral college causes candidates to ignore the south – causes 

death from health care breakdown 
Mac Mccann, 12-10-2015 [Reporter, cited by NPR, The Washington Post, The Atlantic as well as The Atlantic’s City Lab, 

Reason, and The Daily Dot, published in The Dallas Morning News, The Chicago Tribune, Newsday, The Houston Chronicle, The 

Charlotte Observer, The Seattle Times, Sun-Sentinel, The Huffington Post, The Austin American-Statesman, Reason, Complex, 

The Albany Times-Union, Virgin Islands Daily News, OC Weekly, OnFaith, Phoenix New Times and The Daily Texan, among others, 

"The Electoral College and Race in America," https://macmccanntx.com/2015/12/10/the-

electoral-college-and-race-in-america/] MJS 4-10-2017 

 

Because of the Electoral College’s winner-take-all system, not only can certain groups be 

ignored, they can be actively disregarded. Especially in the former Confederacy, voting is very racially polarized 

(Hoffman, 940). In 1948, 1960, and 1968, a few electors in the South voted for explicitly pro-segregation candidates. In 1948, for 

example, the Electoral College enabled the proudly racist Strom Thurmond to win a few states in the South, earning 7.34% of the 
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electoral vote despite only winning 2.41% of the national vote (Hoffman, 1014). In recent elections, the 

Republicans have consistently won the South, though Democrats still often receive over 35 

percent of the vote in the region (Enten). But the South’s embrace of the Republicans has coincided with racialized 

political polarization (Hoffman). For example, in 1948, Strom Thurmond ran as a Dixiecrat because the staunch segregationist 

opposed the more integrated policies of President Truman; and in 1964, Thurmond even switched over to the GOP because of his 

opposition to the 1964 Civil Rights Act. Writing for The Yale Law Journal, Matthew M. Hoffman notes that, in the past five 

presidential elections, “between 82% and 90% of black voters nationwide have voted for the Democratic candidate” (Hoffman). By 

contrast, Hoffman continues, “white voters have preferred the Republican candidate in every election since 1976, by margins 

ranging from 2% in 1992 to 29% in 1984” (Hoffman, 939). Notably, racial history still seems to play a role in politics. For example, 

while African-Americans nationwide overwhelmingly support Democrats, black voters in Alabama – part of the South – support the 

Democratic candidates to an even greater degree than black voters in California (Hoffman, 1004). For context, Hispanic voters are 

also generally loyal Democrats, but not to the same level as African-Americans (Hoffman, 1004). While the greatest 

concentration of black Americans is in the former Confederacy, where they make up 20 

to 37 percent of the population, the winner-take-all system leaves black Americans 

essentially without a vote (Edwards, 140). To quote Edwards, “Almost all African 

Americans in these [Southern] states vote for Democratic presidential candidates, but in 

a competitive election nationally, these states are likely to go Republican. The electoral 

college thus prevents the votes of African Americans in these states from contributing to the 

national totals of the Democratic candidate” (Edwards, 141). And this has real consequences. In 2000, for 

example, Al Gore won about 90 percent of the black vote, compared to George W. Bush’s 10 percent (Roper). Furthermore, Gore 

actually received more total votes than George W. Bush too. But, because of the Electoral College, Bush won the South’s electoral 

votes and the election. I would argue that the Electoral College, by enabling candidates to essentially 

ignore racial minorities, discourages politicians from adequately addressing their 

problems and concerns. Racial minorities tend to face disadvantages across the board 

compared to white Americans. Furthermore, according to a ranking of each state’s healthcare 

system done by the Commonwealth Fund, “Southern states scored especially poorly across 

all of the dimensions,” which included insurance coverage, avoidable hospital stays, 

vaccination rates, obesity rates, and more (Khazan). And while the region struggled all 

around, the Deep South’s racial and ethnic minorities “faced some of the widest disparities 

relative to the national average across all of the indicators assessed in [the Commonwealth 

Fund’s] Equity dimension” (Khazan). One such example of national inequality is the mortality 

rate for black Americans, which is about 18 percent higher than it is for white Americans 

(Michaels). This inequality affects (and has been affected by) politics. If black mortality rates would’ve been similar to white 

mortality rates between 1970 and 2004, then an estimated million more black Americans would’ve voted in the 2004 election, 

according to a study done by The University of Michigan’s Arline Geronimus (Michaels). Geronimus noted that chronic health 

conditions, which afflict black people more than whites, were linked to most premature black deaths (Michaels). Geronimus explains 

the importance of her study: “If you’re losing a voting population, you’re losing the support for the policies that would help that 

population. As long as there’s this huge inequality in health and mortality, there’s a diminished voice to speak out against the 

problem” (Michaels). 

 

Swing States disengage 80% of American Voters→ Hurts Democracy 

+ Disincentivizes Campaigning 

Thomas Cronin, Robert Loevy, October 22, 2016 [Denver Post, 

http://www.denverpost.com/2016/10/22/colorado-was-a-swing-state-but-now-weve-got-the-

blues/ ]  // MRS 

 

Thus only eight of the 50 states and two congressional districts are having a “real” 

presidential election at the present time. That leaves more than 40 states out of the 
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competition. That means, for 80 percent or more of American voters, there are no 

candidate speeches and rallies, minimal television commercials, and no getting to meet 

potential White House occupants in a rope line. Is this really the right way for a 

constitutional democracy to function? 

[...] 

And there’s the problem. Once a candidate has 55 percent or more of the vote in a state, 

based on past election data and polling, there is little point in campaigning there. The 

candidate is going to get all of that state’s electoral votes no matter how many more 

votes he or she may win there. 

 

7.3% more grants to swing states 
Hudak, John. "The politics of Federal Grants: Presidential influence over distribution of Federal 

Funds.” Center for the Study of Democratic Institutions at Vanderbilt University, Jan. 2011. Web. 

1 Mar. 2017. <https://www.vanderbilt.edu/csdi/research/CSDI_WP_01-2011.pdf>  

 

Do presidents use federal grants to help win elections? While a significant amount of 

research examines whether political actors allocate funds for electoral reasons, most focuses on 

legislators’ influence. This paper argues that the president and his subordinates 

strategically direct federal funding toward electorally competitive states. It uses a newly 

compiled database that includes all federal project grants from 1996-2008 to examine the 

distribution of grant money across the 50 states. It finds that the executive branch delivers more 

money and grants to swing states than all other states. Further, the proximity of a presidential 

election enhances this swing state bias in the distribution of funds. The paper concludes that 

presidential electoral interest drives the distribution of funds and, that scholars must consider 

the role of the president in studies of distributive politics. 

[...] 

Table 2 shows the estimates of the number of grants regressed on state competitiveness and 

timing and a set of controls. In this table, both models are estimated in identical fashion except 

that model 1 uses a three-part measure of state competitiveness, while model 2 employs a 

dichotomy. The analysis indicates that swing states receive between 7.3% and 7.6% more 

grants than do other states. Additionally, using this measure of competitiveness, core and lost 

cause states are statistically indistinguishable, suggesting the executive branch focus in the 

distribution of grants is on electorally competitive states. This swing state benefit translates to 

substantial gains for a state. For example, Tennessee in 2007 was a core state and received 

4110 federal grants. These results suggest that if Tennessee were a swing state it would see 

more than 300 additional grants in that year alone. 

 

 

No cross regional appeal - 4/5 states are straight up ignored 
Koza 2013 [John Koza is PhD in computer science and Stanford professor of computer science, 

electrical engineering, and medicine, “Every Vote Equal: A State-Based Plan for Electing the 

President by National Popular Vote”, NPV Press, <http://www.every-vote-

equal.com/sites/default/files/everyvoteequal-4th-ed-2013-02-21.pdf>] MJS 
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Far from ensuring that presidential candidates reach out to all states, the current state-

by-state winner-take-all method of electing the President resulted in four out of five 

states being ignored in the 2012 general-election campaign for President. In 2012, Obama 

conducted campaign events in just eight states after being nominated, and Romney did so in only 10 states.  In 2012, only 12 states 

received even one post-convention campaign event involving a presidential or vice-presidential candidate. Two thirds of the 

presidential and vice-presidential post-convention campaign events were conducted in just four states in 2012 (Ohio, Florida, 

Virginia, and Iowa). Only three of the 25 smallest states received any attention in the post-convention campaign period in 2012. The 

South is largely ignored in presidential elections because of the state-by-state winner-take-all system. Advertising spending was 

also heavily concentrated in the 12 states where the presidential and vice-presidential candidates held post-convention general 

election campaign events in 2012. Campaign field offices were also heavily concentrated in the 12 states where the presidential and 

vice-presidential candidates held post-convention general-election campaign events in 2012. The number of 

battleground states has been consistently shrinking in recent decades. 

[...] 

Because of state winner-take-all statutes (i.e., awarding all of a state’s electoral votes to the 

candidate who receives the most popular votes in each separate state), four out of five states 

and four out of five Americans were systematically ignored in the general-election 

campaign for President in 2012. The reason that four out of five states are ignored is that 

presidential candidates have no incentive to visit, advertise in, organize in, poll in, or pay 

attention to the voters in states where they are comfortably ahead or hopelessly behind. 

There is simply no benefit to a presidential candidate to spend his limited campaigning time and 

money visiting, advertising in, and building a grassroots organization in a state in order to win 

that state with, say, 58% of a state’s popular vote as compared to, say, 55%. Similarly, it does 

not help a presidential candidate to lose a state with 45% of a state’s popular vote as compared 

to, say, 42%. Because of this political reality, candidates understandably concentrate their 

attention on a small handful of closely divided battleground states. As a general rule, a state 

needs to be approximately in the 46% –54% range (and preferably closer) to be worthy of 

attention in the general-election campaign for President.159 Because most political polls 

have a margin of error of plus or minus 3% or 4%, another way to state this informal rule-of-

thumb is to say that battleground states are those where the difference between the candidates 

is inside the margin of error of a typical political poll. 2004 Presidential Campaign: In 2004, the 

presidential candidates concentrated two-thirds of their campaign events and money in 

the post-convention general election campaign in just five states, 80% in just nine states, 

and 99% in just 16 states. That’s hardly “reach[ing] out to all the states.” 2008 Presidential 

Campaign In the spring of 2008—even before the nominating process was completed—the 

major political parties acknowledged that there would be only about 14 battleground states in 

2008.160 In the 2008 post-convention general election campaign, candidates concentrated over 

two-thirds of their campaign events and ad money in just six states, and 98% in 15 

states.161 All of the campaign events occurred in just 19 states. Table 9.1 shows the 

states in which the presidential and vice-presidential candidates held their 300 post-convention 

general election campaign events in 2008. The table is sorted according to Obama’s percentage 

of the two-party vote in order to highlight the fact that the states that received campaign events 

are those where the two-party vote was close (that is, the states where Obama’s percentage of 

the two-party vote was near 50%).162 The data comes from the Washington Post campaign 

tracker and was compiled by FairVote. The data cover the period from September 5 to 

November 4, 2008. 



[...] 

2012 Presidential Campaign The number of battleground states has been declining for 

many decades, as detailed in FairVote’s 2005 report entitled The Shrinking Battleground. 170 

This shrinkage continued into the 2012 presidential election. 

[...] 

The top eight battleground states shown in table 9.3 accounted for 96% of the 253 

campaign events. They had a combined population of 56,334,828 out of the total U.S. 

population of 309,785,186 (according to the 2010 census). That is, these eight states had 

18.1% of the nation’s population. 

 

Splits 

Demographic change and small state bias means dems will win 

popular vote but lose electoral college — splits will accelerate 
Siegel 11/17/16 [Mark Siegel, Peabody Award winner; former Deputy Assistant to US President; former 

Exec Director Democratic National Committee; has taught at NYU Center for Global Affairs, George 

Washington and American universities, “The Popular Vote-Electoral College Disconnect: The New 

Normal?”, Huffington Post, <http://www.huffingtonpost.com/mark-siegel/the-popular-vote-

electora_b_13057660.html>] //CJC 

 

From the creation of our Constitution until 2000 the winner of the popular vote was also selected 

President by the Electoral College except in three cases. But in the five elections since 2000, 

the anomaly of the popular vote winner not prevailing in the Electoral College has 

occurred twice, in both the Gore-Bush 2000 election and last week in Clinton-Trump. As we 

see a renewed public discussion about the value of the Electoral College to the American 

poliitical system, it’s useful to understand why Electoral College inversions may be the “new 

normal”. The previous exceptions to the popularly winning candidate also being elected 

president were Andrew Jackson’s 30,000 vote margin over John Quincy Adams in 1824, 

Samuel J. Tilden’s 250,000 margin over Rutherford B. Hayes in 1876, and Grover Cleveland’s 

90,000 margin over Benjamin Harrison in 1888. These accounted for three of 52 US 

presidential elections. In the elections since 2000, Al Gore had a 547,000 vote margin over 

George Bush in 2000, and Hillary Clinton will have an apparent 2,000,000 or so vote margin 

over Donald Trump in 2016 when all votes are counted. Thus in the last five presidential 

elections, we have seen this result 40 percent of the time. What had been an historical 

aberration has now become the new normal. As both a political scientist and a political 

practitioner, I anticipate that this trend may continue and possibly accelerate over the next 

decades. The Electoral College, by the deliberate design of the Founders, overrepresents 

small states. The number of Electors is equal to a state’s representation in the House and Senate. At the Constitutional Convention in 1787 the Southern states 

feared domination by the more populous northern states. As a counterbaance, the South demanded that its slaves be counted as part of each state’s population in determining 

representation in the House of Representatives and in the Electoral College. The infamous “Three Fifths Compromise” addressed this concern. For purposes of representation 

in Congress and the Electoral College, slaves were to be considered as three-fifths of free men. This moral anomaly allowed slaves in the South to be treated as livestock 

economically and socially, but partially human for political purposes. Richard L. Leffler, Professor Emeritus of History at the Univeristy of Wisconsin, writes that “using electors 

based on representation in Congress obviously gave the South the benefit of their slaves whereas direct election did not. It’s likely that if slaves were not counted in apportioning 

electors, Adams would have defeated Jefferson in 1800, which is the argument Garry Wills make in ‘Negro President’.” But the Electoral College envisioned by our Founding 

Fathers bears little resemblance to the Electoral College that will convene on December 19, 2016 to select Donald Trump as the 45th president of the United States. Where 

Hamilton envisioned an Electoral College comprising trustees exercising independent judgment, the College has become a group of party loyalists who automatically ratify their 

state results. Hamilton proposed the Electoral College in his June 18, 1787 “plan of governement” before the Constitutional Convention in Philadelphia. Later, in Federalist 68 
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Hamilton defended a construct for Presidential Electors that he believed would preclude a presidential candidate with “Talents for low intrigue, and the little arts of popularity.” 

Hamid Khan, Professor of Law at the University of South Carolina, quotes Hamilton as writing that Electors were to be “the most capable of analyzing the qualities adapted to 

the station and acting under circumstances favorable to deliberation and to a judicious combination of all the reasons and inducements which were proper to govern their 

choice.” Electors were to “possess the information and discernment requisite to such complicated investigation as to...afford as little opportunity as possible to tumult and 

disorder.” Hamilton even added that Electors were to prevent “the desire in foreign powers to gain an improper ascendant in our councils.” Hamilton’s genius, so delightfully 

captured on Broadway, also apparently extended to clairvoyance. There are currently 538 votes in the Electoral College - 435 votes reflecting the House and roughly correlating 

with each state’s population. The 100 Electoral College votes reflecting the Senate do not. (The District of Columbia has three Electoral College votes.) Wyoming has the 

smallest state population in the U.S. - 582,000 people and three Electoral College votes. The state with the largest population is California with 39,145,000 citizens and 55 

Electoral College votes. A vote for President in Wyoming is thus almost 400 percent of that of a vote in California. Despite periodic calls for the elimination of the Electoral 

College, (especially after the electoral inversions of 2000 and 2016), it is highly improbable, most likley impossible, that smaller states would agree to a constitutional 

amendment to provide for the direct election of President. It seems that for better or worse, we are stuck with this sytem. The Electoral College system 

has inherent problems for both the Democratic and Republican Parties, albeit for totally different 

reasons. The blue state map of the results of the 2016 election shows a Democratic Party 

primarily of the East Coast and the West Coast and some big cities in between. That 

geography includes a majority of US citizens and voters, but not a majority of the 

Electoral College. If Democrats cannot win back the support of working class whites who shifted Pennsylvania, Michigan and Wisconsin to Trump the inversion 

would likely repeat. At this time, when the full counting is completed, Hillary Clinton is expected to have received approximately 64 million votes and Donald Trump 

approximately 62 million. She will have won California by about five million votes, New York by about two million. Trump won Michigan by about 11,000 votes, Wisconsin by 

23,000, and Pennsylvania by 76,000. These data alone explain the lack of correlation between Secretary Clinton’s clear popular vote margin and Donald Trump’s substantial 

Electoral College margin. The PEW Foundation recently released a political survey that suggests that the 

demographic advantage of the Democratic Party will continue to grow and accelerate. But 

I believe it will make blue states much bluer without substantially impacting the 

demography and political orientation of red states. PEW indicates that on election day 

demographically 48 percent of the country was Democratic and 44 percent Republican. But the 

groups that are predicted to grow in the American electorate are clearly Democratic leaning 

(Hispanics, Asians, non-white mixed race). PEW predicts that the black percentage of the 

electorate will remain stable. But there will be dramatic decreases in groups that comprise the 

Republican base including white Evangelicals, white Catholics, whites with no college. This is a 

trend that is consistent over decades. In 1992 the voting electorate was 88 percent white, in 

2000 80 percent, in 2004 79 percent, in 2008 76 percent, in 2012 73 percent and in the 2016 

exit poll 70 percent. There is no reason to think that Democrats will not continue to do very 

well in the popular vote. In fact all evidence points to Democrats increasing their national 

party identification margin. But - given the composition of the industrial midwest - there 

is also no evidence that this will consistently translate into an Electoral College majority. 

So there is good news and bad news for both the Democratic and Republican parties. For the 

Democrats, demography does indeed seem to be destiny. But the most direct effect is for 

blue states on the coasts to become bluer and bluer, thus promising little short-term 

impact on the Electoral College result. Democrats need to address the real concerns of their historical base (workers) while continuing to 

maintain their new base (minorities and the highly educated). For the Republicans, the Electoral College Democratic “blue wal l” has been breached, but only barely. If 

Republicans can consolidate their new white working class voters in the industrial midwest, they may be able to sustain an Electoral College advantage. But the clock is ticking. 

Demography is not on their side. Only 55,000 votes switched from Trump to Clinton in Pennsylvania, Michigan and Wisconsin would have given Clinton the Electoral College as 

well as the popular vote. And continued Republican success in places like North Carolina, Georgia, Florida, Arizona and Texas may elude them as these electorates become 

more dominated by minorities. Even deep-red Texas is expected to become “minority majority” within eight years. It remains to be seen if Electoral College/popular vote 

dichotomies will become the new normal. But it is safe to believe that unless the system is changed or the 

demographic composition of our parties is reversed, we will see more, not fewer 2000 

and 2016 outcomes. 

 

Splits in the EC and PV kills cred, accelerates China rise, ruins 

alliances and makes adversaries more aggressive 
Bremmer 12/19/16 [Ian Bremmer is global research professor at NYU, president of the Eurasia Group, 

and political scientist. “The 2016 Election Damaged U.S. Credibility Abroad”, National Interest, 

<http://nationalinterest.org/feature/the-2016-election-damaged-us-credibility-abroad-18789>] //CJC 

http://nationalinterest.org/feature/the-2016-election-damaged-us-credibility-abroad-18789


 
THE GOOD news for the world’s only remaining superpower is that the greatest injuries tend to be self-inflicted. That is, as they say, also the bad news. This was true well 

before Donald Trump won the presidential election. The race to the White House will be remembered for its exceptional divisiveness and brutality—and for ending in a surprise 

plot twist. Hillary Clinton and Donald Trump were the most disliked presidential candidates in the history of polling. Before a single vote had been cast, America’s reputation had 

taken a massive hit in the eyes of the world. America’s overreaction to 9/11 marked the greatest damage to U.S. international  standing since the Cold War. The 2016 campaign 

now claims that honor. And it still remains to be seen what damage a Trump presidency will do to American global leadership (if that’s even something President-elect Trump 

cares about). I’m hopeful that Trump will grow into the office he has just won. Hope dies last, after all. But it doesn’t help that Trump won the 

Electoral College but lost the popular vote. That questionable mandate, combined with 

the further polarization that will inevitably follow, constitutes a serious national-security 

challenge because it will cast further doubt over U.S. leadership and its political 

legitimacy. The worst that Trump can do is pretend that divisiveness doesn’t exist and operate 

as if handed a blank check by the American people. And for the record, I would be saying the 

exact same thing had Clinton won. Why does tarnishing U.S. credibility constitute a national-

security threat? Because it means that your allies are less likely to back you, and your 

enemies are more likely to think they can damage you. And that means your enemies will 

try harder than ever to do just that. For all the noise the media has made about Donald Trump and Vladimir Putin’s budding romance, Russia 

has been tactically engaged in hybrid attacks against the United States for months. Putin may be an admirer of Trump’s, but he’s never been a friend of America’s. Moscow’s 

goal was never to steal the election, but to undermine the sense of American exceptionalism, the crown jewel of which is the peaceful transition of power from one president to 

the next. Had Clinton won and Trump refused to concede, there would have been jubilation in the Kremlin. Instead, Moscow now gets to play the long game—give Donald 

Trump enough rope, and he will hang American exceptionalism himself, while Russia portrays itself as a friend. That’s the rea l worry. China is in an even 

better position than Russia. Beijing was already setting up alternate institutions to the U.S.-led 

order, like the Asian Infrastructure Investment Bank that was established to compete with the 

Washington-based IMF and World Bank. Suddenly, China looks like the only remaining 

sane and stable economic power the world has to offer, and its Asian neighbors—who 

had a lot riding on the United States and the ill-fated Trans-Pacific Partnership—are much 

more likely to play ball with Beijing. So is the rest of the world.  

 

The U.S. is a key player in human rights issues 

 Freedom House ’12 (Freedom House, a U.S.-based non-governmental organization that conducts 

research and advocacy on democracy, political freedom, and human rights, “Ten Critical Human Rights 

Challenges for the Next American President”, The Connect U.S. Fund, 

https://freedomhouse.org/sites/default/files/Ten%20Critical%20Human%20Rights%20Challenges%20For

%20The%20Next%20American%20President.pdf, 8/13/2012) //CJC 

U.S. leadership is critical to effectively address international human rights issues. 

International responses¶ to gross violations and systematic abuses of human rights 

around the world tend to have the greatest¶ impact when the United States plays a 

prominent role or is otherwise actively engaged in promoting a¶ rights-based response. 

Multilateral human rights institutions similarly make the greatest progress in¶ drawing 

attention to abuses and maintaining human rights standards when the United States 

exercises¶ leadership.¶ Human rights affect almost every aspect of U.S. engagement abroad. 

Governments that abuse human¶ rights make unstable and unreliable partners across the range 

of U.S. interests, from business to arms¶ control to counter-terrorism. By strengthening the 

protection of human rights, the United States not only¶ promotes its own values but also 

advances its strategic interests. 

 

US leadership key to future of democracy—stops rise of authoritarian 

powers 

https://freedomhouse.org/sites/default/files/Ten%20Critical%20Human%20Rights%20Challenges%20For%20The%20Next%20American%20President.pdf
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Robert Lieber, prof of gov’t and int’l affairs at Georgetown, Sept 2, 2007 “Persistent Primacy and The 

Future of the American Era, 

https://www.researchgate.net/publication/262960137_Persistent_primacy_and_the_future_of_the_Americ

an_era] //CJC 

 

One more component of threat to the global liberal democratic order concerns what Azar  

Gat has termed the rise of authoritarian capitalist powers. In his view, radical Islam, is 

actually a lesser threat in that it fails to offer a viable alterative to modernity, though he does 

take seriously  the potential use of WMD, especially by terrorist groups. However, Gat argues 

that the more dangerous challenge stems from the rise of China and Russia, both of which 

represent an alternative path to modernity. He concludes, that while either country could 

eventually evolve in a more democratic direction, United States continues to be the key actor 

for the future of liberal democracy. In his words, “As it was during the twentieth century, the 

U.S. factor remains the greatest guarantee that liberal democracy will not be thrown on 

the defensive and relegated to a vulnerable position on the periphery of the international 

system. 

 

US Heg Good —democracy 

Ferguson, July/August 2004 [Niall Ferguson, “A World Without Power,” FOREIGN POLICY Issue 143, 

http://foreignpolicy.com/2009/10/27/a-world-without-power/]  //AKC 

 

Second, American power gives the United States the ability to spread democracy and other elements of its 

ideology of liberalism: Doing so is a source of much good for the countries concerned as well as the United States because, as John Owen noted on these pages in the Spring 2006 issue, liberal democracies are 

more likely to align with the United States and be sympathetic to the American worldview.( n3) So, spreading democracy helps maintain U.S. primacy. In addition, once states are 

governed democratically, the likelihood of any type of conflict is significantly reduced. This 

is not because democracies do not have clashing interests. Indeed they do. Rather, it is because they are more open, more transparent and 

more likely to want to resolve things amicably in concurrence with U.S. leadership. And so, in 

general, democratic states are good for their citizens as well as for advancing the interests of the United States. Critics have faulted the Bush Administration for attempting to spread democracy in the Middle East, 

labeling such aft effort a modern form of tilting at windmills. It is the obligation of Bush's critics to explain why :democracy is good enough for Western states but not for the rest, and, one gathers from the 

argument, should not even be attempted. Of course, whether democracy in the Middle East will have a peaceful or stabilizing influence on America's interests in the short run is open to question. Perhaps 

democratic Arab states would be more opposed to Israel, but nonetheless, their people would be better off. The United States has brought democracy to Afghanistan, where 8.5 million Afghans, 40 percent of 

them women, voted in a critical October 2004 election, even though remnant Taliban forces threatened them. The first free elections were held in Iraq in January 2005. It was the military power of the United 

States that put Iraq on the path to democracy. Washington fostered democratic governments in Europe, Latin America, Asia and the Caucasus. Now even the Middle East is increasingly democratic. They 

may not yet look like Western-style democracies, but democratic progress has been made in Algeria, Morocco, Lebanon, Iraq, Kuwait, the Palestinian Authori ty and Egypt. By 

all accounts, the march of democracy has been impressive. Third, along with the growth in the number of democratic states around the world has been the growth of the global 

economy. With its allies, the United States has labored to create an economically liberal worldwide 

network characterized by free trade and commerce, respect for international property 

rights, and mobility of capital and labor markets. The economic stability and prosperity 

that stems from this economic order is a global public good from which all states benefit, 

particularly the poorest states in the Third World. The United States created this network not out of altruism but for the benefit and the 

economic well-being of America. This economic order forces American industries to be competitive, maximizes efficiencies and growth, and benefits defense as well because the size of 

the economy makes the defense burden manageable. Economic spin-offs foster the development of military technology, helping to ensure military prowess. Perhaps the 

greatest testament to the benefits of the economic network comes from Deepak Lal, a former Indian foreign service diplomat and researcher at the World Bank, who started his 

career confident in the socialist ideology of post-independence India. Abandoning the positions of his youth, Lal now recognizes that the only way to bring relief to desperately 

poor countries of the Third World is through the adoption of free market economic policies and globalization, which are facilitated through American primacy.( n4) As a witness 

to the failed alternative economic systems, Lal is one of the strongest academic proponents of American primacy due to the economic prosperity it provides. Fourth and finally, the United States, in 

seeking primacy, has been willing to use its power not only to advance its interests but to promote the welfare of people all over the globe.  
 

Slideback in Eastern Europe 
Ted Galen Carpenter, 12-16-2015 [senior fellow, "Eastern Europe’s Drift into Authoritarianism," 

Cato Institute, https://www.cato.org/publications/commentary/eastern-europes-drift-

authoritarianism] MJS 1-4-2017 
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There are alarming signs that some NATO members are spurning the democratic 

foundations of the alliance. The situation is worst with respect to Turkey. Not only has the 

government of President Recep Tayyip Erdogan displayed blatant dictatorial tendencies, but 

Ankara’s foreign policy (including its ongoing flirtation with ISIS) is also a textbook example of 

duplicity. 

[...] 

But the cancer of authoritarianism within NATO is not confined to Turkey. At least two other 

members, Hungary and Poland, are also exhibiting worrisome symptoms. Hungarian 

Prime Minister Viktor Orban has made a reputation as a leader vehemently opposed to 

immigrants coming into his country. His views are so extreme that critics within the European 

Union brand them as xenophobic. 

[...] 

But it is Orban’s treatment of domestic political opponents that has set off even louder alarm 

bells. His government has conducted a crackdown on human rights groups that is not far 

removed from the behavior of Vladimir Putin’s regime in Russia. Over the past few years, 

harassment of media outlets, civil organizations and other critics of Orban’s rule has steadily 

grown. In rhetoric reminiscent of Putin, Orban asserts that such groups are “paid political 

activists attempting to assert foreign interests in Hungary.” The prime minister now even touts 

the alleged virtues of autocracy, citing China, Russia, Singapore, and Turkey, as models 

of successful countries that Hungary should consider emulating. 

[...] 

Poland is the latest addition to the roster of NATO countries drifting toward autocracy. 

The electoral victory of the right-wing Law and Justice Party in October has ushered in a 

number of troubling developments. The new government promptly pardoned the notorious head 

of the country’s security services, who had received a prison sentence for various abuses of 

power. But the most alarming measure occurred when the new government ignored several 

rulings of Poland’s Constitutional Court. One of the rulings invalidated the government’s attempt 

to replace five judges with five new appointees. The prime minister and his colleagues defied 

the court and sat the new justices anyway. It was a brazen maneuver that surpassed U.S. 

President Franklin D. Roosevelt’s notorious court-packing scheme and would have made even 

that renowned player of political hardball blush. 

Civic Engagement 

Non-voters are minorities — higher turnout helps them 
Citrin 2003 [Jack Citrin is political science professor at UC Berkeley, “What if Everyone Voted? 

Simulating the Impact of Increased Turnout in Senate Elections”, American Journal of Political Science, 

<https://www.researchgate.net/profile/John_Sides/publication/227605053_What_If_Everyone_Voted_Sim

ulating_the_Impact_of_Increased_Turnout_in_Senate_Elections/links/0c96052d3f74aea136000000.pdf>] 

//CJC 

 

It is commonplace to bemoan the low level of turnout in American elections. Many believe that 

this signifies public disinterest in and disenchantment from political life. Others worry that 

https://www.researchgate.net/profile/John_Sides/publication/227605053_What_If_Everyone_Voted_Simulating_the_Impact_of_Increased_Turnout_in_Senate_Elections/links/0c96052d3f74aea136000000.pdf
https://www.researchgate.net/profile/John_Sides/publication/227605053_What_If_Everyone_Voted_Simulating_the_Impact_of_Increased_Turnout_in_Senate_Elections/links/0c96052d3f74aea136000000.pdf


officials elected by a declining segment of eligible voters will lack legitimacy. There is thus a 

plethora of ostensibly nonpartisan, civic-minded proposals intended to increase voter turnout. 

Yet despite the consensual rhetorical support for increased turnout, support for specific reforms 

tends to break down along party lines. The conventional wisdom is that since nonvoters in 

America are drawn disproportionately from the poor, the working class, and ethnic 

minorities—groups that tend to support Democrats—higher turnout would produce more 

Democratic votes.1  

[...]  

This article outlines a new methodology for projecting the consequences of higher turnout for 

American party politics. By simulating the outcomes of Senate elections under alternative 

turnout scenarios, we revisited the proposition that increasing the level of voter participation 

would benefit Democratic candidates and, by implication, promote government policies 

aimed at benefiting ethnic minorities, low-income, and working-class citizens. The initial 

conclusion of our simulations is that there are indeed meaningful differences in the partisan 

leanings of voters and nonvoters.  

 

Civic engagement is key to democracy 
Gilman 1/31/17 [Hollie Gilman is a writer for Vox News, “For democracy to survive, it requires civic 

engagement”, Vox News, <http://www.vox.com/polyarchy/2017/1/31/14458966/democracy-requires-civic-

engagement>] //CJC 

 

Beneath the acrimony, everyone seems to agree that citizens need a greater voice in our 

democracy. But both sides face a common challenge: Neither the marchers nor the president they detest have articulated a coherent set of mechanisms to translate 

their passionate rhetoric into concrete initiatives, programs, or policies that actually empower citizens. How do we bring citizens into democracy? Americans were accustomed to 

a longstanding model: institutions and their leaders as the stalwart of democracy. Not even a week into Trump’s presidency, many folks are left wide-eyed with the realization 

that our civic institutions are not going to work without consistent citizen pressure and activism to protect them. At a time when citizens’ faith in 

institutions and democracy is at all-time lows; we each need to be vigilant and actively 

engaged. Civic engagement is not just for creating better policies but also for 

reinvigorating democratic practice — this is an underlying condition of our current 

political dysfunction. There are tools from our democratic “arsenal” to support this new relationship between Americans and their government. Regardless 

of how we proceed, this is going to take work, and there isn’t a panacea. The new dynamic between the government and citizens is not going to fix itself. It is not going to be 

fixed by a new policy or a new government official. There is now no choice but to engage in a multigenerational project 

to reinvigorate American democracy. First, individual citizens can hold power to account by 

bringing new and relevant facts into the public light. People can serve as watchdogs, 

activists for truth, and monitors of governance. Individual people can serve as more credible 

truth tellers than other parts of society that are viewed as beholden to special interests or 

lobbying. From photographing police violence to tracking public documents online (e.g., through the Freedom of Information Act) to ensuring that elected officials 

maintain their campaign promises, individuals can become purveyors of truth and put pressure on institutions and elected officials. Take, for example, India’s Mumbai Votes, 

where information crowdsourced by students and activists on elected officials is viewed as credible and reliable information, often in contrast to biased paid news. In an 

environment of declining institutional trust, there is a vacuum of facts. Individual people empowered with a smartphone or even a microphone can be the purveyors of truth and 

can leverage that information to hold government accountable. Second, citizens can revitalize the power of diverse 

community-based organizations. For a long time, these organizations weaved the vibrant 

fabric of America civic and communal life. Alexis de Tocqueville’s writings about early American 

life included the potency of civic associations for strengthening democracy. One component of 

these organizations was the ability for people to come together across different ideologies and 

beliefs. 

http://www.vox.com/polyarchy/2017/1/31/14458966/democracy-requires-civic-engagement
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Direct democracy increases turnout and political knowledge 
Tolbert 2003 [Caroline Tolbert is a political science professor, “Enhancing Civic Engagement: The Effect 

of Direct Democracy on Political Participation and Knowledge”, State Politics and Policy Quarterly, 

<http://www.jstor.org/stable/pdf/40421477.pdf>] //DNP + CJC 

 

What is the impact of direct democracy on citizens* political participation and knowl- 

edge? Progressive Era reformers and normative theorists have argued that institu- tional 

procedures allowing citizens a more direct role in government decision- mak- ing will increase 

civic engagement, broadly defined. Using American National Election Studies data for 1996, 

1998, and 2000, we test this hypothesis. Our multi- variate analysis suggests that exposure to 

ballot initiatives increases the probability of voting, stimulates campaign contributions to 

interest groups, and enhances po- litical knowledge. However, we find that the impact of the initiative process on po- litical 

participation and knowledge varies with electoral context. Scholars, journalists, and practitioners have long debated the merits of citizen law-making, as practiced in 24 of the 

American states. While most empirical research on ballot initiatives has focused on the role of spe- cial interests and the initiative's direct effect on policy outcomes and minority 

rights (Bowler, Donovan, and Tolbert 1998; Schräg 1998; Smith 1998; Ger- ber 1999; Broder 2000; Ellis 2002), the indirect "educative value" of the pro- cess has received far 

less attention from scholars (Munro 1912, 22). This is especially true with respect to how the process might enhance civic engage- ment, one of the earliest concerns of direct 

democracy advocates. Does the initiative process lead to an informed, active electorate, as Progressive Era pro- ponents predicted? We use American National Election 

Studies (NES) sur- vey data from 1996, 1998, and 2000 to assess this the indirect effect of expo- sure to ballot initiatives on Americans' participation in and knowledge about 

public affairs. Our analysis suggests that direct democracy does indeed pro- mote civic 

engagement, but that its effects vary with the electoral context.  

[...]  

Two recent studies using aggregate state-level data conclude that direct democracy has a 

positive effect on voter turnout. Examining state ballots from 1972 to 1996, Smith (2001) finds that the presence of "salient" initia- tives and 

popular referenda - those with a high percentage of front-page newspaper coverage devoted to them on the day following the election - increases turnout in midterm elections 

by roughly 3 percent over states with- out direct democracy, but not in presidential election years. Similarly, using pooled time-series data for the 50 states from 1970 to 1996, 

Tolbert, Grum- mel, and Smith (2001) find that states with more initiatives on the ballot have higher voter turnout in both presidential 

(roughly 4 percent) and midterm elections (roughly 8 percent) than states without the 

proces 

[...]  

While the direct effects of ballot initiatives on policy outcomes and minority rights continue to be 

investigated by numerous scholars, we have begun to test the claims of direct democracy 

proponents of indirect, or educative, effects of the process on civic engagement. Lending 

support to arguments made by both Progressive Era reformers and contemporary normative scholars, our analysis indicates that people in states with frequent exposure to 

ballot ques- tions were more likely to vote in the 1996 presidential and 1998 midterm elec- tions.6 Consistent with previous aggregate-level research, we 

find that ballot initiatives may have the most impact in low-information elections, such as midterm elections and non-competitive presidential elections, as initiatives provide 

voters with additional political information. Simulated probabilities (King, Tomz, and Wittenberg 2000) suggest that each additional initiative on the state ballot 

increases the probability of a person voting by 1 percent, hold- ing all other factors in the model constant.7 Thus, an 

individual residing in a state with four initiatives on an election ballot is estimated to have a four percentage point higher probability of voting in that election than if the same 

individual resided in a state with no initiatives on the ballot. Furthermore, our analysis suggests that exposure to ballot initiatives also increases a person's propensity to donate 

money to interest groups in mid- term elections. And, when state issue elections and federal election campaigns are related to one another, such as in 1996, we find that 

exposure to ballot initiatives increases a person's general political knowledge. Thus, the elec- toral 

context influences the effect that the state initiative process has on civ- ic engagement. Our 

study has important implications for the normative assessment of the impact of direct 

democracy on political representation. If ballot initia- tives enhance a citizen's political 

participation and knowledge, it bolsters the case for participatory models of governance, 

including recent proposals for national direct democracy mechanisms in the United 

States ( Wolfensberger 2000)  

 

http://www.jstor.org/stable/pdf/40421477.pdf


Direct democracy causes political trust — think they can control 

politics and incentivizes politicians to act differently 
Fatke 2012 [Matthias Fatke is a political science professor, “Direct democracy and political trust: 

Keeping political authorities on a short leash?”, University of Bern, 

<http://paperroom.ipsa.org/papers/paper_13703.pdf>] //DNP + CJC 

 

This paper investigates the relationship between the formal extensiveness of direct democratic 

institutions, their actual use and political trust. Theoretically, the presence of direct 

democratic institutions may enhance trust through two mechanisms: First, by increasing 

a citizen’s perception that he or she is able to control and correct political authorities. 

Second, because they serve as an incentive for political authorities to act trustworthy—

which in turn, leads to more favorable trust judgments among individuals. In combination, 

these two mechanisms should be responsible for a positive relationship between direct 

democratic rights and political trust. In contrast, explanations connecting the actual use of direct 

democratic institutions with trust seem to be less convincing  

[...] 

In our study, we argue that extensive formal direct democratic rights increase political trust 

in two ways. First, by increasing a citizen’s perception that he or she is able to control 

and correct the political authorities. Second, because their presence serves as an 

incentive for political authorities to act trustworthy—which in turn leads to better trust 

judgments among individuals. In combination, these two mechanisms should be responsible 

for a positive relationship between extensive direct democratic rights and political trust. In 

contrast, explanations connecting the actual use of direct democratic institutions with trust are 

not convincing. This abstract framework is then tested with a concrete empirical example, 

namely individuals living in Swiss cantons. We arrive at the conclusion that the presence of 

direct democratic institutions does indeed increase political trust- However, the actual use 

of these institutions does not.  

 

Direct democracy boosts the economy — labor productivity, 

government effectiveness, less corruption 
Voigt 2009 [Stefan Voigt is a professor of economic policy, “The Economic Effects of Direct Democracy - 

A Cross-Country Assessment”, Public Choice, 

<https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Stefan_Voigt2/publication/4985529_The_Economic_Effects_of_Dir

ect_Democracy_-_A_Cross-Country_Assessment/links/02e7e52b4105fd4fca000000.pdf>] //DNP + CJC 

 

This is the first study that assesses the economic effects of direct democratic institutions on 

a cross country basis. Most of the results of the former intra-country studies could be confirmed. 

On the basis of some 30 countries, a higher degree of direct democracy leads to lower total 

government expenditure (albeit insignificantly) but also to higher central government revenue. 

Central government budget deficits are lower in countries using direct democratic 

institutions. As former intra-country studies, we also find that government effectiveness is 

higher under strong direct-democratic institutions and corruption lower. Both labor and 

total factor productivity are significantly higher in countries with direct democratic 

institutions.  
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Turnout increases under PV — non swing state voters feel like they 

matter 
Koza 2013 [John Koza is PhD in computer science and Stanford professor of computer science, electrical 

engineering, and medicine, “Every Vote Equal: A State-Based Plan for Electing the President by National 

Popular Vote”, NPV Press, <http://www.every-vote-equal.com/sites/default/files/everyvoteequal-4th-ed-

2013-02-21.pdf>] //CJC 

 

MYTH: A national popular vote would decrease turnout. QUICK ANSWE R: • In 2012, voter 

turnout averaged 11% higher in battleground states than in spectator states. Therefore, 

one would reasonably expect that voter turnout would rise in the four out of five states 

that are currently ignored by presidential campaigns if the President were elected on the 

basis of the national popular vote. MORE DETAILE D ANSWER: Curtis Gans, in a speech at the National Civic Summit in Minneapolis on July 

17, 2009, asserted that a national popular vote would decrease voter turnout in presidential elections. In 2012, Curtis Gans and Leslie Francis said: “By its very size and scope, 

a national direct election will lead to nothing more than a national media campaign, which would propel the parties’ media consultants to inflict upon the entire nation what has 

been heretofore limited to the so-called battleground states: an ever-escalating, distorted arms race of tit-for-tat unanswerable attack advertising polluting the airwaves, 

denigrating every candidate and eroding citizen faith in their leaders and the political process as a whole.” “Because a direct election would be, by definition, national and 

resource allocation would be overwhelmingly dominated by paid television advertising, there would be little impetus for grass-roots activity. That, in turn, would likely diminish 

voter turnout.”535 [Emphasis added] These criticisms of direct election of the President ignore the political reality 

that presidential campaigns under the current system are “media campaigns” that are 

“dominated by paid television advertising.” Under the current state-by-state winner-take-all 

system, presidential campaigns cater to the approximately 60,000,000 people living in the 

closely divided battleground states. The fact that 240,000,000 other Americans are ignored 

because they live in spectator states does not change the fact that present-day campaigns are 

“media campaigns” among the 60,000,000 people who matter. The claim by Gans and Francis that voter turnout would suffer 

under a national popular vote is contrary to the evidence about voter turnout from numerous studies over the years. In 2012, voter turnout was 11% higher in the battleground 

states than in the remainder of the country. Professor Michael P. McDonald of George Mason University computed voter turnout for each state and the nation as a whole.536 

Based on the 130,234,600 ballots that were counted in the November 2012 elections, the national turnout rate was 59.4%. Voter turnout in the nine battleground states 

identified by the Cook Political Report in its October 18, 2012, electoral scorecard (table 1.18) was as follows: • 71.1% in Colorado, • 63.6% in Florida, • 70.2% in Iowa, • 57.2% 

in Nevada, • 70.9% in New Hampshire, • 65.2% in North Carolina • 65.2% in Ohio • 66.9% in Virginia, and • 72.5% in Wisconsin. The average voter turnout in the nine 

battleground states was 67.0%—11% higher than the 59.4% rate for the nation as a whole. In America Goes to the Polls: A Report on Voter Turnout in the 2008 Election, the 

Nonprofit Voter Engagement Network found that in 2008 “Voter turnout in the 15 battleground states averaged seven points higher than in the 35 non-battleground states.”537 

[Emphasis added] Concerning the 2004 election, Daniel E. Bergan reported in Public Opinion Quarterly that “Battleground states had turnout rates that are five percentage 

points higher than those of nonbattleground states.”538 [Emphasis added] 536The figures are from the web page entitled “2012 General Election Turnout Rates” found at 

http://elections. gmu.edu/Turnout_2012G.html on December 31, 2012. The voter turnout figures are those for the number of ballots that were counted, except for Wisconsin 

where the highest office turnout rate was used. 537America Goes to the Polls: A Report on Voter Turnout in the 2008 Election. Nonprofit Voter Engagement Network. 2008. 

538Bergan, Daniel E. et al. 2005. Grassroots mobilization and voter turnout in 2004. 69 Public Opinion Quarterly. Volume 69. Pages 760 and 772. Chapter 9—Section 9.25.1. | 

695 USA Today reported the following about the 2012 election: “Swing-state voters are a bit more enthusiastic about voting this year than those living elsewhere, perhaps 

reflecting the attention they’re given in TV ads and candidate visits. Nearly half of those in battleground states are extremely or very enthusiastic about voting for president this 

year.539 A 2005 Brookings Institution report entitled Thinking About Political Polarization pointed 

out: “The electoral college can depress voter participation in much of the nation. Overall, 

the percentage of voters who participated in last fall’s election was almost 5 percent higher than 

the turnout in 2000. Yet, most of the increase was limited to the battleground states. 

Because the electoral college has effectively narrowed elections like the last one to a 

quadrennial contest for the votes of a relatively small number of states, people elsewhere 

are likely to feel that their votes don’t matter.”  

 

 

Popular vote incentivizes boosting voter turnout, makes voting easier 
Amar 2016 [Akhil Reed Amar is a professor of law and political science at Yale University, 

“Should the Electoral College Be Abolished?” The New York Times, 16 November 2016, 
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http://www.nytimes.com/roomfordebate/2016/11/16/should-the-electoral-college-be-abolished] 

//ES 

Indeed, direct presidential election would harness state creativity in exciting ways. Currently, 

states have little incentive to encourage voting. A state gets a pre-set number of electoral votes 

regardless of voter turnout. But in a direct election system, states with higher turnout would 

have more clout in the final tally, giving state governments incentives to encourage 

voting. States may do this different ways — early voting in some states; same-day 

registration in others; making Election Day a holiday in still other jurisdictions. Federal 

oversight would be necessary to keep state competition within fair boundaries, but state 

creativity could drive a race to the top — democratic experimentalism and federalism at 

their best.  

 

Electoral college causes less turnout in small states 
Congressional Research Service, December 12, 2014, The National Popular Vote Initiative: 

Direct Election of the President By Interstate Compact, 

https://www.everycrsreport.com/files/20141212_R43823_4df94a11f0b45b91348c622a380b03d

a934c92a3.pdf] //CJC 

 

NPV advocates also maintain that the concentration of campaign resources, advertising, 

and candidate appearances in battleground states depresses turnout in “flyover” states. 

Every Vote Equal notes that in 2012, voter participation in battleground states, as identified 

by political commentator Charles Cook, averaged 67%, while nationwide turnout averaged 

59.4% in the nation as a whole.74 The NPV manifesto further cites a Brookings Institution study 

of the 2004 presidential election in support of its argument, “Because the electoral college 

has effectively narrowed elections like the last one to a quadrennial contest for the votes 

of a relatively small number of states, people elsewhere are likely to feel that their votes 

don’t matter.”75 It should be noted, however, that a range of other political, social, cultural, and 

economic factors may also contribute to the disparity in turnout between battleground and non-

battleground states.  

 

2 million more voters turn out under the EC 
Brett Gordon (Columbia) and Wesley Hartmann (Stanford), Apr 2013 ["Advertising Competition 

in Presidential Elections," http://www.econ.ucla.edu/alumniconf/Hartmann.pdf] MJS 3-27-2017 

 

Presidential candidates in the U.S. compete by strategically placing their advertisements across 

markets based on each state’s potential to tip the election. The winner-take-all nature of the 

Electoral College concentrates most advertising in battleground states, thereby ignoring the 

majority of voters. We evaluate the alternative of a direct vote which removes state-level 

contests and counts each vote equally in determining the president. Using data from 2000, we 

estimate an equilibrium model of advertising competition between presidential candidates. We 

solve for the equilibrium distribution of advertising under the direct vote to better evaluate the 

distortions of the Electoral College. We find that while states’ political preferences drive 

competition in the Electoral College, competition in a direct vote focuses on finding the cheapest 

http://www.nytimes.com/roomfordebate/2016/11/16/should-the-electoral-college-be-abolished
https://www.everycrsreport.com/files/20141212_R43823_4df94a11f0b45b91348c622a380b03da934c92a3.pdf
https://www.everycrsreport.com/files/20141212_R43823_4df94a11f0b45b91348c622a380b03da934c92a3.pdf
http://www.econ.ucla.edu/alumniconf/Hartmann.pdf


advertising targets. Nevertheless, the inclusion of less contentious states in the direct vote 

increases total expenditures by 25% and turnout by two million voters. 

 

 

Turnout key to equality 
McElwee, Sean. “WHY VOTING MATTERS: LARGE DISPARITIES IN TURNOUT BENEFIT 

THE DONOR CLASS.” Demos. 16 Sep 2015. <http://www.demos.org/publication/why-voting-

matters-large-disparities-turnout-benefit-donor-class>] //CJC  

In America today, public policy is deeply biased towards affluent white people, as numerous 

scholars have discovered.14 In light of the income and race differences, and the differing views, 

of voters and nonvoters, it seems logical and likely that voter turnout differences are a 

significant part of the problem of white-affluent bias in public policy.15 While it is difficult 

to entirely disentangle how much of this policy bias can be explained by differences in turnout, 

in fact there is strong evidence to suggest that more inclusive voting could help to shift 

public policy in a more inclusive and widely beneficial direction, particularly for working 

class and poor Americans and communities of color.  

[...] 

The research on democracy and policy suggests three broad lessons. First, those who vote 

have more representation than those who do not.43 Second, those who do not vote tend to 

have views that are more economically progressive than those who do vote. And third, voting 

plays a significant role in the distribution of government resources as well as the size of 

government and who benefits from public policies. Increasing and equalizing voter 

turnout is not a panacea for reducing inequality and achieving racial equity in public 

policy; it is one important factor among others, including the role of money in politics. But, 

as Robert Franzese argues, where turnout is low and unequal, politicians who already 

cater to big donors have an even stronger incentive to do so.44 He concludes that whether 

or not democracies respond to rising inequality is conditioned by the political 

participation of poorer people in the electorate.45 After the wealth of a country, voter 

participation and income inequality are the most important determinants of tax and transfer 

progressivity.46 As President Obama has argued, “It would be transformative if everybody 

voted. That would counteract money more than anything.”47 He is correct. 

 

High turnout key to helping the poor 
Sean Mcelwee, 2015 [, "Why Increasing Voter Turnout Affects Policy," Atlantic, 

https://www.theatlantic.com/politics/archive/2015/09/why-non-voters-matter/405250/] MJS 3-24-

2017 

 

It’s not just the demographics of voters and nonvoters that differ; so do their views. Four 

questions from the American National Elections Studies (ANES) data show a stark divide on 

issues related to economic inequality. Nonvoters tend to support increasing government 

services and spending, guaranteeing jobs, and reducing inequality—all policies that 

voters, on the whole, oppose. Both groups support spending on the poor, but the margin 

among nonvoters is far larger. Across all four questions, nonvoters are more supportive 

of interventionist government policies by an average margin of 17 points.    Measuring 

http://www.demos.org/publication/why-voting-matters-large-disparities-turnout-benefit-donor-class
http://www.demos.org/publication/why-voting-matters-large-disparities-turnout-benefit-donor-class
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these differences with other data sets produces similar results. I took numbers from Pew and 

YouGov comparing registered voters with the non-registered population. These polls were not 

taken close to elections, so registration can serve as a rough proxy for the voting and nonvoting 

population. The polls show the same dramatic differences. In every instance, net support for 

greater government intervention in economic affairs was higher for the non-registered 

populations—sometimes dramatically so. For instance, while net support for free community 

college was 7 points for the registered population, it was 46 points within the non-registered 

population. Since nonvoters tend to be younger, less white, poorer and more mobile than 

voters, this isn’t entirely surprising. But one reason these findings are so striking is that voters 

and nonvoters hold broadly similar views on a range of other controversial issues. Christopher 

Ellis, an assistant professor of political science at Bucknell, tells me that gaps on issues like 

abortion, immigration, and gun control are comparatively modest (he is supported by Pew 

research). But economic issues are different. That’s a remarkable finding, because there’s a 

mass of evidence to suggest that the views of voters play a hugely significant role in changing 

policy. Brian Newman and John Griffin, who have found that voters are “almost always 

more conservative” than nonvoters, have argued that, “increases in turnout may lead to 

greater policy liberalism.” While many scholars have focused on the rather pedestrian 

question of whether turnout would benefit Republicans or Democrats, Griffin and Newman 

argue that even beyond the party differences, “voter ideology substantially affects the way 

Senators cast votes.” They note, for example, that, “in states where voters are more 

conservative than nonvoters, Senators tend to be more conservative.” Other recent studies bear 

out the conclusion that, lobbyists and wealthy donors notwithstanding, elected politicians 

really do tend to act in accordance with the views of their electorates. One researcher, for 

example, found that higher turnout among the wealthy changes the legislative agenda: 

Policymakers spend less time on bills relating to housing, welfare and healthcare. They’re also 

likely to pass anti-predatory lending statutes, expand children’s health insurance, or increase 

the minimum wage. Conversely, another study finds that higher turnout among the poor 

leads to higher spending on welfare programs. Counties with higher turnout receive more 

funding from the federal government, while districts with lower turnout have less influence on 

the policy positions taken by their representatives. 

[...] 

Inequality creates a worrying double-bind: Low-income people become more supportive 

of interventionist policies, even as they drop out of the political system. The result is a 

troubling divergence between the economic views of the population as a whole, and the 

policies that voters and the politicians that they elect tend to favor. The simplest way to 

reverse that is to mobilize the great mass of potential voters who don’t currently head to 

the polls. Universal registration, Jan Leighley said, would lead to a “more serious conversation 

about economic inequality, and one that included a wider range of views.” 

[...] 

Higher turnout may lead to policies that somewhat better reflect the views of poor and 

middle-class Americans, but other factors will continue to favor the affluent. Members of 

Congress tend to come from white-collar occupations, and may therefore be less likely to 

support policies that benefit blue-collar workers. They are also wealthier than the average 

citizen, and perhaps unsurprisingly, more favorably inclined to policies like eliminating the estate 



tax that yield disproportionate benefits for the wealthy. More affluent Americans remain more 

likely to contact members of Congress, to work on campaigns, to donate to funds, or to have 

social networks that include elected officials. If higher turnout cannot change all of these factors, 

though, then lower turnout certainly exacerbates them. In low turnout elections, politicians 

are incentivized to cater to the interests of a small portion of the general public—in a 

system with near-universal voting, they might take into account a wider array of 

interests. After all, for what shall it profit a politician, if she shall gain a Super PAC, and 

lose her own seat? 

Civic engagement is the vital internal link to solving every existential 

problem- its try or die for the aff.  

Small 06 

(Jonathan, former Americorps VISTA for the Human Services Coalition,  “Moving Forward,” The Journal 

for Civic Commitment,  Spring, http://www.mc.maricopa.edu/other/engagement/Journal/Issue7/Small.jsp) 

//CJC 
What will be the challenges of the new millennium? And how should we equip young people to face these challenges? While we cannot be sure of the exact nature of the challenges, we can say unequivocally that humankind will 

face them together. If the end of the twentieth century marked the triumph of the capitalists, individualism, and personal responsibility, the new century will present 

challenges that require collective action, unity, and enlightened self-interest. Confronting global warming, 

depleted natural resources, global super viruses, global crime syndicates, and 

multinational corporations with no conscience and no accountability will require cooperation, openness, 

honesty, compromise, and most of all solidarity – ideals not exactly cultivated in the twentieth century. We can no longer suffer to see life through the tiny lens of our own existence. Never in 

the history of the world has our collective fate been so intricately interwoven. Our very 

existence depends upon our ability to adapt to this new paradigm, to envision a 

more cohesive society.  With humankind’s next great challenge comes also great opportunity. Ironically, modern individualism backed us 

into a corner. We have two choices, work together in solidarity or perish together 

in alienation. Unlike any other crisis before, the noose is truly around the neck of the whole world at once. 

Global super viruses will ravage rich and poor alike, developed and developing nations, white and black, woman, man, and child. Global 

warming and damage to the environment will affect climate change and destroy 

ecosystems across the globe. Air pollution will force gas masks on our faces, our 

depleted atmosphere will make a predator of the sun, and chemicals will invade and 

corrupt our water supplies. Every single day we are presented the opportunity to change our current course, to survive modernity in a manner befitting our better nature. 

Through zealous cooperation and radical solidarity we can alter the course of human 

events. Regarding the practical matter of equipping young people to face the challenges of a global, interconnected world, we need to teach cooperation, 

community, solidarity, balance and tolerance in schools. We need to take a holistic approach to education. Standardized test scores alone will not begin to prepare young people for the world 

they will inherit. The three staples of traditional education (reading, writing, and arithmetic) need to be supplemented by three cornerstones of a modern education, exposure, exposure, and more exposure. How can we teach 

solidarity? How can we teach community in the age of rugged individualism? How can we counterbalance crass commercialism and materialism? How can we impart the true meaning of power? These are the educational 

challenges we face in the new century. It will require a radical transformation of our conception of education. We’ll need 

to trust a bit more, control a bit less, and put our faith in the potential of youth to make sense of their world.  In addition to a declaration of the gauntlet set before educators in the twenty-first century, this paper is a proposal and 

a case study of sorts toward a new paradigm of social justice and civic engagement education. Unfortunately, the current pedagogical climate of public K-12 education does not lend itself well to an exploratory study and trial of 

holistic education. Consequently, this proposal and case study targets a higher education model. Specifically, we will look at some possibilities for a large community college in an urban setting with a diverse student body.  Our 

guides through this process are specifically identified by the journal Equity and Excellence in Education. The dynamic interplay between ideas of social justice, civic engagement, and service learning in education will be the lantern 

in the dark cave of uncertainty. As such, a simple and straightforward explanation of the three terms is helpful to direct this inquiry. Before we look at a proposal and case study and the possible consequences contained therein, 

this paper will draw out a clear understanding of how we should characterize these ubiquitous terms and how their relationship to each other affects our study. Social Justice, Civic Engagement, Service Learning and Other Commie 

Crap Social justice is often ascribed long, complicated, and convoluted definitions. In fact, one could fill a good-sized library with treatises on this subject alone. Here we do not wish to belabor the issue or argue over fine points. For 

our purposes, it will suffice to have a general characterization of the term, focusing instead on the dynamics of its interaction with civic engagement and service learning. Social justice refers quite simply to a community vision and 

a community conscience that values inclusion, fairness, tolerance, and equality. The idea of social justice in America has been around since the Revolution and is intimately linked to the idea of a social contract. The Declaration of 

Independence is the best example of the prominence of social contract theory in the US. It states quite emphatically that the government has a contract with its citizens, from which we get the famous lines about life, liberty and 

the pursuit of happiness. Social contract theory and specifically the Declaration of Independence are concrete expressions of the spirit of social justice.  Similar clamor has been made over the appropriate definitions of civic 

engagement and service learning, respectively. Once again, let’s not get bogged down on subtleties. Civic engagement is a measure or degree of the interest and/or involvement an individual and a community demonstrate around 

http://www.mc.maricopa.edu/other/engagement/Journal/Issue7/Small.jsp)
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community issues. There is a longstanding dispute over how to properly quantify civic engagement. Some will say that today’s youth are less involved politically and hence demonstrate a lower degree of civic engagement. Others 

cite high volunteer rates among the youth and claim it demonstrates a high exhibition of civic engagement. And there are about a hundred other theories put forward on the subject of civic engagement and today’s youth. But one 

thing is for sure; today’s youth no longer see government and politics as an effective or valuable 

tool for affecting positive change in the world. Instead of criticizing this judgment, perhaps we should come to sympathize and even admire it. Author Kurt 

Vonnegut said, “There is a tragic flaw in our precious Constitution, and I don’t know what can be done to fix it. This is it: only nut cases want to be president.” Maybe the youth’s rejection of American politics isn’t a shortcoming but 

rather a rational and appropriate response to their experience. Consequently, the term civic engagement takes on new meaning for us today. In order to foster fundamental change on the systemic level, which we have already said 

is necessary for our survival in the twenty-first century, we need to fundamentally change our systems. Therefore, part of our challenge becomes 

convincing the youth that these systems, and by systems we mean government 

and commerce, have the potential for positive change. Civic engagement consequently takes on a more specific and political 

meaning in this context.  Service learning is a methodology and a tool for teaching social justice, 

encouraging civic engagement, and deepening practical understanding of a subject. 

Since it is a relatively new field, at least in the structured sense, service learning is only beginning to define itself. Through service learning students learn by 

experiencing things firsthand and by exposing themselves to new points of view. Instead of merely 

reading about government, for instance, a student might experience it by working in a legislative office. Rather than just studying global warming out of a textbook, a student might volunteer time at an environmental group. If 

service learning develops and evolves into a discipline with the honest goal of making better citizens, teaching social justice, encouraging civic engagement, and most importantly, exposing students to different and alternative 

experiences, it could be a major feature of a modern education. Service learning is the natural counterbalance to our current 

overemphasis on standardized testing. Social justice, civic engagement, and service 

learning are caught in a symbiotic cycle. The more we have of one of them; the more we have of all of them. However, until we 

get momentum behind them, we are stalled. Service learning may be our best chance to 

jumpstart our democracy. In the rest of this paper, we will look at the beginning stages of a project that seeks to do just that 

 

Low turnout causes polarization - only the extremists turnout 
Paul Steenkiste, 9-5-2014 [United States Common Sense is a non-partisan non-profit policy group dedicated to opening 

government data and resources to the public, developing data-driven policy analysis, and educating citizens about how their 

governments work, "The Effect of Voter Turnout on Political Polarization," United States Common 

Sense, http://uscommonsense.org/research/effect-voter-turnout-political-polarization/] MJS 3-

24-2017 

 

The majority of Americans are not as ideologically polarized as their representatives. A 

recent Pew poll found that only 21% of voting-age Americans are “consistently” liberal or 

conservative, while 39% reported their views as “mixed.” So how have the country’s elected 

officials come to hold more polarized views than the electorate? While the majority of 

Americans are politically moderate, the most polarized voters go to the polls in greater 

numbers, especially in primaries. The smaller the voter pool becomes, the more weight a 

single vote carries and the easier it becomes for an active, partisan minority to determine 

an election’s outcome. Thus, highly-polarized politicians come to represent a moderate 

constituency. According to Pew, moderates vote considerably less often than staunch liberals 

or conservatives (Figure 4). The Pew poll further found that “politically-active” individuals 

have ideological scores that are, on average, much further from the center of the political 

spectrum than the average American. Their ideologies, like legislators’, have become even 

more polarized over the past couple decades. It makes intuitive sense that those with the 

strongest ideologies show the most interest in voting. After all, they likely have the most passion 

for their candidates, the most defined stances on issues, and the most antipathy for the 

opposition. Political moderates, whose views tend to be milder and more ambivalent, often feel 

less compelled to vote. As a result, voters in the far wings of either party wield disproportionate 

influence in primary elections, nominating more polarized candidates who match their beliefs. 

http://uscommonsense.org/research/effect-voter-turnout-political-polarization/


[...] 

This trend suggests that potential voters consider whether their vote will actually matter. 

In smaller communities, every vote can be consequential, and therefore voters feel empowered. 

In contrast, in communities with many thousands or millions of people, it is easy for voters to 

feel inconsequential or ineffectual. As one Alpine resident explained, “I feel a sense of 

responsibility, I feel [my vote] would be missed if I didn’t [cast it], where maybe in a larger area 

you feel like you get lost in the shuffle.” This sense of significance likely helped spark the high 

turnout in Alpine and other low-density counties. 

[...] 

Over the past decade, voter turnout in primary elections in California has halved, from 54% in 

2000 to 25% this past June. Research and case studies show that when turnout is low, 

more-ideological candidates are chosen because the restricted voter pool allots 

disproportionate influence to more-ideological voters. This dynamic is especially 

problematic in California, which already has the most ideologically polarized state legislature in 

the country. Clearly, something must be done to increase voter turnout both in California and 

across the country. Reforms such as vote-by-mail, online voter registration, and same-day 

voter registration may be effective in breaking partisan gridlock and infusing constructive 

compromise into our political system. To ensure that our democratically-elected leaders truly 

represent the views of the public, we must engage and energize the average citizen to 

participate actively in the civic process and vote. 

 

Movements in swing states to split up by congressional district 
David Weigel Jan 2017 [, "Republicans in Minnesota, Virginia propose changes to their 

electoral college rules," Washington Post, https://www.washingtonpost.com/news/post-

politics/wp/2017/01/25/republicans-in-minnesota-virginia-propose-changes-to-their-electoral-

college-rules/?utm_term=.4b77e7f284d2] MJS 3-24-2017 

 

Republicans in two swing states lost by President Trump in 2016 have introduced 

legislation that would have benefited Trump in the 2016 election, by splitting up their 

electoral votes by congressional districts instead of awarding them statewide. In 

Minnesota, Speaker of the House Kurt Daudt has introduced a bill that would assign one 

electoral vote to each of the state's districts, and two to the winner of the statewide popular vote. 

In Virginia, Rep. Mark Cole (R-Fredericksburg) has introduced identical legislation, and passed 

it through the Elections Subcommittee on a party-line vote. If active in 2016, the bills would 

have handed a total of 11 electoral votes from Hillary Clinton to Trump, in states won by 

Clinton. Trump won six of Virginia's 11 districts, and five of Minnesota's eight districts. In 

Minnesota, that would have meant a 5-5 electoral vote tie for Trump despite a statewide 

loss; nationwide, it would have bumped his electoral vote total to 317. 

 

Three states want to gerrymander the Electoral College -  
Stephen Wolf, 1-25-2017 [, "Republicans move forward with plans to gerrymander the Electoral 

College in three states," Daily Kos, http://www.dailykos.com/story/2017/1/25/1625053/-

Republicans-move-forward-with-plans-to-gerrymander-the-Electoral-College-in-three-states] 

MJS 3-24-2017 
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Donald Trump just won the presidency due to the Electoral College despite losing the popular 

vote, but Republican legislators in key states are plotting to make our electoral system 

even less democratic. Republicans in Minnesota, New Hampshire, and Virginia have all 

proposed allocating one electoral vote to the winner of each congressional district and 

two to the statewide winner, something that only Maine and Nebraska currently do. While this 

change might sound like a more proportional reform, Republicans have only one purpose in 

mind: gerrymandering the Electoral College. How this works is simple: Congressional maps 

with 55 percent of districts were drawn to favor Republicans and just 10 percent for Democrats. 

Consequently, Trump carried a majority of 230 districts and Hillary Clinton just 205. Thus, 

Trump still would have prevailed despite losing the popular vote if every state awarded votes by 

district, as would have Mitt Romney in 2012 and George W. Bush in 2000. Under this system, 

Trump likely still would have won even without gerrymandering because he carried 10 more 

states than Clinton did. Republicans will cynically argue that this change promotes fairness 

since a five-to-five tie in Minnesota and a seven-to-six Clinton edge in Virginia come far closer 

to proportionally reflecting the popular vote in each state than does winner-take-all. However, 

each state’s electoral votes don’t exist in isolation, and awarding them by district just in states 

Clinton carried only serves to expand Republicans’ Electoral College edge. If all three of these 

blue states had used this system in 2016, Trump would have won 12 more electoral votes, 

giving him a 318-to-220 majority. New Hampshire Republicans could pass their proposed 

bill since they completely control the state government, but it would only swing one 

electoral vote there. More worrisome is that Minnesota’s GOP state house speaker threw his 

backing behind his state’s scheme, while a Virginia state House subcommittee already 

approved a measure on a party-line vote. Minnesota and Virginia have Democratic governors 

who could veto such bills, but the Republican-controlled legislatures could put the change 

up to a popular vote by referring a state constitutional amendment to the ballot in 2018 

with a simple majority vote. 

 

Bills could totally pass - republicans could gain governors offices 
Stephen Wolf, 1-27-2017 [, "Voting Rights Roundup: Republicans around the country plot to 

gerrymander the Electoral College," Daily Kos, 

http://www.dailykos.com/story/2017/1/27/1625678/-Voting-Rights-Roundup-Republicans-

around-the-country-plot-to-gerrymander-the-Electoral-College] MJS 3-24-2017 

 

However, the news isn’t all bad—at least, not yet. New Hampshire Republicans could pass 

their proposed bill since they completely control the state government, but it would only 

swing one electoral vote there, and fortunately, this legislation has yet to gain traction in the Granite 

State. And in Virginia, a state House subcommittee approved a measure before its chief proponent 

abandoned his bill this week amid public backlash. But more worrisome is Minnesota, where the 

Republican state House speaker just threw his backing behind such a scheme. For the moment, 

Minnesota and Virginia currently have Democratic governors who could veto such bills, but that could 

change. Minnesota faces a critical open-seat gubernatorial election in 2018, while Virginia 

has one this year. If Republicans were to gain the governors’ offices and hold the 

legislatures there, they could easily pass these Electoral College gerrymandering 

http://www.dailykos.com/story/2017/1/27/1625678/-Voting-Rights-Roundup-Republicans-around-the-country-plot-to-gerrymander-the-Electoral-College
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schemes in two key swing states. And even if they don’t, they could still prevail: The 

Republican-controlled legislatures in both states could still put these changes up to a 

popular vote with just a simple majority vote. Democrats everywhere need be on guard. 

 

Bills can easily pass is 4 states - Trump wins EC with 6% loss in PV 
Anthony J.McGann, Charles Smith, Michael Latner, Alex Keena, February 2017 [Anthony 

McGann is a Professor at the School of Government and Public Policy in at the University of 

Strathclyde, "Gerrymandering the Presidency: Why Trump could lose the popular vote in 2020 

by 6 percent and still win a second term," http://eprints.lse.ac.uk/69710/1/blogs.lse.ac.uk-

Gerrymandering%20the%20Presidency%20Why%20Trump%20could%20lose%20the%20popul

ar%20vote%20in%202020%20by%206%20percent%20and%20still%20wi.pdf] MJS 3-24-2017 

 

When the US Supreme Court takes up the issue of partisan gerrymandering this year, they will 

decide not only the fate of popular control in the House of Representatives and many state 

legislatures, but quite possibly the Presidency as well. If four Republican controlled state 

governments (Pennsylvania, Michigan, Wisconsin and Florida) change the way they 

allocate Electoral College votes, President Trump could be re-elected in 2020, even if he 

loses the popular vote by 6 percentage points. All the states need do is to allocate 

Electoral College votes by congressional district (like Nebraska and Maine), instead of 

giving all of the state’s electors to the statewide winner. Of course, this strategy only works 

to the benefit of the Republicans because the congressional districts in these states are heavily 

gerrymandered. As we argue in our book Gerrymandering in America, the congressional 

districts in many states are drawn to advantage the Republican Party. For example, in 

Pennsylvania in 2012 the Republicans took 13 out of 18 House districts even though the 

Democrats received more votes. If this partisan gerrymandering were outlawed, then allocating 

Electoral College votes by congressional district in the four states would actually disadvantage 

the Republican candidate for President. However, if the Supreme Court continues to allow 

partisan gerrymandering – as it has since its decision Vieth v. Jubelirer in 2004 – then the plan 

is highly effective and there is nothing that can stop the four states adopting it. Allocating 

Electors by congressional district is clearly legal – Nebraska and Maine already do it this way. 

Furthermore, the Republicans control the state legislature and the governor’s mansion in all four 

states. However, in Pennsylvania, Wisconsin, Michigan and Florida, Republicans control 

both the state legislature and the governorship. They can change how Presidential 

Electors are allocated in these states. But how would making changes in states that already 

voted for Trump further benefit him? In 2016 all Pennsylvania’s 20 Electors went to Trump. If 

Pennsylvania’s allocated its Electors by Congressional districts, Trump would only have 

received 14 of them. However, a swing of less than 1 percent would have given all 20 

Pennsylvania Electors to Clinton. By going to allocation by Congressional district, the 

Republicans can ensure they receive most of Pennsylvania’s Electors, even if they get fewer 

votes than the Democrats. This amounts to taking out insurance against a swing to the 

Democrats. We can consider the effect of changing the allocation of Presidential Electors 

in the four states (Pennsylvania, Michigan, Wisconsin and Florida) compared to the 

current system. We do this using the data for the presidential vote by congressional district 

compiled by Stephen Wolf at Daily Kos, and assume that any vote swing is uniform across the 
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districts. As you can see in Figure 1 below, in 2016 Clinton received 51.1 percent of the two-

party vote and was allocated 232 Electors. However, a very small swing would have changed all 

that – if she had won 51.6 percent of the vote, she would have reached the 270 Electors 

required to become President. Things would be very different if the four states allocated 

Electors by Congressional district. Clinton would have received 258 Electors for the 51.1 

percent of the vote she won. However, she would need to reach 53.1 percent of the popular 

vote to reach the 270 Electoral College votes needed to win the Presidency. That is, she could 

have won the vote by 6 percent and still not been elected President. This would not be 

possible if Congressional districts were not gerrymandered. We can show what would 

happen if the four states changed how they allocated their Presidential Electors, but are not 

allowed to district in a way advantages one party over the other. As Figure 2 illustrates, we find 

that if the Democrats win 51.3 percent of the vote, they receive the 270 Electoral College votes 

required to win the Presidency. Without gerrymandered districts, changing how Electors are 

allocated in the four states actually hurts the Republicans. 

[...] 

This is why the position the Supreme Court takes on partisan gerrymandering is so important. If 

the Court continues to allow partisan gerrymandering, then President Trump could be re-

elected in 2020, even if he loses the popular vote by 6 percent. All it takes is for four 

Republican controlled states – Pennsylvania, Wisconsin, Michigan and Florida – to 

allocate Presidential Electors by congressional district, as Maine and Nebraska do now. 

 

 

EMPIRICALLY DENIED — 80%+ of eligible voters in swing states are 

white — THE MOST RACIALLY DIVERSE BATTLEGROUND STATE IS 

80% WHITE 
Brownstein 2015 [Ronald Brownstein is a writer for The Atlantic, “The States That Will Pick the 

President: The Rust Belt”, The Atlantic, <https://www.theatlantic.com/politics/archive/2015/02/the-states-

that-will-pick-the-president-the-rust-belt/431853/>] //CJC 

 

Ohio: Racial change has unfolded relatively slowly here. In 1980, whites constituted 91 percent of 

Ohio's eligible voters; by 2012 that number had declined only to 84 percent. The States of Change model forecasts the white share to tick down 

to 83 percent in 2016, and then continue on a relatively unhurried decline to 76 percent by 2040. The pace of change in the actual voting pool hasn't been much different: 

Whites represented 91 percent of voters on Election Day in 1980, and 83 percent in 2012. From 1980 through 2012, African-Americans edged up from 9 percent to 11 percent 

of eligible voters. With improved turnout efforts, blacks grew faster over that period as a share of actual voters, from 9 percent to 13 percent. Looking forward, the model projects 

them to increase only slightly to 14 percent of eligible voters through 2040. Hispanics and the category of Asian, mixed-race, and other adults, each constituted just 2 percent of 

eligible voters in 2012, but the model projects these groups to gradually rise to 5 percent each by 2040. Those changes could amount to a (very) slowly intensifying thumb on 

the scale for Democrats in the state. Since 1996, according to exit polls, the Democratic share of Ohio's white vote has varied only from a low of 41 percent (for Obama in 2012 

and Al Gore in 2000) to a high of 46 percent for Obama during his first victory. As in other states, Democrats under Obama achieved overwhelming margins among African-

Americans: In each of his campaigns he carried 96 percent of them in the state. In 2000 and 2004, when Bush carried the state, Democrats had won 89 percent and 83 percent 

of blacks respectively. 
Pennsylvania: Racial change has also proceeded slowly here. From 1980 through 2012, 

whites declined as a share of eligible voters from 92 percent to 83 percent. But in the actual voter pool, the change was even more modest: 

from 91 percent in 1980 to 85 percent in 2012. African-Americans were 9 percent of actual voters in 1980 and 10 percent in 2012. Hispanics, Asian-

Americans, mixed race, and others have barely established a beachhead in the state: too small to measure in 1980, those groups accounted for 4 percent of the actual (and 7 

percent of the eligible) vote by 2012. The States of Change model projects a comparable rate of change rolling forward. It forecasts the white share of eligible voters to drop only 

another percentage point in 2016 (to 82 percent) and to recede slowly to 72 percent by 2040. It projects African-Americans to remain steady at 10 percent of eligible voters for 

the next several years before rising again toward 12 percent by 2040. By then, the forecast expects bigger change for Hispanics (rising to 10 percent of eligible voters by 2040) 

and Asians and others (reaching 6 percent.) But in the near term, it expects only minimal growth for the two groups, from 7 percent of the combined eligible voter population in 

2012 to 8 percent in 2016 and 2020. In presidential elections, the Democratic vote among Pennsylvania whites has been remarkably steady all the way back to 1988, according 

to exit polls. Al Gore won 48 percent of whites in 2000 and Obama won 47 percent in 2008, but in the other five elections, the Democratic share varied only between 42 percent 

and 45 percent. In his 2014 victory, Democratic Gov. Tom Wolf did better, reaching exactly 50 percent. As in other states, Obama twice pushed up the Democratic margins 

https://www.theatlantic.com/politics/archive/2015/02/the-states-that-will-pick-the-president-the-rust-belt/431853/
https://www.theatlantic.com/politics/archive/2015/02/the-states-that-will-pick-the-president-the-rust-belt/431853/


among African-Americans above 90 percent, exceeding the party's advantages over the previous two decades. Michigan: Demographic change 

has come slowly here too, but because the state started with a larger minority population, it stands as the most racially 

diverse of the major Rust Belt battlegrounds. The white share of Michigan's eligible voters 

dropped modestly from 87 percent in 1980 to 83 percent in 2000, before continuing to fall along a similar slope to 80 percent in 2012. (From 1980 through 

2012, the white share of the actual voter pool likewise declined from 89 percent to 82 percent.) Over that same period, African-Americans have edged up from 12 percent to 14 

percent of eligible voters (and 10-13 percent of the actual voting pool). Hispanics, Asians, and others (including a substantial Arab-American population) have moved from a 

miniscule presence in 1980 (2 percent of eligible voters) to a measurable beachhead in 2012 (6 percent of eligible and 5 percent of actual voters.) Looking forward, the 

model sees the contraction of the white vote somewhat accelerating in the near term—down to 77 percent by 2020 and then 70 percent by 2040. It sees no 

near-term increase for African-Americans, and even by 2040, a rise only from the current 14 percent of eligible voters to 16 percent. 

The model anticipates the biggest growth among Hispanics and the combined Asian and other category (with each group rising from 3 percent of the eligible population in 2012 

to 4 percent by 2016 and 7 percent by 2040). As elsewhere, under Obama, Democrats have consolidated their support among African-Americans, from around 90 percent in 

2000 and 2004 to 96 percent and 95 percent in the past two elections, exit polls found. Although figures for 2012 were not available, Democrats also carried about three-fifths or 

more of Michigan Hispanics in each election back to 1988. And in contrast to most other states, Democrats have somewhat improved their performance among whites here. The 

party's nominees carried 39 percent of whites in both the 1988 and 1992 elections. But in the five elections since, the Democratic nominee has won between 43 percent and 46 

percent of Michigan whites, except in 2008 when Obama carried a plurality with 49 percent. In 2014, exit polls found that Democrat Gary Peters, who won the Senate election, 

ran exactly even among whites, making him one of the party's few Senate and gubernatorial candidates anywhere who did not lose this bloc. Wisconsin: The state's racial 

balance has long been defined by a preponderant white population qualified by only a small number of African-Americans. In 1980, whites represented 96 

percent of eligible, and 97 percent of actual, voters in Wisconsin. By 2012, those numbers had declined 

only to 88 percent and 89 percent respectively. African-Americans edged up only slightly over that period from 3 percent to 5 percent of 

eligible voters. But by 2012 signs of a new equation were emerging: Hispanics (at 4 percent of eligible voters) and Asian-Americans, mixed race, and others (at 3 percent) 

combined to exceed blacks in the eligible share (although they still trailed blacks in the pool of actual voters). Looking forward, the model projects those trends in eligibility to 

continue. It forecasts whites to shrink slowly to 87 percent of eligible voters in 2016 and 79 percent by 2040. It expects African-Americans to rise only from 5 percent to 7 

percent of the eligible population over the next quarter century. But by 2040, it expects a doubling among both Hispanics (from 4 percent of the eligible population now to 8 

percent then) and the Asian/other category (from 3 percent to 6 percent.) Democrats have competed as well here with whites as almost anywhere. Their presidential nominees 

carried Wisconsin whites in 1992, 1996, and 2008, and lost them by no more than 4 percentage points in the other four elections since 1988. Combined with their strong 

performance among African-Americans—which surged past the 90 percent mark under Obama—that's allowed the party to carry the state in all seven of those elections, albeit 

sometimes narrowly. Still, Wisconsin has not been entirely immune to the shifts among whites under Obama evident elsewhere: In his 2014 reelection, Republican Gov. Scott 

Walker held Mary Burke, his Democratic opponent, to just 42 percent among them. Iowa: With its caucuses that begin the presidential nominating process every four years in 

picturesque small towns and farm communities, Iowa often seems immune to racial change. Yet change is coming even here. In Des 

Moines, the state's largest city, a majority of the students in the public school K-12 system are now nonwhite. But it will take time for that diversity to be felt in the state's political 

balance. In 2012, 92 percent of Iowa's eligible voters were white. That was down from the 99 percent in 1980, but still 

higher than any other Rust Belt battleground. Looking forward, the model projects whites to recede only slowly to 91 percent of eligible voters in 2016 and 83 percent in 2040. 

The model projects that even by 2040 African-Americans will represent only 4 percent of eligible votes (up from 3 percent in 2012). The forecast expects more change among 

Hispanics (up from 3 percent of eligible voters in 2012 to 4 percent in 2016 and 8 percent by 2040), as well as the category of Asian-Americans, mixed-race, and others. That 

group is now 2 percent of the eligible population and is projected to reach 5 percent by 2040. The challenge for Democrats is to build the machinery to drive turnout in a state 

with no tradition of mobilizing minority communities. As in Wisconsin, Democrats have maintained their presidential-level competitiveness among whites as well here as almost 

anywhere. The party's presidential nominees have carried them in four of the past six elections, and reached 48 percent in each of the two they didn't (both against George W. 

Bush in 2000 and 2004). The small African-American population has provided a small boost that has helped Democrats carry the state in five of the past six presidential  

contests; over time, Hispanics, Asians, and others could extend that advantage, albeit very slowly. In the 2014 Senate race, Republican Joni Ernst held Democrat Bruce Braley 

to just 43 percent among whites en route to her decisive victory. 
 

Swing states only help Cubans - but on net hurt minorities 
Bradford Plumer, 2004 [, "The Indefensible Electoral College," Mother Jones, 

http://www.motherjones.com/politics/2004/10/indefensible-electoral-college] MJS 3-30-2017 

 

Some college buffs have argued that, since ethnic minorities are concentrated in politically 

competitive states, the electoral college forces candidates to pay more attention to minorities. 

This sounds great, but it's wholly untrue. Most African-Americans, for instance, are 

concentrated in the South, which has rarely been a "swing" region. Hispanic voters, 

meanwhile, largely reside in California, Texas, and New York, all uncompetitive states. It's 

true that Cubans in Florida have benefited wonderfully from the electoral college, but they 

represent an extremely narrow interest group. All other minority voters have less 

incentive to vote. It's no surprise that the electoral college has often enabled presidential 

candidates to ignore minorities in various states -- in the 19th century, for instance, voting rights 

were poorly enforced in non-competitive states. 

 

http://www.motherjones.com/politics/2004/10/indefensible-electoral-college


Gerrymandering purges minority votes 
Garance Franke-Ruta, 8-26-2013 [, "How Gerrymandering Has Created a Segregated House," 

Atlantic, https://www.theatlantic.com/politics/archive/2013/08/how-gerrymandering-has-created-

a-segregated-house/279041/] MJS 3-24-2017 

 

So today we have set-up where minority voters are clustered in districts represented by 

the minority party in the House, while whites are over-represented in districts represented by 

the majority party. As Charlie Cook observed in March, "in the process of quarantining 

Democrats, Republicans effectively purged millions of minority voters from their own 

districts" with the result of "drawing themselves into safe, lily-white strongholds." These 

substantially segregated congressional districts reflect a legacy of, on one side, a fear of 

contending for the votes of minorities and, on the other, certainty of defeat when contending for 

the votes of certain whites. 
 

1P1V 

4x more inequality in vote power under the EC 
David Strömberg, June 2008 [IIES, Stockholm University, “How the Electoral College 

Influences Campaigns and Policy: The Probability of Being Florida,” Forthcoming American 

Economic Review, http://perseus.iies.su.se/~dstro/ElectoralCollege.pdf] MJS 

 

**Note: Q/n is distribution of campaign attention under EC and QDV/n is distribution of 

campaign attention under Direct Vote 

 

Which political system spreads visits more equally? The extremely unequal distribution of 

Qses creates very strong incentives to concentrate visits under the EC. The highest value (in 

Ohio) is more than twenty times that of the lowest (in Kansas). By comparison, Maine has only 

twice as high marginal voter density as California. To make things worse, electoral votes per 

capita are also more unequally distributed than voter turnout. Consequently, equilibrium 

visits are much more concentrated under the EC.29 For example, the Gini-coefficient of 

Q/n and QDV/n in 2004 were 0.73 and 0.17, respectively. The equilibrium TV-advertisements 

across media markets are also more unequally distributed under the Electoral College system 

than under Direct Vote. In 2004, the Gini-coefficient of equilibrium advertisements (Qm/pm) 

across media markets was 0.70 under the Electoral College compared to 0.13 under 

Direct Vote. 

 

Arizona voters have 559 times more relative influence on election 

outcome as California voters 

Bernardo 10/17/16 [Richie Bernardo is a senior writer for WalletHub, and a financial analyst “2016’s 

States with the Most and Least Powerful Voters”, WalletHub, <https://wallethub.com/edu/how-much-is-

your-vote-worth/7932/>] //CJC 

https://www.theatlantic.com/politics/archive/2013/08/how-gerrymandering-has-created-a-segregated-house/279041/
https://www.theatlantic.com/politics/archive/2013/08/how-gerrymandering-has-created-a-segregated-house/279041/
http://perseus.iies.su.se/~dstro/ElectoralCollege.pdf
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**Math: 207.05 / .37 = 559.59 

Not all votes are created equal. Some votes carry more weight than others simply because of 

the somewhat complicated way our voting system is organized. Members of Congress are 

elected by direct popular vote. But the president is chosen by the Electoral College, a group 

selected by voters when they cast a ballot for commander-in-chief. In a presidential election, 

voter power varies widely by state. While all votes are theoretically counted equally — one 

person, one vote — the choices of swing-state citizens are more influential. It’s safe to 

assume that Alabama will vote Republican and California will vote Democratic in the upcoming 

election. But the electoral results of swing states are up in the air, giving their voters more 

impact. The same principle applies to voter power in the Senate. It’s a sure bet that the Republican senator from Utah and the Democratic senator from New York will 

both be re-elected. But voters’ choices for senators in swing states hold much more power because they determine which political party controls the Senate. So which 

states will decide the outcome of the upcoming election? As American voters head to the 

polls on Nov. 8 to elect the next leader of the free world as well as new senators in certain 

states, WalletHub’s analysts compared the relative influence of voters in both the 

presidential and Senate races. In order to make such a comparison, we calculated a 

Voter Power Score for each state and for each type of election. Continue reading below for 

our findings, additional election commentary and a full description of our methodology. 

Presidential Election - States with the Most & Least Powerful Voters (No. 1 = Most Powerful) 

Rank State Vote Power  Rank State Vote Power 

1 Arizona 207.05  27 Mississippi 31.27 

2 Iowa 189.88  28 Virginia 29.94 

3 Alaska 188.03  29 Wyoming 28.21 

4 South Dakota 172.94  30 Rhode Island 27.47 

5 Ohio 141.06  31 Utah 26.49 

6 Nevada 138.24  32 Vermont 24.91 



7 New Hampshire 122.18  33 Kentucky 20.62 

8 North Carolina 119.15  34 Tennessee 18.09 

9 Georgia 109.12  35 Louisiana 17.10 

10 Florida 105.82  36 Oregon 15.47 

11 Missouri 94.65  37 Arkansas 11.09 

12 Montana 92.97  38 New Jersey 10.86 

13 Maine 87.19  39 Idaho 10.47 

14 North Dakota 82.99  40 Washington 10.36 

15 South Carolina 78.02  41 West Virginia 8.88 

16 Kansas 69.00  42 Connecticut 8.42 

17 Indiana 60.24  43 Oklahoma 5.22 

18 Minnesota 53.72  44 Illinois 3.64 

19 Colorado 53.15  45 Alabama 2.88 



20 Texas 52.14  46 Hawaii 2.86 

21 Wisconsin 48.67  47 Massachusetts 1.22 

22 Pennsylvania 43.52  48 New York 1.12 

23 New Mexico 40.99  49 District of Columbia 1.08 

24 Delaware 37.21  50 Maryland 0.43 

25 Nebraska 32.27  51 California 0.37 

26 Michigan 31.94     

 

 

 

Direct democracy increases turnout and political knowledge 
Tolbert 2003 [Caroline Tolbert is a political science professor, “Enhancing Civic Engagement: The Effect 

of Direct Democracy on Political Participation and Knowledge”, State Politics and Policy Quarterly, 

<http://www.jstor.org/stable/pdf/40421477.pdf>] //DNP + CJC 

 

What is the impact of direct democracy on citizens* political participation and knowl- 

edge? Progressive Era reformers and normative theorists have argued that institu- tional 

procedures allowing citizens a more direct role in government decision- mak- ing will increase 

civic engagement, broadly defined. Using American National Election Studies data for 1996, 

1998, and 2000, we test this hypothesis. Our multi- variate analysis suggests that exposure to 

ballot initiatives increases the probability of voting, stimulates campaign contributions to 

interest groups, and enhances po- litical knowledge. However, we find that the impact of the initiative process on po- litical 

participation and knowledge varies with electoral context. Scholars, journalists, and practitioners have long debated the merits of citizen law-making, as practiced in 24 of the 

American states. While most empirical research on ballot initiatives has focused on the role of spe- cial interests and the initiative's direct effect on policy outcomes and minority 

rights (Bowler, Donovan, and Tolbert 1998; Schräg 1998; Smith 1998; Ger- ber 1999; Broder 2000; Ellis 2002), the indirect "educative value" of the pro- cess has received far 

less attention from scholars (Munro 1912, 22). This is especially true with respect to how the process might enhance civic engage- ment, one of the earliest concerns of direct 

democracy advocates. Does the initiative process lead to an informed, active electorate, as Progressive Era pro- ponents predicted? We use American National Election 

Studies (NES) sur- vey data from 1996, 1998, and 2000 to assess this the indirect effect of expo- sure to ballot initiatives on Americans' participation in and knowledge about 

public affairs. Our analysis suggests that direct democracy does indeed pro- mote civic 

engagement, but that its effects vary with the electoral context.  

[...]  

http://www.jstor.org/stable/pdf/40421477.pdf


Two recent studies using aggregate state-level data conclude that direct democracy has a 

positive effect on voter turnout. Examining state ballots from 1972 to 1996, Smith (2001) finds that the presence of "salient" initia- tives and 

popular referenda - those with a high percentage of front-page newspaper coverage devoted to them on the day following the election - increases turnout in midterm elections 

by roughly 3 percent over states with- out direct democracy, but not in presidential election years. Similarly, using pooled time-series data for the 50 states from 1970 to 1996, 

Tolbert, Grum- mel, and Smith (2001) find that states with more initiatives on the ballot have higher voter turnout in both presidential 

(roughly 4 percent) and midterm elections (roughly 8 percent) than states without the 

proces 

[...]  

While the direct effects of ballot initiatives on policy outcomes and minority rights continue to be 

investigated by numerous scholars, we have begun to test the claims of direct democracy 

proponents of indirect, or educative, effects of the process on civic engagement. Lending 

support to arguments made by both Progressive Era reformers and contemporary normative scholars, our analysis indicates that people in states with frequent exposure to 

ballot ques- tions were more likely to vote in the 1996 presidential and 1998 midterm elec- tions.6 Consistent with previous aggregate-level research, we 

find that ballot initiatives may have the most impact in low-information elections, such as midterm elections and non-competitive presidential elections, as initiatives provide 

voters with additional political information. Simulated probabilities (King, Tomz, and Wittenberg 2000) suggest that each additional initiative on the state ballot 

increases the probability of a person voting by 1 percent, hold- ing all other factors in the model constant.7 Thus, an 

individual residing in a state with four initiatives on an election ballot is estimated to have a four percentage point higher probability of voting in that election than if the same 

individual resided in a state with no initiatives on the ballot. Furthermore, our analysis suggests that exposure to ballot initiatives also increases a person's propensity to donate 

money to interest groups in mid- term elections. And, when state issue elections and federal election campaigns are related to one another, such as in 1996, we find that 

exposure to ballot initiatives increases a person's general political knowledge. Thus, the elec- toral 

context influences the effect that the state initiative process has on civ- ic engagement. Our 

study has important implications for the normative assessment of the impact of direct 

democracy on political representation. If ballot initia- tives enhance a citizen's political 

participation and knowledge, it bolsters the case for participatory models of governance, 

including recent proposals for national direct democracy mechanisms in the United 

States ( Wolfensberger 2000)  

 

Direct democracy causes political trust — think they can control 

politics and incentivizes politicians to act differently 
Fatke 2012 [Matthias Fatke is a political science professor, “Direct democracy and political trust: 

Keeping political authorities on a short leash?”, University of Bern, 

<http://paperroom.ipsa.org/papers/paper_13703.pdf>] //DNP + CJC 

 

This paper investigates the relationship between the formal extensiveness of direct democratic 

institutions, their actual use and political trust. Theoretically, the presence of direct 

democratic institutions may enhance trust through two mechanisms: First, by increasing 

a citizen’s perception that he or she is able to control and correct political authorities. 

Second, because they serve as an incentive for political authorities to act trustworthy—

which in turn, leads to more favorable trust judgments among individuals. In combination, 

these two mechanisms should be responsible for a positive relationship between direct 

democratic rights and political trust. In contrast, explanations connecting the actual use of direct 

democratic institutions with trust seem to be less convincing  

[...] 

In our study, we argue that extensive formal direct democratic rights increase political trust 

in two ways. First, by increasing a citizen’s perception that he or she is able to control 

and correct the political authorities. Second, because their presence serves as an 

incentive for political authorities to act trustworthy—which in turn leads to better trust 

http://paperroom.ipsa.org/papers/paper_13703.pdf


judgments among individuals. In combination, these two mechanisms should be responsible 

for a positive relationship between extensive direct democratic rights and political trust. In 

contrast, explanations connecting the actual use of direct democratic institutions with trust are 

not convincing. This abstract framework is then tested with a concrete empirical example, 

namely individuals living in Swiss cantons. We arrive at the conclusion that the presence of 

direct democratic institutions does indeed increase political trust- However, the actual use 

of these institutions does not.  

 

Direct democracy boosts the economy — labor productivity, 

government effectiveness, less corruption 
Voigt 2009 [Stefan Voigt is a professor of economic policy, “The Economic Effects of Direct Democracy - 

A Cross-Country Assessment”, Public Choice, 

<https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Stefan_Voigt2/publication/4985529_The_Economic_Effects_of_Dir

ect_Democracy_-_A_Cross-Country_Assessment/links/02e7e52b4105fd4fca000000.pdf>] //DNP + CJC 

 

This is the first study that assesses the economic effects of direct democratic institutions on 

a cross country basis. Most of the results of the former intra-country studies could be confirmed. 

On the basis of some 30 countries, a higher degree of direct democracy leads to lower total 

government expenditure (albeit insignificantly) but also to higher central government revenue. 

Central government budget deficits are lower in countries using direct democratic 

institutions. As former intra-country studies, we also find that government effectiveness is 

higher under strong direct-democratic institutions and corruption lower. Both labor and 

total factor productivity are significantly higher in countries with direct democratic 

institutions.  

 

Direct democracy causes political trust — think they can control 

politics and incentivizes politicians to act differently 
Fatke 2012 [Matthias Fatke is a political science professor, “Direct democracy and political trust: 

Keeping political authorities on a short leash?”, University of Bern, 

<http://paperroom.ipsa.org/papers/paper_13703.pdf>] //DNP + CJC 

 

This paper investigates the relationship between the formal extensiveness of direct democratic 

institutions, their actual use and political trust. Theoretically, the presence of direct 

democratic institutions may enhance trust through two mechanisms: First, by increasing 

a citizen’s perception that he or she is able to control and correct political authorities. 

Second, because they serve as an incentive for political authorities to act trustworthy—

which in turn, leads to more favorable trust judgments among individuals. In combination, 

these two mechanisms should be responsible for a positive relationship between direct 

democratic rights and political trust. In contrast, explanations connecting the actual use of direct 

democratic institutions with trust seem to be less convincing  

[...] 

In our study, we argue that extensive formal direct democratic rights increase political trust 

in two ways. First, by increasing a citizen’s perception that he or she is able to control 

and correct the political authorities. Second, because their presence serves as an 

https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Stefan_Voigt2/publication/4985529_The_Economic_Effects_of_Direct_Democracy_-_A_Cross-Country_Assessment/links/02e7e52b4105fd4fca000000.pdf
https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Stefan_Voigt2/publication/4985529_The_Economic_Effects_of_Direct_Democracy_-_A_Cross-Country_Assessment/links/02e7e52b4105fd4fca000000.pdf
http://paperroom.ipsa.org/papers/paper_13703.pdf


incentive for political authorities to act trustworthy—which in turn leads to better trust 

judgments among individuals. In combination, these two mechanisms should be responsible 

for a positive relationship between extensive direct democratic rights and political trust. In 

contrast, explanations connecting the actual use of direct democratic institutions with trust are 

not convincing. This abstract framework is then tested with a concrete empirical example, 

namely individuals living in Swiss cantons. We arrive at the conclusion that the presence of 

direct democratic institutions does indeed increase political trust- However, the actual use 

of these institutions does not.  

 

EC gives on average 2.5x more vote power to low populous states 
Collin, Katy. "The Electoral College badly distorts the vote. And it’s going to get worse." The 

Washington Post. 17 Nov. 2016. <https://www.washingtonpost.com/news/monkey-

cage/wp/2016/11/17/the-electoral-college-badly-distorts-the-vote-and-its-going-to-get-worse/>] 

//CJC 

 

That means that in the Electoral College, each individual Wyoming vote weighs 3.6 times 

more than an individual Californian’s vote. That’s the most extreme example, but if you 

average the 10 most populous states and compare the power of their residents’ votes to 

those of the 10 least populous states, you get a ratio of 1 to 2.5. When the Electoral 

College was first instituted, the ratio of vote weight from state to state was much smaller. Direct 

parallels are difficult to draw, given the distortions in population caused by the three-fifths 

compromise and the fact that many residents were not able to vote. But in the election of 1792, 

residents of Delaware, the least-populous state, had a vote that weighed 1.6 times that of 

residents of Virginia. Why is the ratio now so much more distorted? It’s because Americans are, 

increasingly and rapidly, moving into big cities. According to the Census Bureau, urban 

populations increased 12 percent between 2000 and 2010. Cities are growing especially in the 

biggest states, where each individual vote means the least: in California, New York, North 

Carolina, Illinois and New Jersey. 

Democrats 

Democratic majority is failing under the EC 
Alex Seitz-Wald, Jan 18, 2017 ["Party Down: The Democrats' curious decline and uncertain 

future," NBC News Specials, http://www.nbcnews.com/specials/democrats-left-in-the-lurch  MJS 

3-5-2017 

  

When President-elect Donald Trump replaces Barack Obama on January 20, the 

Democratic Party will find itself more removed from power than at almost any point since 

the party’s creation. Scorned by the same voters who once embraced the New Deal, built the 

Great Society, and put their hope in the nation’s first black president, Democrats are now locked 

out of power in Washington and out of two-thirds of state legislative chambers across the 

country. Simply put, Democrats’ once vaunted coalition of the ascendant — younger, 

multiethnic, educated, and urban — failed them in 2016, and in 2014 and 2010 before that. 

https://www.washingtonpost.com/news/monkey-cage/wp/2016/11/17/the-electoral-college-badly-distorts-the-vote-and-its-going-to-get-worse/
https://www.washingtonpost.com/news/monkey-cage/wp/2016/11/17/the-electoral-college-badly-distorts-the-vote-and-its-going-to-get-worse/
http://www.nbcnews.com/specials/democrats-left-in-the-lurch


That coalition proved to have major handicaps, part demographic and part geographic, 

that have been hollowing out the party for years. Democrats may find cold comfort in Hillary 

Clinton’s nearly 3 million popular vote lead and the fact that more people call themselves 

“liberal” than ever polled. And they can, and do, fairly protest a system of representative 

government that allows the government to be so unrepresentative of the popular vote. 

But it will be up to Democrats to solve their own problem within the current rules.  

[...] 

Future demographic changes should eventually put Democrats back in the White House, but 

that will do nothing to solve their problems down ballot and could take more time than they can 

afford. To win again now, Democrats will have to beat their geographic disadvantage by 

holding together a diverse coalition that has already shown major signs of crackup. 

[...] 

Democrats’ wipe out in rural areas is politically deadly. The party’s most obvious problem in 

2016 was geographic: They got more votes across the country, but in the wrong places. 

For the second time in 16 years, Democrats lost the Electoral College — and the 

presidency — even though they won the popular vote. And if you add up all 34 Senate 

races last year, Democrats won 6 million more votes, thanks largely to California and 

New York, while failing to retake control of the chamber. In 2012, they won 1 million more 

votes in the House and didn’t come close to winning it. 

[...] 

But Democrats a have a deeper, structural problem beyond gerrymandering. Democrats lost the 

House in 2010 before Republicans had redrawn the maps. The problem is quirky but its effects 

are profound: Electorally speaking, Democrats live in the wrong places. America’s 

electoral system rewards the party whose voters are more spread out across the map 

and, for now, that means the GOP. Democrats are densely packed in major cities where 

they waste millions of votes winning inefficiently huge margins that can’t be effectively 

redistributed no matter which party is drawing the congressional districts. 

[...] 

Fluky as it may be, the inefficient distribution of Democratic voters makes it harder for 

Democrats to win no matter how congressional districts, state legislative districts, and even 

state boundaries are drawn. The mere existence of political boundaries at all is the problem. 

“Because of the urbanization of the Democratic Party, any sort of geographic line-drawing is 

inherently going to value the rural party, and that’s the Republicans,” said Chen. And when 

it comes to the presidency, what matters is winning states — as 2016 showed clearly — not 

the national popular vote, thanks to the Electoral College. So anything that makes it a little 

harder for Democrats to win individual states also makes it a little harder to win the White 

House. 

[...] 

Three-quarters of liberals say they prefer to live where “the houses are smaller and 

closer to each other, but schools, stores, and restaurants are within walking distance,” 

according to a Pew survey. An equal portion of conservatives say they prefer places where 

the houses are larger, but amenities are miles away. People with college degrees often 

move to cities to pursue economic opportunities while their non-college cohort stay 

home. So cities suck up liberals from the countryside, leaving behind vast swaths of 



unguarded territory for Republicans. And there’s data to suggest living in cities actually make 

people more liberal. Progressives are not sure how to address this problem other than to 

encourage hipsters to move to Iowa, as journalist Alec McGillis once suggested in a New York 

Times op-ed. 

[...] 

Without dramatic geographical shifts, the trend will only get worse for Democrats as both 

parties’ voters increasingly gravitate toward politically like-minded communities without 

even realizing it, a phenomenon laid out in Bill Bishop’s 2004 book “The Big Sort.” Politics is 

becoming a bigger part of people’s identity, Bishop said, and a reliable indicator of what kind of 

car you drive, TV you watch, or food you eat. And with more mobility than ever, Americans 

naturally end up clustering together with people like them, leading to more politically polarized 

communities. Democratic voters have become even more inefficiently distributed since 

2000, when Al Gore won the popular vote by a narrower margin than Clinton, while also losing 

the Electoral College. And Democratic voters will distribute themselves even less 

efficiently in 2020 and 2024 and beyond — unless there’s a sudden exodus from major cities 

and the coasts. 

[...] 

Last year, two demographers influential in Democratic circles, Bill Frey of the Brookings 

Institution and Ruy Teixeira of the Center for American Progress, along with Center for 

American Progress statistician and policy expert Rob Griffin, explored a half dozen possible 

paths for each party in the 2016 election. Most scenarios they ran through their rigorous 

statistical analysis favored Democrats, given the country’s underlying demographic change in 

the party’s favor. But one represented the party’s nightmare: Scenario F. Scenario F 

predicted a hypothetical surge of white working class voters for Republicans on Election 

Day, similar to the one that actually helped Trump win. Their prediction nearly nailed the 

results (they missed the regional nature of Trump’s bump, assuming the surge would be more 

national), so Teixeira and Fry’s other conclusions should worry Democrats. If they can keep 

those white working class voters in future presidential elections, “Republicans could 

obtain and keep an electoral vote advantage over a number of cycles, despite underlying 

demographic changes that favor Democrats,” the simulations predicted. Worse, even if 

Democrats got a similarly sized surge in minority votes — Scenario E — “Democrats do not pick 

up any additional electoral votes,” the researchers added. Unfortunately for Democrats, their 

geographic and demographic challenges overlap. For instance, Latinos, among whom 

Democrats have the most room to improve turnout, often live in politically unhelpful places. 

California alone is home to more than a quarter of the nation’s Latinos while another fifth 

live in Texas. 

 

It’s a nightmare scenario for the left; Dems will win popular votes but 

are screwed in EC 
Matt Vespa, 2-22-2017 [, "GOP’s Hold On White Working Class Traps Liberals With An 

Electoral College Nightmare  ," Townhall, 

https://townhall.com/tipsheet/mattvespa/2017/02/22/lets-face-it-democrats-are-totally-screwed-

if-they-dont-reclaim-rural-america-and-that-looks-like-a-tall-order-n2273643] MJS 3-5-2017 

 

https://townhall.com/tipsheet/mattvespa/2017/02/22/lets-face-it-democrats-are-totally-screwed-if-they-dont-reclaim-rural-america-and-that-looks-like-a-tall-order-n2273643
https://townhall.com/tipsheet/mattvespa/2017/02/22/lets-face-it-democrats-are-totally-screwed-if-they-dont-reclaim-rural-america-and-that-looks-like-a-tall-order-n2273643


So, it took Hillary Clinton’s upset loss to Donald Trump to get the Democrats and their allies in 

the liberal media to notice: Barack Obama might have just been a good candidate, but he wasn’t 

good for the Democratic Party. In eight years, over 1,000 congressional, gubernatorial, and 

state legislature slots have been lost to Republicans. They’ve lost control of Congress; 

the White House is now Republican, and two-thirds of the governorships are 

Republican.Plus, a whopping 69/99 state legislatures are controlled by Republicans. It’s a 

total collapse. In fact, former Clinton Labor Secretary Robert Reich aptly noted that his party is 

now on life support, while The American Interest said that one of the biggest losers for the 2016 

cycle was the notion of the so-called emerging Democratic majority. A lot of these red flags for 

the Democrats were raised in January, but here’s the cold hard truth: the Democratic Party is 

in exile, restricted to their coastal and urban strongholds, which are not enough to win 

back House seats, Senate seats, and possibly the presidency. That’s the doomsday 

scenario for the Left: Democrats increase their share of the popular vote, but still lose 

presidential elections because the voter surge occurs in areas that don’t matter. In other 

words, we all know California is going for the Democrats and while they may add 3 to 6 

million more to the Democratic popular vote total (just using this figure as an example)—

it doesn’t translate into more electoral votes which is the only area that matters in a 

presidential election. Alex Seitz-Wald of NBC News had a lengthy post in January about how 

the Democrats’ hold on America has collapsed, along with how their demographics theory that 

supposedly projected liberal dominance was torpedoed by Trump.  

[...] 

So, what to do? The article noted that the college-educated, and mostly liberal, segments of 

America flock to the cities for economic opportunities, while the non-college educated stay 

home. Therein rests the urban/rural divide and the emerging Republican stronghold that 

covers most of the country. To reverse this trend, liberals don’t know what to do. Wald 

cited ProPublica’s Alec MacGillis who said that hipsters should move to Iowa. I don’t think that’s 

going to work. Moreover, we’ve seen what happens when liberals move to rural America; they 

make them more Republican because of their insufferable politics. The question for 

Democrats is very much a red pill, blue pill option. Risk the wrath of nonwhite voters in 

the Democratic Party for shifting focus away from issues, like Black Lives Matter, and 

focus trying to win back these white working class voters that number in the tens of 

millions through a concerted economic messaging campaign. Or double-down on 

identity politics and hope the Republican advantage in the rural areas dies out. The latter isn’t 

coming any time soon—and Wald notes the dangers of both. Democrats aren’t guaranteed that white working class voters will return to the rank-and-file. The Left’s relationship 

with identity politics from the urban areas blanketed the rural areas that had good numbers of Democrats with a thick smugness that has pushed them closer to the GOP, 

shocked at being shunned to push an agenda based on speech codes, safe spaces, and political correctness. On the other hand, the wait-and-die 

strategy (waiting for older GOP voters to kick the bucket) is also fraught with danger. As 

Wald noted, it would necessitate “a dramatic realignment of political resources away from the traditional battlegrounds. And Democrats would likely need to re-prioritize 

immigration reform (Arizona) and issues important to African-American voters (Georgia), which may make it harder for the party to reclaim white working class voters.” In any 

path, white working class voters are now at the forefront. And it makes sense. This past election and the next one and the one after that will have an electorate that will be 

around 65-75 percent majority white. A few million votes that shift in either direction can alter an election. The risk and reward is clear for Democrats: try and reconnect with 

white working class voters; the people who maintained a buffer that allowed Obama to win twice. Yes, Obama never won white working class voters, but he was able to prevent 

the dam from breaking, which was the GOP running up the score in rural America. Clinton didn’t care about these voters, and they sunk her presidential hopes. Democrats are 

thinking about cutting loose white working class whites, but they still remain a key to winning back some ground in rural America. Without gains at the 

state level, the Democratic Party is at risk of becoming politically dead. Yet, there seems 

to be some vestiges of a working class reconnect outreach effort. Democrats actually held 

sessions in January on how to talk to real Americans, an embarrassing reminder of the liberal 

bubble that dominates the centers of power in the country. 



 

Democrats have a much higher approval rate 
Pew, Oct 2016 [“The state of the parties, Obama approval," Pew Research Center for the 

People and the Press, http://www.people-press.org/2016/10/27/8-the-state-of-the-parties-

obama-approval/#party-images-show-modest-improvement] MJS 3-27-2017 

 

Among the general public, assessments of both the Republican and Democratic parties have 

ticked up in recent months. Views of the Democratic Party are in net positive territory for 

the first time since June 2013: 52% currently rate it favorably while 45% rate it unfavorably. 

Public views of the GOP have improved from earlier in the year, but they remain in negative 

territory: 55% now have an unfavorable view of the Republican Party while 40% view it 

favorably. 

 

Democratic turnout is low in large states because of electoral college 
Bob Fredericks and Danika Fears, 11-25-2016 ["Electoral College significantly impacts voter 

turnout: study," New York Post, http://nypost.com/2016/11/25/electoral-college-significantly-

impacts-voter-turnout-study/] JSM, accessed: 3-2-2017 

 

“There’s another reason to get rid of the Electoral College: Voters in states that aren’t in 

contention are staying away from the polls in droves. Turnout was low in solidly Democratic 

or Republican states such as New York, California, Texas and Oklahoma compared to 

more competitive states. According to the Election Project, 52.4 percent of eligible voters 

cast ballots in New York, 53.8 percent in California, 51.1 percent in Texas and 52.1 

percent in Oklahoma. Hillary Clinton was always a cinch to win the first two states, and Donald 

Trump the latter pair. In toss-up states, turnout was significantly higher: Florida, 65.1 

percent; Ohio, 64.5 percent; and New Hampshire, 70.3 percent. Writing in The Hill, historian 

and educator Ross Rosenfeld said the apparent discrepancy was “a definite argument against 

the Electoral College,” which handed Trump his victory even though Clinton garnered at least 2 

million more votes nationwide. The numbers suggest that if not for the Electoral College, 

Clinton’s margin in the popular vote would have been far greater. “Given that Clinton’s 

lead in big blue states was often bigger than Trump’s in big red states, the overall 

likelihood is that a straight popular vote would’ve increased Clinton’s popular vote lead,” 

Rosenfeld wrote.” 

 

Democrats have a much higher approval rate 
Pew, Oct 2016 [“The state of the parties, Obama approval," Pew Research Center for the 

People and the Press, http://www.people-press.org/2016/10/27/8-the-state-of-the-parties-

obama-approval/#party-images-show-modest-improvement] MJS 3-27-2017 

 

Among the general public, assessments of both the Republican and Democratic parties have 

ticked up in recent months. Views of the Democratic Party are in net positive territory for 

the first time since June 2013: 52% currently rate it favorably while 45% rate it unfavorably. 

Public views of the GOP have improved from earlier in the year, but they remain in negative 
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territory: 55% now have an unfavorable view of the Republican Party while 40% view it 

favorably. 

 

 

Candidates would cater to urban interests 
Pete Du Pont, 2006 [former governor of Delaware, chairman of the Dallas-based National 

Center for Policy Analysis, "Outside the Box," WSJ 

https://web.archive.org/web/20091001064458/http://www.opinionjournal.com/columnists/pdupon

t/?id=110008855] MJS 3-2-2017 

 

First, the direct election of presidents would lead to geographically narrower campaigns, for 

election efforts would be largely urban. In 2000 Al Gore won 677 counties and George Bush 

2,434, but Mr. Gore received more total votes. Circumvent the Electoral College and move to 

a direct national vote, and those 677 largely urban counties would become the focus of 

presidential campaigns. Rural states like Maine, with its 740,000 votes in 2004, wouldn't 

matter much compared with New York's 7.4 million or California's 12.4 million votes. Rural 

states' issues wouldn't matter much either; big-city populations and urban issues would 

become the focus of presidential campaigns. America would be holding urban elections, and 

that would change the character of campaigns and presidents. 

 

Now is key and US president is key — Tipping point is incoming 

Neuhauser 15. [Alan, energy, environment and STEM reporter, “This Climate Change Election,” U.S. News & World 

Report, August 14, http://www.usnews.com/news/the-report/articles/2015/08/14/the-2016-election-is-critical-for-stopping-climate-

change] //CJC 

Next year, though, may truly – actually, seriously – be different, if climate scientists are right. The next candidate Americans send to the 

Oval Office, experts say, may also be the very last who can avert catastrophe from climate change. "It is urgent and the timeframe is 

critical and it has to be right now," says Vicki Arroyo, executive director of the Georgetown Climate Center at 

Georgetown Law. "We can't lose another four years, much less eight years." This is not an overnight ice age or a rise of the apes. 

But global warming is already here, parching the American West, flooding coastal cities, strengthening storms, 

erasing species and inflaming armed conflict, with a rise of just 0.85 degrees Celsius from pre-industrial levels. And it's going 

to get worse, experts say. Last year, a U.N. panel of scientists predicted the world had until 2050 to slash emissions by as much as 70 percent to keep 

temperatures from rising another 1.15 degrees by the end of the century. That's the threshold of an unstoppable 

cycle of Arctic and Antarctic melting, the release of heat-trapping gases that had been caught in 

the ice, more warming, more melting, more warming, more melting – until the glaciers and ice 

caps disappear. But some researchers – including the man who first presented the facts on climate change to Congress in 1988 – 

say that that tipping point may come even sooner, perhaps as early as 2036: Humans, in short, are having an even greater 

impact than expected. "Sea level projections and upcoming United Nations meetings in Paris are far too sluggish compared with the magnitude and 

speed of sea level changes," the scientist, Columbia professor James Hansen, wrote Wednesday in a Q&A on the web forum Reddit, discussing a 

study he published in July. The needed changes are monumental: Halting climate change and heading off its worst consequences is going to require a 

wholesale switch from fossil fuels like coal, oil and gas to renewables like wind and solar – potentially upending utilities, energy producers and 

construction contractors, the sort of change "of the magnitude of the invention of the steam engine or the electrification of society," says Jules 

Kortenhorst, CEO of the Rocky Mountain Institute, a nonpartisan energy research group. "How quickly can we transform one of the most complex 

industrial systems – our energy system – across the globe in order to move toward low carbon?" he asks . "There is absolutely no doubt we have to act now." This presents 

an election – and a choice – with no historical analogues. "This will be a make-or-break presidency as far as our ability to avert a climate change catastrophe," says Michael 

Mann, meteorology professor and director of the Earth System Science Center at Penn State University, whose "hockey-stick" shaped graph warned of sharply rising emissions 

and temperatures. Pick any issue throughout history, he and others argue, none has shared the three qualities that make climate change stand apart: 

its threat to the entire planet, the short window to respond, and how sharply it has divided the two parties' candidates. "Republicans and Democrats 

have argued over issues for years, but I can't think of an example where one party didn't even say that the issue exists," says Katharine Hayhoe, a 

climate scientist at Texas Tech University who has advised Evangelical and conservative climate action groups, and who has urged policymakers to 
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address warming.  Four of the five Democratic candidates has pledged or supported Obama administration efforts to cut the 

heat-trapping emissions that cause climate change: Hillary Clinton, Bernie Sanders, Martin O'Malley and Lincoln Chafee. 

Former Sen. Jim Webb has said he'd expand the use of fossil fuels and once voted to block the Environmental Protection Agency from regulating 

certain greenhouse gas emissions. Among the Republicans, eight of the 17 candidates have hedged: Jeb Bush, 

Carly Fiorina, Lindsey Graham, Jim Gilmore, Bobby Jindal, John Kasich, George Pataki and Rand Paul have acknowledged that humans do contribute 

to global warming, but have questioned or stopped short of saying how much – a position at odds with the findings of a vast majority of scientists. "The 

climate is changing; I don't think anybody can argue it's not. Human activity has contributed to it," Bush said in an email interview with Bloomberg BNA 

in July – a statement that notably did not mention how much humans were at fault. During a campaign stop in New Hampshire in June, he had 

previously told listeners, "The climate is changing, whether men are doing it or not," one month after calling it "arrogant" to say climate science is 

settled. The rest of the GOP field – including three senators who rejected a January amendment tying human activity to climate change – 

has dismissed the issue outright. Paul also voted against the amendment. "As a scientist it's very frustrating to hear politicians 

basically saying, 'This isn't true,' or, 'They're just making it up to get government money,'" Hayhoe says. "A thermometer is not Democrat or 

Republican. What observations are telling us is not political – it is what it is." And there are conservative solutions for warming. Some party 

members, in fact, see it as an inherently Republican issue: Carbon emissions, for example, distort the 

free market, forcing others to pay the higher and indirect costs of climate change (storm recovery, disaster relief) plus the health costs 

associated with air pollution. "We allow the coal industry to socialize its costs, and we conservatives don't like allowing people to socialize anything," 

says former South Carolina Rep. Bob Inglis, who now explores free-market solutions to climate change as head of the Energy and Enterprise Institute 

at George Mason University. A revenue-neutral carbon tax, one that does not support other programs and instead goes back to households, could fix 

that distortion, he and others argue. "The question is not, 'Is there going to be a tax on carbon?' It's, 'Do you want a tax that you have a voice in and 

control, or do you want to keep writing checks after disasters that you have no control over?'" says retired Rear Admiral David Titley, who has advised 

some of the GOP presidential candidates and directs the Center for Solutions to Weather and Climate Risk at Penn State University. "That $60 billion 

relief bill for Hurricane Sandy that passed very quickly through a Republican-led House, did you get a vote on that tax? Because that's a tax." Yet 

Inglis, himself is a living example of what can happen to conservatives who call for climate action. The recipient of the JFK Profile in Courage Award in 

April, he was unseated in the Republican primary in 2010 after shifting his position on global warming. "Republicans say, 'Look at what happened to 

him when he said it was real. Do you want that to happen to you?'" Hayhoe describes. Oil, gas and coal companies, along with billionaire Libertarian 

industrialists David and Charles Koch, rank among the biggest campaign donors, and often seem as allergic to new taxes as a bubble boy to fresh 

pollen. But popular sentiment among voters appears to be changing: Most Republican voters say they support climate action, and last week, Shell did 

not renew its membership in the Koch-backed American Legislative Exchange Council because of the group's opposition to climate action. Even the 

climate statements by the eight Republicans who have hedged on warming, vague as they were, may signify a kind of progress – especially during the 

primaries, when candidates play to their parties' more extreme bases. "In the Great Recession in 2010, it was this very atheistic position with regard to 

climate change: 'We don't believe,'" Inglis says. "Then, in the 2014 cycle, 'I'm not a scientist,' that was an agnostic position. These are data points on a 

trend line toward a tipping point." Republicans can exploit a distinct advantage on climate action, too, he adds: Voters tend to support the presidents 

who buck party stereotypes. "Nixon goes to China, Bill Clinton signs welfare reform – the country will trust a conservative to touch climate," Inglis 

argues. But climate scientists, environmental advocates and Democrats remain deeply skeptical. The most recent Republican president, for one, 

backpedaled on his 2000 campaign pledge to rein-in carbon emissions. Campaign donations remain hugely influential, and as Republican 

candidates lambaste the environmental agenda of the Obama administration, stopping climate change will 

actually require they expand upon Obama initiatives: resist industry pressure to slow the roll-out of tighter fuel standards for cars, push states to reduce 

emissions from their power sectors and uphold and ratchet-up international commitments to slow carbon emissions. There's also the Supreme Court: 

with four Supreme Court justices now over the age of 70, and Ruth Bader Ginsburg pushing 80, the next president will likely have 

the chance to nominate new jurists to the court – a court that will almost certainly decide 

challenges to various environmental actions aimed at slowing global warming. "If we are going to avoid 

catastrophic, irreversible climate change impacts, we have to be ramping down our 

carbon emissions dramatically in the years ahead. The current administration has begun that process, but 

our next president must not only continue but build on that progress," Mann says. It is on the global stage where 

perhaps the spotlight – and climate scientists' hopes and expectations – will shine brightest. In December, negotiators from nearly 200 nations will 

meet in Paris to hammer-out an international climate accord. It is expected to include commitments from China 

and India, heavy polluters spurred to rein-in their emissions and invest in clean energy by America's own 

commitment to slash carbon emissions from its power sector. "The rest of the world is going to expect the U.S. to 

live up to its commitment [made at the Paris meeting], no matter who is in the White House," says Henrik Selin, professor of 

international relations at the Pardee School of Global Studies at Boston University. "If you have a president who comes in and 

starts rolling back the Obama initiatives, you're going to have international leaders being very 

unhappy about this – and they are not just countries, they are trading partners. This is not just a domestic issue, it's also very much a foreign 

policy issue." And so far, he and others argue, none of the Republican candidates have offered a clear 

vision on climate, let alone any plan to slow warming. 

  



DNC Platform solves climate change — 80% of GHG emission 

Cheeseman 16 — Gina-Marie Cheeseman, freelance writer and journalist armed with a 

degree in journalism, and a passion for social justice, including the environment and 

sustainability., July 19, 2016 (“The DNC Platform Is Tough On Climate Change” Triple Pundit (A 

global media platform covering the intersection of people, planet and profit), 

http://www.triplepundit.com/2016/07/dnc-platform-tough-climate-change/, ] //CJC 

The DNC platform acknowledges that climate change “is an urgent threat and a defining 

challenge of our time.” It also points out some startling facts about climate change, including that 15 of the 16 hottest years 

on record have occurred this century and that 2016 is on track to break global temperature records. It mentions that coastal cities 

like Miami and Baltimore are threatened by rising seas, and the U.S. West Coast has suffered from years of extreme drought. The 

DNC platform builds upon the work that President Barack Obama has already done to tackle 

climate change. That extends to reducing greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions by over 80 

percent below 2005 levels by 2050. It also includes America’s pledge to the Paris Agreement, 

which aims to keep average global temperature rise to below 2 degrees Celsius. The DNC’s 

support also extends to the Clean Power Plan, which seeks to to reduce carbon pollution from 

power plants through regulation by the Environmental Protection Agency. The DNC also takes a 

tough stance on fossil fuel companies, even calling for eliminating tax breaks and subsidies for 

these firms. It calls for extending tax incentives for energy efficiency and clean energy. It 

opposes drilling in the Arctic and off the Atlantic coast, and calls for reform of fossil fuel leasing 

on public lands. The platform also supports President Obama’s decision to reject the Keystone XL pipeline, and is in favvor of 

Department of Justice investigations into ExxonMobil. The DNC supports what it calls a “clean energy economy,” and that support 

includes: Getting 50 percent of electricity in the U.S. from clean energy sources with a decade. Installing half a billion solar panels 

within four years and enough renewable energy to power every home in the country. Reducing energy waste in homes, schools, 

hospitals and offices. Modernizing the electric grid. Making American manufacturing the cleanest and most efficient in the world. 

Reducing oil consumption through cleaner fuels, investing in public transportation, more electric vehicles, increasing fuel efficiency 

of vehicles and build bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure in urban and suburban areas. Powering the government with 100 percent 

clean electricity. “This is the most aggressive plan to combat climate change in the history of 

the Democratic Party,” said Warren Gunnels, Bernie Sanders’ policy director. “We have got to follow through on the 

promise of this agreement, to put people before the profits of polluters and solve the global crisis of climate change before it’s too 

late.” The Democratic and Republican parties greatly differ on climate change The RNC Platform 

is completely opposite, favoring an “all of the above” energy policy that takes “advantage of all 

our American God-given resources.” The RNC supports developing coal and opposes cap-and-trade legislation. It also 

supports offshore drilling on the Atlantic coast and the Arctic, as well as opening the outer continental shelf for oil drilling and 

increasing oil and natural gas exploration on federal land. The RNC also supports the Keystone XL Pipeline. In short, it is a 

recipe for an environmental nightmare. When it comes to climate change, the views of the two presumptive nominees 

couldn’t be more different. Presumptive Democratic nominee Hillary Clinton calls climate change “an 

urgent threat and a defining challenge of our time.” But her GOP counterpart Donald Trump has repeatedly called 

it a hoax. Clinton calls for reducing American oil consumption by a third, reducing energy waste 

and generating enough renewable energy to power every home in the U.S. Politifact says of 

Trump that “he’s enshrined opposition to climate change efforts as a key part of his platform.” 

 

Warming causes extinction and turns every impact 

Sharp and Kennedy 14 (Robert and Edward, an associate professor on the faculty of the 

Near East South Asia Center for Strategic Studies (NESA) AND renewable energy and climate 

change specialist who has worked for the World Bank and the Spanish Electric Utility ENDESA 
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on carbon policy and markets, 8-22, “Climate Change and Implications for National Security” 

http://www.internationalpolicydigest.org/2014/08/22/climate-change-implications-national-

security/) //CJC 
Our planet is 4.5 billion years old. If that whole time was to be reflected on a single one-year calendar then the dinosaurs died off 

sometime late in the afternoon of December 27th and modern humans emerged 200,000 years ago, or at around lunchtime on 

December 28th. Therefore, human life on earth is very recent. Sometime on December 28th humans made the first fires – wood 

fires – neutral in the carbon balance. Now reflect on those most recent 200,000 years again on a single one-year calendar and you 

might be surprised to learn that the industrial revolution began only a few hours ago during the middle of the afternoon on December 

31st, 250 years ago, coinciding with the discovery of underground carbon fuels. Over the 250 years carbon fuels have enabled 

tremendous technological advances including a population growth from about 800 million then to 7.5 billion today and the 

consequent demand to extract even more carbon. This has occurred during a handful of generations, which is hardly noticeable on 

our imaginary one-year calendar. The release of this carbon – however – is changing our climate at such a 

rapid rate that it threatens our survival and presence on earth. It defies imagination that so much 

damage has been done in such a relatively short time. The implications of climate change are the single 

most significant threat to life on earth and, put simply, we are not doing enough to rectify the 

damage. This relatively very recent ability to change our climate is an inconvenient truth; the science is sound. We 

know of the complex set of interrelated national and global security risks that are a result of global 

warming and the velocity at which climate change is occurring. We worry it may already be too late. Climate change writ large 

has informed few, interested some, confused many, and polarized politics. It has already led to an increase in natural 

disasters including but not limited to droughts, storms, floods, fires etc. The year 2012 was among the 10 warmest years on 

record according to an American Meteorological Society (AMS) report. Research suggests that climate change is already 

affecting human displacement; reportedly 36 million people were displaced in 2008 alone because of sudden natural 

disasters. Figures for 2010 and 2011 paint a grimmer picture of people displaced because of rising sea levels, 

heat and storms. Climate change affects all natural systems. It impacts temperature and consequently it 

affects water and weather patterns. It contributes to desertification, deforestation and 

acidification of the oceans. Changes in weather patterns may mean droughts in one area and floods in another. Counter-

intuitively, perhaps, sea levels rise but perennial river water supplies are reduced because glaciers are 

retreating. As glaciers and polar ice caps melt, there is an albedo effect, which is a double 

whammy of less temperature regulation because of less surface area of ice present. This means that less 

absorption occurs and also there is less reflection of the sun’s light. A potentially critical wild card could be runaway 

climate change due to the release of methane from melting tundra. Worldwide permafrost soils contain about 1,700 Giga Tons of 

carbon, which is about four times more than all the carbon released through human activity thus far. The planet has already 

adapted itself to dramatic climate change including a wide range of distinct geologic periods and multiple extinctions, and 

at a pace that it can be managed. It is human intervention that has accelerated the pace 

dramatically: An increased surface temperature, coupled with more severe weather and changes in 

water distribution will create uneven threats to our agricultural systems and will foster and support 

the spread of insect borne diseases like Malaria, Dengue and the West Nile virus. Rising sea levels will 

increasingly threaten our coastal population and infrastructure centers and with more than 3.5 billion people – half the 

planet – depending on the ocean for their primary source of food, ocean acidification may dangerously undercut critical natural 

food systems which would result in reduced rations. Climate change also carries significant inertia. Even if emissions were 

completely halted today, temperature increases would continue for some time. Thus the impact is not only to the 

environment, water, coastal homes, agriculture and fisheries as mentioned, but also would lead to 

conflict and thus impact national security. Resource wars are inevitable as countries respond, 

adapt and compete for the shrinking set of those available resources. These wars have arguably already started 

and will continue in the future because climate change will force countries to act for national survival; the so-

called Climate Wars. As early as 2003 Greenpeace alluded to a report which it claimed was commissioned by the Pentagon 

titled: An Abrupt Climate Change Scenario and Its Implications for U.S. National Security. It painted a picture of 
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a world in turmoil because global warming had accelerated. The scenario outlined was both abrupt and alarming. 

The report offered recommendations but backed away from declaring climate change an immediate problem, concluding that it 

would actually be more incremental and measured; as such it would be an irritant, not a shock for national security systems. In 2006 

the Center for Naval Analyses (CNA) – Institute of Public Research – convened a board of 11 senior retired generals 

and admirals to assess National Security and the Threat to Climate Change. Their initial report was 

published in April 2007 and made no mention of the potential acceleration of climate change. The team found that climate 

change was a serious threat to national security and that it was: “most likely to happen in regions of the world that 

are already fertile ground for extremism.” The team made recommendations from their analysis of regional impacts which suggested 

the following. Europe would experience some fracturing because of border migration. Africa would 

need more stability and humanitarian operations provided by the United States. The Middle East 

would experience a “loss of food and water security (which) will increase pressure to emigrate 

across borders.” Asia would suffer from “threats to water and the spread of infectious disease.” In 

2009 the CIA opened a Center on Climate Change and National Security to coordinate across the intelligence community and to 

focus policy. In May 2014, CNA again convened a Military Advisory Board but this time to assess National 

Security and the Accelerating Risk of Climate Change. The report concludes that climate change 

is no longer a future threat but occurring right now and the authors appeal to the security community, the 

entire government and the American people to not only build resilience against projected climate change impacts but to 

form agreements to stabilize climate change and also to integrate climate change across all 

strategy and planning. The calm of the 2007 report is replaced by a tone of anxiety concerning the future coupled with calls 

for public discourse and debate because “time and tide wait for no man.” The report notes a key distinction between resilience 

(mitigating the impact of climate change) and agreements (ways to stabilize climate change) and states that: Actions by the 

United States and the international community have been insufficient to adapt to the challenges associated with projected 

climate change. Strengthening resilience to climate impacts already locked into the system is critical, but this will 

reduce long-term risk only if improvements in resilience are accompanied by actionable agreements 

on ways to stabilize climate change. The 9/11 Report framed the terrorist attacks as less of a failure of intelligence than 

a failure of imagination. Greenpeace’s 2003 account of the Pentagon’s alleged report describes a coming 

climate Armageddon which to readers was unimaginable and hence the report was not really taken seriously. It described: 

A world thrown into turmoil by drought, floods, typhoons. Whole countries rendered 

uninhabitable. The capital of the Netherlands submerged. The borders of the U.S. and Australia patrolled by armies 

firing into waves of starving boat people desperate to find a new home. Fishing boats armed with cannon 

to drive off competitors. Demands for access to water and farmland backed up with nuclear 

weapons. The CNA and Greenpeace/Pentagon reports are both mirrored by similar analysis by the World Bank which 

highlighted not only the physical manifestations of climate change, but also the significant human impacts 

that threaten to unravel decades of economic development, which will ultimately foster 

conflict. Climate change is the quintessential “Tragedy of the Commons,” where the cumulative impact of many individual 

actions (carbon emission in this case) is not seen as linked to the marginal gains available to each individual action and not seen as 

cause and effect. It is simultaneously huge, yet amorphous and nearly invisible from day to day. It is occurring very fast in geologic 

time terms, but in human time it is (was) slow and incremental. Among environmental problems, it is uniquely global. With our 

planet and culture figuratively and literally honeycombed with a reliance on fossil fuels, we face systemic challenges in changing the 

reliance across multiple layers of consumption, investment patterns, and political decisions; it will be hard to fix! 

 

Conservative ideology is worse for social mobility and racial justice 

McElwee, a research associate at Demos, 9/14/2014 Sean, “Facts vs. the GOP: Why America is 

living through a new era of segregation” 

http://www.salon.com/2014/09/14/facts_vs_the_gop_why_america_is_living_through_a_new_era_of_segregation/] //CJC 
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Recent events in Ferguson, Missouri, have once again made the nation consider the durability of racial 

injustice as a defining factor of the American experience. Black children go to increasingly 

segregated schools, experience significantly less mobility than whites and are far more likely to 

be incarcerated for nonviolent crimes. The American dream has always been defined by upward mobility, but for black Americans, 

it’s harder to get into the middle class, and a middle-class lifestyle is more precarious. There are numerous factors that help explain why blacks have 

lower levels of upward mobility, but a surprisingly unpersuasive one is family structure. Conservatives like to tout the 

research of Raj Chetty and others who find that, “The fraction of children living in single-parent 

households is the single strongest correlate of upward income mobility among all the variables we explored.” 

But this observation comes with a caveat — children in two-parent households fare worse in 

areas with large numbers of single parents. There is reason to believe the causation is reversed. 

Rather than single-parent households causing low upward mobility, low upward mobility and rampant poverty lead to single-parenthood. Two 

researchers from the National Bureau of Economic Research — Melissa Schettini Kearney and Phillip B. Levine — find that single motherhood is 

largely driven by poverty and inequality, not the other way around. They write, The combination of being poor and living in a 

more unequal (and less mobile) location, like the United States, leads young women to choose early, 

non-marital childbearing at elevated rates, potentially because of their lower expectations of future economic success. A report 

by the British Rowntree Foundation had a similar finding: “Young people born into families in the higher socio-economic classes spend a long time in 

education and career training, putting off marriage and childbearing until they are established as successful adults.” Women in the slow track, in 

contrast, face “a disjointed pattern of unemployment, low-paid work and training schemes, rather than an ordered, upward career trajectory.” This is 

largely due to “truncated education.” Most recently, Bhashkar Mazumder finds that, among those between the late 1950s and early 1980s, 50 percent 

of black children born into the bottom 20 percent of the income scale remained in the same position, while only 26 percent of white children born into 

the bottom 20 percent of the income scale remained in the same position. His research finds that the role of two-parent families for mobility is less 

important than conservatives assert. While living in a two-parent households increases upward mobility for blacks, it has no effect on upward mobility 

for white children, nor does it affect downward mobility for either race. If marriage has a significant effect, it is not marriage per se, but rather income 

and parenting effects that are at work; married people by default have more incomes and more time to spend with children. The solution, then, is paid 

leave, universal pre-K and government-provided daycare, not wealthy conservatives clutching their pearls and chastising young people for not getting 

hitched. So, marriage fails to explain black-white gaps in mobility. What, then, is responsible for the lack of upward mobility 

among blacks? 1. Housing segregation Racial segregation explains how it’s so easy for the black middle class to slip back 

into poverty. As sociologist John R. Logan writes, “The most recent census data show that on average, black and Hispanic households live in 

neighborhoods with more than one and a half times the poverty rate of neighborhoods where the average non-Hispanic white lives.” This has profound 

implications for upward mobility. A 2009 study by Patrick Sharkey finds that, “Neighborhood poverty alone accounts for a greater portion of the black-

white downward mobility gap than the effects of parental education, occupation, labor force participation, and a range of other family characteristics 

combined.” Sharkley finds that if black and white children grew up in similar environments, the downward mobility gap would shrink by 25-to-33 

percent. As the chart below shows, black children are far more likely to grow up in high poverty disadvantaged neighborhoods, which makes upward 

mobility difficult. (Source) mcelwee figure 1 2. War on drugs and mass incarceration The war on drugs disproportionately 

targets people of color: One in 12 working-age African-American men are incarcerated. While whites and blacks use and sell drugs at similar rates, 

African-Americans comprise 74 percent of those imprisoned for drug possession. The U.S. prison population grew by 700 percent between 1970 and 

2005, while the general population grew only 44 percent. The effects of incarceration on upward mobility are profound. Bruce Western finds that, “by 

age 48, the typical former inmate will have earned $179,000 less than if he had never been incarcerated.” This impact, however, is more profound for 

blacks. Western finds that incarceration reduces lifetime earnings for whites by 2 percent, but Hispanics and blacks by 6 percent and 9 percent, 

respectively. All of this means that men who are incarcerated will live a life at the bottom. For men who begin life in the lowest income quintile, only 2 

percent of those who are incarcerated will make it into the top fifth, while 15 percent of those who are not incarcerated will. 3. Segregated 

employment opportunities In “When Work Disappears,” Harvard sociologist William Julius Wilson points to the importance of 

occupational segregation — the fact that African-Americans who are often concentrated in poor urban areas struggle to get jobs in the suburbs or 

places with a long commute. Only 2.9 percent of white workers rely on public transportation, compared to 8.3 percent of Latino workers and 11.5 

percent percent of black workers. An excellent example of occupational segregation is in Silicon Valley, where data released after pressure from 

advocacy groups like Color of Change suggests that at Facebook, Twitter, LinkedIn, Yahoo, Google and eBay, only 3 to 4 percent of workers are black 

or Hispanic. However, a study by Working Partnerships USA finds that, “While Blacks and Latinos make up only 3 to 4 percent of the disclosed 

companies’ core tech workforce, they are 41 percent of all private security guards in Silicon Valley, 72 percent of all janitorial and building cleaning 

workers, and 76 percent of all grounds maintenance workers.” (Source) mcelwee figure 2 Much of the problem is social networks. Recent research by 

Nancy DiTomaso finds that favoritism perpetuates inequality, even in the absence of racial bias. She finds that most employees relied on social 

networks to obtain a majority of the jobs they held in their lifetime. Because social networks tend to be segregated, this fosters occupational 

segregation. Miles Corak shows that many children get their first job through their parents, further solidifying the effect of social networks on 

occupational segregation. Marianne Bertrand finds that changing the names on résumés to those that are traditionally white or black affects call-backs 

for jobs. White-sounding names were 50 percent more likely to get called for an initial interview. She also finds that whites with better résumés were 30 

percent more likely to get a call-back than whites with worse résumés, but for blacks, more experience only increased call-backs by 9 percent. Another 

barrier to employment can be social networks. 4. Wealth gaps Wealth is an important part of a middle-class lifestyle. When a family or 

individual is struck with illness or the loss of a job, wealth provides support. When a child attends college or is trying to get on his or her feet, a family 

with wealth can help pay the bills. The large wealth gaps between black families and white families, then, helps explain why black families have such 

high levels of downward mobility. The recently released Survey of Consumer Finances allows us an opportunity to examine wealth gaps. Matt Bruenig 



finds that, “The median white family has a net worth of $134,000. The median Hispanic family has a net worth of $14,000. The median black family has 

a net worth of $11,000.” Between 2007 and 2010, all racial groups lost large amounts of wealth. However, the effects fell disproportionately on 

Hispanics and blacks, who saw a 44 percent and 31 percent reduction in wealth, compared to an 11 percent drop for whites. This was due to blacks 

and Latinos disproportionately receiving subprime loans, both because of outright lending discrimination and housing segregation. A recent research 

brief by the Institution on Assets and Social Policy finds that the wealth gap between white families and African-Americans has tripled between 1984 

and 2009. They find five main factors responsible for driving the gap, which together explain 66 percent of the growth in inequality. The factors, in order 

of importance, are number of years of homeownership, household income, unemployment, college education and financial support or inheritance 5. 

Two-tiered education system The U.S. increasingly has a two-tiered education system, with students of color trapped in underfunded 

schools. (Source) A recent study finds that, “schools with 90 percent or more students of color spend a full $733 less per student per year than schools 

with 90 percent or more white students.” mcelwee figure 3 Schools today are becoming more segregated, rather than less segregated. The average 

white student attends a school that is 72.5 percent white and 8.3 percent black, while the average black student attends a school that is only 27.6 

percent white, but is 48.8 percent black. These schools are underfunded and understaffed. In 2001, the American Civil Liberties Union filed a lawsuit 

after 18 public schools had “literature classes without books,” computer classes where students discuss what they would do if they had computers, 

“classes without regular teachers” and classes without enough seats where students stood in the back. Mazumder finds that student scores on the 

Armed Forces Qualification Test (a comprehensive test taken toward the last few years of high school) can help explain differences in upward mobility 

between blacks and whites. He also finds that completing 16 years of education is a crucial factor in upward mobility. The fact that AFQT scores help 

predict upward mobility is often used by those who argue that racial differences in intelligence largely explain differences in upward mobility. However, 

since the AFQT is taken in high school, a better explanation is that differences in AFQT scores represent the combined impacts of poverty, bad 

schools, wealth gaps, substandard healthcare and segregated employment opportunities working together to reduce long-term mobility. The idea that 

there are biological factors reducing upward mobility for African-Americans is both odious and entirely false. As Nathaniel Hendren told me when 

discussing his research, We can absolutely reject that theory. In order to believe that theory, you have to believe that the spacial differences across the 

U.S. are differences in some kind of transmission of genes. Suppose you move from one area to another and you have a kid. Does your kid pick up the 

mobility characteristics of the place you go to? Now obviously, your genes don’t change when you move. What we find is that kids start to pick up the 

mobility characteristics of the place they move to, and they do so in the proportion to the amount of time they end up spending in that place. The 

majority of the differences across places are casual. If people lived in different places, they would have different outcomes. This all leads to the saddest 

conclusion — were it not for poorly conceived policies, we could have more upward mobility in the U.S. 

While conservatives like to point at cultural factors and throw up their hands, a far more 

productive solution is to redress our massive public policy problems — like the war on drugs 

and dropout mill schools — that are proven to reduce upward mobility. The conservative 

mind-set is ahistorical — we are told to throw away the legacy of slavery and segregation 

and expect blacks to pull themselves up by their own bootstraps, ignoring the structural 

dynamics keeping them down. Research by Graziella Bertocchi and Arcangelo Dimico finds that counties with higher 

concentrations of slave ownership in 1870 had higher levels of poverty and racial inequality in 

2000. Matthew Blackwell finds that Southerners who live in counties with higher levels of slave 

ownership in 1860 express more racial resentment and are more likely to oppose affirmative 

action. As Marx noted, “Men make their own history, but they do not make it as they please; they 

do not make it under self-selected circumstances, but under circumstances existing already, 

given and transmitted from the past. The tradition of all dead generations weighs like a 

nightmare on the brains of the living.” 

 

 

Democrats are anti-racist, Republicans tolerate bigotry 
Beinart 2016 [Peter Beinart is professor of political science and editor at The Atlantic, “The Democrats 

Are Built to Win”, The Atlantic, <https://www.theatlantic.com/politics/archive/2016/05/the-democrats-are-

built-to-win/481386/>] //CJC 

 

The Democratic Party has become, to a significant extent, an anti-racist party. The 

Republican Party has not. In an anti-racist party, politicians who demonize historically 

discriminated-against groups are either forced into retirement or, at the least, forced to 

apologize. Obviously, what constitutes bigotry is not always self-evident. But if many of the 

members of a historically discriminated-against group perceive something as bigoted, that’s 

usually a good hint. By that standard, the Democratic Party is significantly more anti-racist 

than it was even a few years ago. In the 1990s, Hillary Clinton could call African American criminals “super predators” without significant political 
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blowback. Bill Clinton could eulogize his mentor, William Fulbright, without ever mentioning that Fulbright supported segregation. As recently as 2009, Barack Obama could 

choose Pastor Rick Warren, a man who tried to counsel people out of being gay, to give the invocation at his inauguration. In today’s Democratic Party, such behavior is much 

harder to imagine. In the GOP, by contrast, it’s easy to imagine. Republican leaders may not be 

bigots. But they often tolerate bigotry. In 2012, Mitt Romney gratefully accepted Donald Trump’s endorsement, even though Trump had 

spent the previous year implying that Obama had only gotten into college because he was black, demanding Obama’s birth certificate, and suggesting that “maybe it says he is 

a Muslim.” In 2011, GOP presidential candidate Herman Cain said that, if elected, he would not appoint Muslims to his administration. Last year, Ben Carson said America 

should not elect a Muslim president. Trump himself infamously called for temporarily banning Muslims from entering the United States. For a Democratic presidential candidate, 

such statements would be political suicide. But in today’s GOP, they are not. Many of Cain, Carson, and Trump’s rivals distanced themselves from those views. But with the 

honorable exception of Lindsey Graham, no rival said the comments were disqualifying. As far as I’m aware, no rival except Graham even demanded an apology. As for 

ordinary GOP voters, they largely voiced their assent. A March Rasmussen poll found that 71 percent of likely Republican voters (as opposed to only 34 percent of their 

Democratic counterparts) back Trump’s Muslim ban. A Public Policy Polling survey from last fall found that a majority of likely Republican 

primary voters in Iowa either favored criminalizing Islam or weren’t sure. When asked last 

November by The Economist and YouGov whether they agreed with Trump’s statement that, 

“When Mexico sends its people, they’re not sending their best. They’re sending people that 

have lots of problems. They’re bringing drugs. They’re bringing crime. They’re rapists,” 63 

percent of Republicans (compared with only 23 percent of Democrats) said they agreed. It 

was not inevitable that anti-bigotry would become a partisan dividing line. In 1964, a majority of both 

House Democrats and House Republicans voted for the Civil Rights Act. (Republicans by a slightly higher margin.) In the mid-1990s, leading Democrats and Republicans both 

opposed gay marriage. In 2000, George W. Bush spoke out against the fact that Arab Americans were being “racially profiled.” As recently as 2008, neither John McCain nor 

Barack Obama demonized Mexican immigrants. What’s changed? The divergence began when Democratic 

presidents signed civil-rights legislation in the 1960s and Republicans responded by taking the 

white South. As a result, African Americans became a key Democratic voting bloc while the 

GOP remained overwhelmingly white. There’s some evidence that, in the years prior to Obama’s election, this racial polarization was 

easing, with younger African Americans showing less loyalty to the Democratic Party and Bill Clinton winning a significant chunk of the white South. But as UCLA political 

scientists Michael Tesler and David O. Sears have documented, Obama’s election supercharged the party’s racial identities. 
Since 2004, Americans who exhibit higher levels of “racial resentment” have moved toward the GOP and those who exhibit lower levels have moved toward the Democrats. 

This heightened partisan polarization around race has served as a template for the way the two 

parties respond to Muslims and Mexican Americans. Just as Democrats are more likely than 

Republicans to consider anti-black racism a problem, they’re also more likely to worry 

about bigotry against Muslims. Republicans, by contrast, are more likely to dismiss the 

grievances of both groups as “political correctness.” The Obama polarization has also 

shaped the way the parties have responded to Latino immigration. Since the 1990s, political 

scientists have observed that hostility to African Americans correlates with hostility toward 

immigrants. And as Mexican immigration has become a bigger political issue, views of Latino 

immigrants have divided the two parties in the roughly the same way that views of African 

Americans do. The Democratic Party, which once had a robust anti-immigration wing, is 

now so dependent on Latino votes that Hillary Clinton in March pledged to halt virtually all 

deportations of undocumented immigrants. Trump, by contrast, has called Mexican 

immigrants “rapists,” thus transposing hoary white fears of black sexual violence onto 

Latinos. 

 

 

Racism 

Candidates would have to go to cities and appeal to minorities 
Ryan Teague Beckwith 2016, 11-17-2016 [Ryan Beckwith is a writer for Time, "How 

Campaigns Would Work If We Ended the Electoral College," http://time.com/4573821/electoral-

college-popular-vote-campaigns/] MJS 3-5-2017 
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First, strategists say a popular vote would push Democratic presidential candidates to run 

up the tally in urban centers, while Republicans sought to crank out votes in suburban and exurban areas around them. "I would never 

go to another county fair. I'd never go to a local fish fry. I'd never go to a VFW," said Hogan 

Gidley, who advised Republican candidates Rick Santorum in 2012 and Mike Huckabee this 

year. "Instead, I'd send my candidate the major city centers on the coasts. ... There'd be no 

reason to campaign in Middle America because the votes wouldn't be there." Democratic 

strategist Josh Cohen agreed. "You've been trick or treating: You want to get to as many 

houses as possible," he said. "It's the same idea." President-elect Donald Trump, who criticized the Electoral College in the wake of Republican Mitt Romney's 

defeat in 2012, echoed that logic in a tweet Tuesday, noting that he would have had a much different strategy if he were aiming to win the popular vote. "If the election were 

based on total popular vote I would have campaigned in N.Y. Florida and California and won even bigger and more easily," he wrote. Gidley argued that would be a disservice 

to the eventual winner, who would be less familiar with the issues facing rural voters. And he said it would reduce voters' access to the candidates, since events in big cities 

would be more likely to be massive rallies than more accessible town-hall meetings held in places like Iowa and New Hampshire. On the other hand, Dave Hamrick, who ran 

Democrat Martin O'Malley's presidential campaign, said that candidates would pay more attention to minorities. "I think 

that you have a lot of voters, including large swaths of African-Americans, Asian-

Americans and Hispanics, that are currently disenfranchised because they live in states 

that are not battlegrounds and they're not sought after in the current system," he said."I 

think more people will participate in an election where everybody's vote is being sought. 

 

Voter ID swings the swing states — and now Sessions means DOJ 

won’t try to stop 
Jon 4/23/17 [Jon Perloe is a writer for Daily Kos and Connecticut News and is a spokesperson for 

National Popular Vote CT, a grassroots movement advocating for adoption of the National Popular Vote 

Interstate Compact by the Connecticut General Assembly. “Why the National Popular Vote is critical to 

Democrats winning the White House”, Daily Kos, <http://www.dailykos.com/stories/2017/4/23/1655634/-

Why-the-National-Popular-Vote-is-critical-to-Democrats-winning-the-White-House>] //CJC 

 

Two of the three elections lost by Democrats since 2000 resulted from winner-take-all Electoral 

College outcomes that went against the popular vote. With Republican-led voter suppression 

efforts in a majority of battleground states that could have exceeded margins of victory 

but for court intervention, and a Department of Justice that will no longer challenge laws 

that disenfranchise Democratic-leaning voters, the political viability of Democratic presidential candidates is threatened. Since 

Shelby v. Holder, the GOP has relentlessly suppressed Democrats’ votes. Freed of federal oversight after Section 4 of the Voting Rights Act was overturned by the Supreme 

Court in 2013, GOP-controlled state houses have engaged in a concerted effort to make voting more difficult. The impact disproportionately affects Democratic-leaning voters. 

As the Washington Post noted, “Unsurprisingly, these strict ID laws are passed almost exclusively by Republican legislatures.” A recent study from researchers at the UC San 

Diego analyzed votes after the implementation of voter laws in multiple elections and found that unnecessarily strict vote ID laws significantly suppressed minority, Democratic 

and liberal voters. Specifically, the study found “that strict photo identification laws have a differentially negative 

impact on the turnout of Hispanics, Blacks, and mixed-race Americans in primaries and 

general elections.” “Democratic turnout drops by an estimated 7.7 percentage points in general elections when strict photo identification laws are in place. By 

comparison, the predicted drop for Republicans is only 4.6 points. The skew for political ideology is even more severe. For strong liberals the estimated drop in turnout in strict 

photo identification states is an alarming 10.7 percentage points. By contrast, the drop for strong conservatives is estimated to be only 2.8 points.” 

Since 2014 there have been Republican-led voter suppression efforts in eight of the 12 

battleground states—the very sames states that have outsized influence on determining 

who wins the presidency. In some of these states, estimates of the number of 

disenfranchised, Democratic-leaning, voters numbered in the hundreds of thousands—

substantially more than Trump’s margin of victory. In Pennsylvania a judge found their 

voter ID law disenfranchised “hundreds of thousands.” Trump won Pennsylvania by just 

44,000 votes. Wisconsin’s voter ID law was estimated to affect 300,000 voters. During the 
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2016 campaign U.S. Representative Glenn Grothman (R-WI) told a local TV reporter the ID law 

would help Trump win Wisconsin, saying “now we have photo id and I think photo id will make a 

little bit of a difference as well.” Trump took the state by just 23,000 votes. Florida is just one 

of three states that permanently disenfranchises anyone with a felony conviction. Roughly 1.5 

million Florida residents are ineligible to vote because of the law that white lawmakers 

designed after the Civil War to dilute the voting power of freed slaves. Trump took Florida by 

113,000 votes. Republican-led voter suppression will continue, now without DOJ in the 

way. In the past many of the disenfranchising tactics employed by the Republican party were blocked or overturned by state and federal courts. But even in states where 

courts intervened, their efforts sometimes succeeded. Wisconsin failed to adequately retrain DMV workers, preventing an untold number of people from securing a voter ID. In 

2016 Wisconsin’s voter turnout was at its lowest level in two decades. The U.S. Department of Justice under President Obama 

was an active defender of voting rights, but no longer. Led by Jeff Sessions, DOJ has already 

backed away from litigating Republican voter suppression laws. On April 10 a federal 

judge granted DOJ’s request to withdraw after years of arguing that a Texas voter ID law 

was enacted with unconstitutional discriminatory intent. The Brennan Center for Justice 

noted that DOJ began the process of abandoning minority voters on Inauguration Day. Sound 

like a coincidence? During Senator Sessions confirmation hearing, Senator Richard Blumenthal 

(D-CT) noted, “Senator Sessions’ record reflects a hostility and antipathy, downright opposition 

to civil rights and voting rights…” As for the power of the GOP to continue suppressing 

Democratic-leaning votes, it controls both chambers of the legislature and the governorship in 

seven of the 12 battleground states. 

 

EC Makes Voter ID More Effective  

Keelty 2016 [Christopher Keelty, “The Electoral College Must Go,” Medium, November 29, 

2016 https://medium.com/@keeltyc/the-electoral-college-must-go-86e664f4349a] //WGC 

 
“The Electoral College Makes it Easier to Steal an Election. 

During the pre-election controversy about voter fraud, many experts remarked that America’s state-by-state election system makes it difficult, almost impossible, for any single 

entity to rig an election outcome. This is true in the given context: to rig an election by stuffing ballot boxes or hacking voting machines is borderline impossible. Thanks 

to the Electoral College, however, rigging an election by keeping voters away from the 

polls is disturbingly easy. All you need is a complete lack of integrity, party control of a state 

legislature, and cynical contempt for the right to vote. Take Michigan, for example, where 

Donald Trump won by a mere 10,704 votes. Ahead of the election, activists in Michigan sued 

the state over new voting regulations they said disenfranchised 300,000 or more voters, 
disproportionately minority voters who were likely to cast ballots for the Democrats. If you’ve any doubt that party politics motivates voter ID laws, one need only look at Texas or 

North Carolina, where courts found that voter ID laws were clearly racially motivated — or take it from Mike Turzai, Pennsylvania legislator and architect of that state’s failed 

voter ID attempt, who openly stated that it was intended to help the GOP win. To illustrate the way the Electoral College makes voter suppression immeasurably more effective 

at stealing an election, we need not suppose that Michigan’s voter suppression tactics erased 

300,000 votes. We only need to suppose that it kept away 10,705 more votes for Hillary 

Clinton than Donald Trump. Clinton received (at time of writing) 2.27 million votes in the state of 

Michigan, and in an nationwide popular election every one of those votes would count toward 

her majority, as would Donald Trump’s 2.28 million. Instead, because of the Electoral College, 

it is possible that suppression of less than 11,000 voters erased all of Hillary’s support in 

the state. Voter ID laws, and reports of related irregularities, factored in other states including North Carolina, Alabama, Florida, Ohio, and Pennsylvania. But one need 

not look only at Voter ID — the actual impact of which can be difficult or impossible to measure — to see how states keep voters away from the polls. Felony disenfranchisement 

has a demonstrated impact on US election results. The Electoral College incentivizes voter suppression and disenfranchisement. Imagine for a moment that you are a person 

convicted of a felony. It doesn’t have to be a murder or robbery — let’s say you got caught with a beer when you were 19, or got in a fistfight outside a bar after a football game 

https://medium.com/@keeltyc/the-electoral-college-must-go-86e664f4349a
https://www.washingtonpost.com/world/national-security/can-you-rig-a-us-presidential-election-experts-say-its-basically-impossible/2016/10/18/7bcc4390-9557-11e6-bc79-af1cd3d2984b_story.html
https://www.washingtonpost.com/world/national-security/can-you-rig-a-us-presidential-election-experts-say-its-basically-impossible/2016/10/18/7bcc4390-9557-11e6-bc79-af1cd3d2984b_story.html
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=EuOT1bRYdK8


and a drink too many. Each of these is a felony offense, and depending on what state you live in, you may never get to vote again According to the Sentencing Project, more 

than 6 million Americans have lost their right to vote because of a felony conviction — and states are wildly different in how they treat voting rights for convicts. Two states 

(Vermont and Maine) bring ballots into their prisons so that convicts can vote even while serving time. Eleven states strip felons of all voting rights, for life. The majority of states 

fall somewhere in between, denying felons the right to vote while incarcerated, while on probation, and/or while on parole. Felony disenfranchisement 

has been shown to have dramatic racial disparities: The Sentencing Project says one in 13 African-American voters has 

lost their voting rights to felony disenfranchisement, compared with one in 56 non-black voters. In the context of the Electoral College, the impact becomes even more stark: The 

list of states with the harshest felony disenfranchisement laws includes Wyoming, Delaware, Nebraska, and others where individual votes are weighted most heavily. Florida 

has by far the worst felony disenfranchisement laws in the nation, with more than a million and a half voters (including nearly a quarter of all African-Americans) denied their 

right to vote based on felony convictions. After the 2000 election, in which Al Gore won the popular vote but 

lost the Electoral College, researchers at Northwestern University conducted a study that 

showed Gore would have won Florida if felons had been allowed to vote. Florida is not 

alone; based on actual 2016 results, the number of felons denied the right to vote 

exceeded Donald Trump’s margin of victory in three states Trump won (Wisconsin, 

Florida, and Georgia) and two won by Clinton (New Hampshire and Nevada) as well as 

Michigan, where Trump holds a small lead. In Florida, Wisconsin, and Michigan the number of disenfranchised felons is double or more Trump’s margin of victory. 

Because African-Americans are disproportionately represented among Americans convicted of felonies, and overwhelmingly voted for Clinton in 2016, it’s entirely reasonable to 

suppose that different laws would mean different results in those states, and therefore in the Electoral College. Wisconsin, Florida, and Georgia all have Republican-controlled 

legislatures. In fact, harsher felony disenfranchisement laws are generally associated with Republican lawmakers, notable when one considers that left-leaning voters are 

dramatically overrepresented among felons. One need not make a leap to suppose that at least some of the motive for such laws is partisan in nature. And yet, in a 

nationwide popular vote such efforts would fall short of delivering reliable results. It is 

only thanks to the Electoral College, which makes it possible to negate the will of 

millions of voters across a state by suppressing only a few hundred thousand — or less —

 that such tactics are effective. It might still be difficult to steal a US election, but the Electoral 

College makes it much, much easier. 

 

 

Swing states are 80% white and will always be white — white voters 

are elastic, minorities aren’t 
Beckman 4/4/17 [Milo Beckman is a writer for FiveThirtyEight, “Why are swing states so white?”, 

Medium, <https://medium.com/@milobela/why-are-swing-states-so-white-6c6dcce51651>] //CJC 

 

Rather, white voters have disproportionate power because they are overrepresented in 

swing states: 

Why these very white areas are more likely to decide presidential elections So why are 

whiter states more likely to be swing states? There’s a simple answer and a not-so-simple 

answer. The simple answer: “Swing voters are overwhelmingly white,” said Dave Hopkins, a 

political scientist at Boston College. “Nonwhite voters are pretty loyal Democrats, in good 

years and in bad. So the more nonwhite voters you have in the state electorate, the less 

http://www.sentencingproject.org/issues/felony-disenfranchisement/
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swing there’s going to be, all else being equal.” We can measure this. Hopkins is describing 

elasticity, a measure of how sensitive a state is to changes in political conditions. A more 

elastic state has, more or less, a wider bell curve around its current poll numbers — it’s more 

likely to be pushed and pulled with the tides of the campaign. Not all “very white states” 

(80%+) are swing states, of course; in 2016, they ranged from voting for Clinton by a 26 

percentage point margin (Vermont) to favoring Trump by 46 points (Wyoming). But wherever 

they are on the ideological spectrum, if two states were producing similar poll numbers, 

the whiter state would be more likely to flip parties if national conditions changed. 

 

Here’s where it gets a little complicated. It’s not just voters of color that make diverse states 

inelastic. Rather, the white voters who live in states with large nonwhite populations also 

tend to be more consistently partisan, Hopkins said. “Southern conservative whites in places 

like Mississippi and Louisiana are pretty loyal to Republicans,” Hopkins said. “So they’re not 

going to be very elastic either. And the same can be said for white liberals in California and New 

York — those voters are reliable Democrats and they just happen to live adjacent to significant 

non-white populations.” Is this just historical coincidence, or is there some kind of causal 

relationship here? I spoke to Ryan Enos, a Harvard political scientist who studies the politics of 

intergroup contact “When you have proximate nonwhite populations that are segregated, 

that’s going to tend to move [white] people to the right,” Enos told me. “If you have 

http://fivethirtyeight.com/features/swing-voters-and-elastic-states/
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enough intergroup contact over time, that’s going to be correlated with voting on the 

left.” 

Higher political power for AA solves all forms of discrimination — 

creates incentives for politicians to prioritize African Americans 

Johnson 2015 [Theodore Johnson is a career naval officer, former White House fellow and doctorate in 

law and policy at Northeastern University.,  "We Used to Count Black Americans as 3/5 of a Person. For 

Reparations, Give Them 5/3 of a Vote." Washington Post. The Washington Post, 

https://www.washingtonpost.com/posteverything/wp/2015/08/21/we-used-to-count-black-americans-as-

35-of-a-person-instead-of-reparations-give-them-53-of-a-vote/] //CJC 

That’s because the problem is almost unfathomably large. In a report titled “The Unfinished 

March,” the Economic Policy Institute found that school segregation, black unemployment, 

lack of access to fair housing and living wages, and abysmal African American 

household wealth remain at essentially the same levels of disparity today as they did in 

1963, when the March on Washington occurred. Median household wealth today is $141,900 

for whites and only $11,000 for blacks. Despite making up only 13 percent of the population, 

black Americans are 27 percent of those living at or below the poverty line; the white 

unemployment rate is 4.6 percent, while it’s 9.6 percent for blacks; during the housing bubble of 

the mid-2000s, 53 percent of blacks received high-cost mortgages, while only 18 percent of 

whites did; the black incarceration rate is 2,207 per 100,000, compared with the national 

rate of 707 per 100,000; nearly 3 in 4 black children today attend segregated schools; in many 

communities, blacks have poorer health outcomes and access to just half the social services of 

whites. The list goes on ad nauseam. These are national issues that require policy 

solutions — and the political will to implement them, which clearly doesn’t yet exist. That’s 

why reparations should be apportioned in the exercise of a civic right (a duty, even) long denied to the descendants of the enslaved. A five-thirds compromise would 

imbue African Americans with a larger political voice that could be used to fight the 

structural discrimination expressed in housing, education, criminal justice and 

employment. Allowing black votes to count for 167 percent of everyone else’s would mean that 30 million African American votes would count as 50 million, 

substituting super-votes for the implausible idea of cash payments. This weighted vote, coupled with an increasingly active black electorate 

that in 2012 had a higher voter participation rate than whites for the first time in history, 

would offer African Americans an outsize influence on national and state elections. 

Politicians, finally, would have to truly compete for the black vote, or a substantial share 

of it, to attain or remain in office. This would provide an incentive, even for purely self-

interested politicians, to prioritize African American policy concerns and act on them, or 

face a loss at the polls. 

 

Electoral college prevents positive reforms - it’s an instrument of 

white supremacy 
Mac Mccann, 12-10-2015 [Reporter, cited by NPR, The Washington Post, The Atlantic as well as The Atlantic’s City Lab, 

Reason, and The Daily Dot, published in The Dallas Morning News, The Chicago Tribune, Newsday, The Houston Chronicle, The 

Charlotte Observer, The Seattle Times, Sun-Sentinel, The Huffington Post, The Austin American-Statesman, Reason, Complex, 

The Albany Times-Union, Virgin Islands Daily News, OC Weekly, OnFaith, Phoenix New Times and The Daily Texan, among others, 

https://www.washingtonpost.com/posteverything/wp/2015/08/21/we-used-to-count-black-americans-as-35-of-a-person-instead-of-reparations-give-them-53-of-a-vote/
https://www.washingtonpost.com/posteverything/wp/2015/08/21/we-used-to-count-black-americans-as-35-of-a-person-instead-of-reparations-give-them-53-of-a-vote/


"The Electoral College and Race in America," https://macmccanntx.com/2015/12/10/the-

electoral-college-and-race-in-america/] MJS 4-10-2017 

 

I would argue that the Electoral College, by enabling candidates to essentially ignore 

racial minorities, discourages politicians from adequately addressing their problems and 

concerns. Racial minorities tend to face disadvantages across the board compared to white 

Americans. Furthermore, according to a ranking of each state’s healthcare system done by the 

Commonwealth Fund, “Southern states scored especially poorly across all of the dimensions,” 

which included insurance coverage, avoidable hospital stays, vaccination rates, obesity rates, 

and more (Khazan). And while the region struggled all around, the Deep South’s racial and 

ethnic minorities “faced some of the widest disparities relative to the national average across all 

of the indicators assessed in [the Commonwealth Fund’s] Equity dimension” (Khazan). One 

such example of national inequality is the mortality rate for black Americans, which is about 18 

percent higher than it is for white Americans (Michaels). This inequality affects (and has been 

affected by) politics. If black mortality rates would’ve been similar to white mortality rates 

between 1970 and 2004, then an estimated million more black Americans would’ve voted in the 

2004 election, according to a study done by The University of Michigan’s Arline Geronimus 

(Michaels). Geronimus noted that chronic health conditions, which afflict black people more than 

whites, were linked to most premature black deaths (Michaels). Geronimus explains the 

importance of her study: “If you’re losing a voting population, you’re losing the support for the 

policies that would help that population. As long as there’s this huge inequality in health and 

mortality, there’s a diminished voice to speak out against the problem” (Michaels). 

[...] 

Obviously, minorities of any kind in a democracy will face challenges and limited power. And the 

Electoral College is inexcusably unfair, regardless of race. Still, given the historical and 

socioeconomic context, the Electoral College, from its origins and still today, is especially 

unfair for racial minorities. Hoffman goes as far as saying that, when viewed in context, the 

Electoral College and its “winner-take-all rule appears little different from literacy tests, 

the white primary, and the poll tax – nothing more nor less than an instrument of white 

supremacy” (Hoffman, 1002). 

 

Minorities would determine every election under the popular vote - 

politicians would cater to them 
Feingold 2017 [Russ Feingold, Former Wisconsin US Senator, “The National Popular Vote 

Would Empower Minorities,” The LA Sentinel, April 5, 2017, https://lasentinel.net/the-national-

popular-vote-would-empower-minorities.html] //WGC 

 
Last December, Cokie Roberts told NPR that preserving the electoral college is important to protect minorities. Her argument has 

since been cited by others in arguing in favor of keeping the esoteric electoral college. Except her argument was wrong.  The 

electoral college marginalizes the vast majority of minorities.  If elections instead were 

determined by the National Popular Vote, minorities in every state would gain an 

increased voice and would decide national elections.  Minority voters would be most empowered by 

eliminating the electoral college and ensuring that all future U.S. Presidents are elected by the national popular vote 

wherein no vote in any state is more important than any other vote. The electoral college is a relic of slavery, 
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designed to balance the power between slave-owning and non-slave owning states, at a time when African-

Americans were considered 3/5s of a person and women didn’t vote at all.  And yet despite the many overdue 

advancements to our country over the years, we have retained the relic that is electoral college, which to this day 

disempowers minorities. Roberts’ self-claimed pro-minority argument for the electoral college is that while minorities 

are minorities nationally, they have larger presences in some states, giving them more political power in those states. 

National candidates have to campaign to minority voters in those select states because their vote may swing the 

state.  We see this in North Carolina, for instance. If the electoral college is done away with, and the national popular 

vote is determinative, then this state-specific minority influence is diluted and lost. In Roberts’ argument, 

however, the empowerment of minority voters only applies to a few select swing states where 

minority voters could tip the scale.  Yet, the states with the largest percentages of minority 

voters are non-swing states, including California, Texas, Maryland, and Georgia. In 

California for instance, minorities make up the largest percentage of the population of any state.  

In 2016, minorities in California voted overwhelmingly for Hillary, helping her carry the state by 

over 4 million.  But, the margin proved meaningless.  Voters were silenced because the 

electoral college only cared about the one person that gave Hillary the simple majority vote.  

The minority population in California would be far more empowered if presidential 

elections were determined by the national popular vote and their sizeable margin in 

California mattered and actually impacted the result of the election. Take the flip side. Texas 

also has a sizeable minority population, but they have little influence in the outcome of 

any national election.  The minority vote, which generally goes democratic overall, is too small 

to help make Texas a swing state.  Democrats know this and thus spend little time in Texas 

after the primary.  But, if the election were determined by the national popular vote, those 

minority votes would count towards the national outcome, even if they didn’t tip the scale in 

Texas. This would result in Democratic candidates spending more time in Texas during 

the general election. The electoral college also inflates the power of individual voters in 

less populated states, such as Wyoming, Vermont, the Dakotas, and Montana, which have 

decisively majority White populations.  Electoral College votes are determined by the number of 

congressional seats allocated to that state, plus two for each state’s senate seats. The number 

of people represented by those two senate seats, and even by individual congressional districts, 

varies greatly state to state.  The result is that each ballot cast in a less populated state carries 

more weight in determining electoral college votes than each ballot in a more populated state.  

So, a single vote in South Dakota is more influential than a vote in California or Texas. One 

could argue that this empowers minorities in less-populated states, except that these 

states tend to be so homogeneous as to silence minority voters.  Minorities are either too 

small to counter the overwhelming Republican vote, or simply add to the already 

overwhelming Democratic vote.  Either way, national candidates have little incentive to 

cater to minority populations in these states.  But again, if the national popular vote was 

determinative, every vote would matter. The eight percent of Wyomingites who identify as 

minorities would influence a national election just as much as the 92 percent who identify as 

non-minority.  There is suddenly an incentive to cater to minorities in every state, 

regardless of their percentage in any particular state. There are a few states where the minority 

vote can help decide that state, such as Nevada and New Mexico.  These states have 

increasingly become swing states in part because of the minority vote.  However, they do not 

have the number of electoral college votes that states like the battleground states of Ohio, 

Florida, or Pennsylvania do. They also both went democratic in 2016, but didn’t change the 



Republican outcome in the electoral college. The argument that Roberts and others miss 

entirely is this: minorities will decide any election determined by the national popular vote.  

Romney and Trump both won the white vote by 20 points or more.  The only reason that Obama 

won the popular vote in 2012 and Hillary in 2016 is because of minorities.  Democrats will 

cater to minority voters all the more in a popularly-decided election, because their 

success depends upon it.  Similarly, Republicans will strive to chip even a few points off 

the Democrats’ support with minorities, again putting focus on issues most important to 

minorities.  Minority voters in non-swing states would also become just as important as those in 

swing states. Roberts correctly points out that the minority population is steadily growing 

in this country.  She uses that to argue that minorities are slowly turning states like Texas 

and Arizona into swing states, making the growing minority population in those states 

more empowered via the electoral college.  However, the growing minority population 

nationally will also carry increasing weight in determining the national popular vote, thus 

garnering more attention from national candidates.  Furthermore, the growing minority 

population in still homogenous states, like West Virginia and Iowa, would carry just as 

much influence as minority voters in increasingly less homogenous states like Texas 

and Arizona, if the popular vote was determinative. Minorities overwhelmingly voted for Al Gore 

in 2000 and Hillary Clinton in 2016, both of whom won the popular vote but lost the election due 

to the electoral college.  While the electoral college may give minority voters in a few select 

states more voice, it disempowers them in all the other states.  Minorities across the country 

would be most served by the national popular vote, wherein every minority voter would have 

equal opportunity to determine the outcome of a national election. 

 

Three states want to gerrymander the Electoral College -  
Stephen Wolf, 1-25-2017 [, "Republicans move forward with plans to gerrymander the Electoral 

College in three states," Daily Kos, http://www.dailykos.com/story/2017/1/25/1625053/-

Republicans-move-forward-with-plans-to-gerrymander-the-Electoral-College-in-three-states] 

MJS 3-24-2017 

 

Donald Trump just won the presidency due to the Electoral College despite losing the popular 

vote, but Republican legislators in key states are plotting to make our electoral system 

even less democratic. Republicans in Minnesota, New Hampshire, and Virginia have all 

proposed allocating one electoral vote to the winner of each congressional district and 

two to the statewide winner, something that only Maine and Nebraska currently do. While this 

change might sound like a more proportional reform, Republicans have only one purpose in 

mind: gerrymandering the Electoral College. How this works is simple: Congressional maps 

with 55 percent of districts were drawn to favor Republicans and just 10 percent for Democrats. 

Consequently, Trump carried a majority of 230 districts and Hillary Clinton just 205. Thus, 

Trump still would have prevailed despite losing the popular vote if every state awarded votes by 

district, as would have Mitt Romney in 2012 and George W. Bush in 2000. Under this system, 

Trump likely still would have won even without gerrymandering because he carried 10 more 

states than Clinton did. Republicans will cynically argue that this change promotes fairness 

since a five-to-five tie in Minnesota and a seven-to-six Clinton edge in Virginia come far closer 

to proportionally reflecting the popular vote in each state than does winner-take-all. However, 

http://www.dailykos.com/story/2017/1/25/1625053/-Republicans-move-forward-with-plans-to-gerrymander-the-Electoral-College-in-three-states
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each state’s electoral votes don’t exist in isolation, and awarding them by district just in states 

Clinton carried only serves to expand Republicans’ Electoral College edge. If all three of these 

blue states had used this system in 2016, Trump would have won 12 more electoral votes, 

giving him a 318-to-220 majority. New Hampshire Republicans could pass their proposed 

bill since they completely control the state government, but it would only swing one 

electoral vote there. More worrisome is that Minnesota’s GOP state house speaker threw his 

backing behind his state’s scheme, while a Virginia state House subcommittee already 

approved a measure on a party-line vote. Minnesota and Virginia have Democratic governors 

who could veto such bills, but the Republican-controlled legislatures could put the change 

up to a popular vote by referring a state constitutional amendment to the ballot in 2018 

with a simple majority vote. 

 

Empirically, VRA = Economic, Employment, and Other Gains 
Wright, 2013 [Gavin Wright is William Robertson Coe professor of American economic history 

at Stanford University, “Voting Rights Act Brought Major Economic Benefits”, BloombergView, 

Bloomberg, https://www.bloomberg.com/view/articles/2013-06-26/voting-rights-act-brought-

major-economic-benefits] //AKC 

 

The Voting Rights Act of 1965 had an immediate impact on black-voter registration, and 

the number of black elected officials increased gradually over the next 30 years. By this 

measure, too, gains in the South far exceeded those in other parts of the country, even allowing 

for regional differences in racial demography. Political representation translated into real 

economic gains for black Southerners, indicated by the distribution of public services, 

access to public-sector employment and racial equity in the allocation of government 

contracts. 

 

[...] 

 

Political scientist Joel Thompson systematically compared the forty North Carolina 

counties covered by the Act with another forty-county sample from the same state, 

matched as closely as possible according to various demographic and economic criteria. 

Not only did the Voting Rights Act counties have greater increases in black voter registration 

and elected officials, but they also experienced more rapid growth in black incomes and 

occupational status and attracted more revenue from both county and outside 

governmental sources. An earlier study compared Greene County, Alabama, where 

blacks gained control of county government between 1969 and 1972, with two other 

counties that were socioeconomically similar but remained in white control. Government 

employment, public and private investment, and black living standards all grew more 

rapidly in Greene than in the control counties. 

… 

With voting rights, black citizens have shared more fairly in public services, public-

sector jobs, and municipal contracts. Beyond racial equity, voting rights ushered in an era of 

competitive two-party politics in southern states, channeling public energies toward growth-

enhancing investments in schools, transportation, and recreational facilities. Although politics by 
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its very nature is concerned with distributional issues, the benefits of regional growth have 

been shared by white as well as black southerners, and in this larger sense expanding the 

electorate was a win-win proposition like other components of the Civil Rights revolution. 

Swing states have voter ID 
Pitner 2016 [Barrett Pitner is a politics and race journalist, “Voter-ID Laws, From Sea to Racist Sea”, 

Daily Beast, <http://www.thedailybeast.com/articles/2016/10/12/voter-id-laws-from-sea-to-racist-

sea.html>] //CJC 

 

Since sections of the Voting Rights Act were struck down by the Supreme Court in 2013 in 

Shelby County v. Holder, 14 states have introduced new voting restrictions in this election, 

and this represents only a sliver of the seismic crisis facing our democracy in this presidential 

race. Some estimates anticipate that roughly 1.3 million voters in vital swing states could be 

disenfranchised because of these new voting restrictions. Additionally, more than 6 million Americans will be barred 

from voting due to felony convictions, and 2.2 million of those are African American. This amounts to 1 out of every 13 African Americans of voting age being barred from the 

ballot box. And in Florida, 23 percent of African Americans are prevented from voting due to felony convictions even after they’ve done their time. 

Seven states—Mississippi, Georgia, South Carolina, North Carolina, Virginia, Ohio, and 

Wisconsin—that will have new voting restrictions in 2016 also recorded their highest 

levels of African-American voter turnout in 2008. And five of those states—Mississippi, 

Georgia, South Carolina, North Carolina, and Virginia—plus Alabama, Tennessee, and South 

Dakota have witnessed their largest Hispanic population growth from 2000-2010. NALEO—the 

National Association of Latino Elected and Appointed Officials—estimates that new voter ID 

laws will effectively disenfranchise 875,000 Latino voters this year. In other words, the 

influence of minority voters has increased a lot during Barack Obama’s presidency. So it’s no 

mere coincidence that many Republican-controlled states have instituted these policies. 

It’s also no surprise that vital swing states under Republican control—Wisconsin, Ohio, 

North Carolina, and Florida—will be the worst states for minority voters. Texas, which is 

not a swing state but has a rapidly growing Latino population, will also be especially bad. 

Both Texas and North Carolina have passed voter ID laws that have been blocked and/or 

softened by court rulings, and yet state officials continue to challenge these decisions and 

implement restrictions that would disenfranchise minorities. “The new provisions target 

African Americans with almost surgical precision,” wrote Judge Diana Gribbon Motz of the U.S. Court of Appeals for the 

Fourth Circuit, regarding North Carolina’s voter ID law and other voter suppression tactics. After that ruling, Republican North Carolina legislators have still attempted to ban 

early voting on Sundays and cut voting hours and sites in areas with large minority populations. Texas Republicans have also continued to distribute fliers intent on intimidating 

Texans from voting despite court orders to stop. And to make matters worse, the Justice Department interprets the Supreme Court’s decision in Shelby County v. Holder as 

applying to the federal election observer program, and as a result has drastically reduced the program. For more than 50 years, America has relied on this program to combat 

voter suppression at the polls, yet in 2016 it will be almost nonexistent. Minority voters in Texas and North Carolina will have fewer protections and recourses to ensure that they 

can exercise their franchise, despite both states clearly showing a disregard for the law as they implement voter suppression measures. 

Ohio, in addition to implementing new voter ID requirements, has been purging registered voters at an alarming rate 

due to a state law that mandates the revoking of a voter’s registration, without notification, if they have not voted in the last six years. Over the last five years, 2 million people 

have been removed from the voting rolls. In 2015 alone, 200,000 voters were removed in Ohio’s 20 most populous counties, including 40,000 in Cuyahoga County, which has 

many African-American voters. For those African-American voters in Ohio who voted for Obama in 2008 

but stayed at home in 2012, they could find themselves barred from voting in this 

election unless they register to vote again. Florida also has a long history of using voter 

purges to manipulate elections, but one of the biggest threats in this election may simply be the mismanagement of voting sites that result in 

chaos on Election Day. In 2012, it was estimated that multi-hour waits at polling locations resulted in 200,000 voters not casting ballots. Additionally, Florida has as a track 

record of mistakenly preventing citizens from voting if their name matches that of a convicted felon. Wisconsin may be one of the more surprising yet increasingly 

troubling states for minority voters. Not only has it implemented new strict voter ID requirements, but also 

it has failed to provide residents with the required ID to vote. 
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More Quantification — also answers swing states 

Gelman, Andrew, and Pierre-Antoine Kremp. "The Electoral College Magnifies the Power of 

White Voters." Vox, 17 Dec. 2016. <http://www.vox.com/the-big-

idea/2016/11/22/13713148/electoral-college-democracy-race-white-voters>] //CJC  

The same approach also lets us introduce ethnicity into the picture, because we know the 

approximate ethnic composition of voters in each state — the proportion who are white, black, 

Hispanic, or “other.” We can average this across states and thus compute the average 

probability of decisiveness for everyone of each of these ethnic groups, across the country. 

After running the numbers, we estimate that, per voter, whites have 16 percent more 

power than blacks once the Electoral College is taken into consideration, 28 percent 

more power than Latinos, and 57 percent more power than those who fall into the other 

category. One can approach the issue in other ways and get similar results. For example, we 

might look at the ethnic composition of voters in swing states compared with the country as a 

whole. Based on our calculations before the election, the five states with the highest voting 

power per voter were New Hampshire, Colorado, Nevada, Wisconsin, and Pennsylvania. 

According to exit polls, the voters in these states were 80 percent white, compared with 

70 percent in the country as a whole. Or, to take a slightly different tack, after the election the 

five closest states in percentage vote margin were Michigan, New Hampshire, Wisconsin, 

Pennsylvania, and Florida. Voters in those states were 73 percent white — again, higher than 

the nationwide figure. Let’s try one more approach. According to exit polls, the electorate 

was 70 percent white, 12 percent black, 11 percent Latino, and 7 percent other. Reweight 

this by voting power and you get an "effective electorate" that is 75 percent white, 11 

percent black, 9 percent Latino, and 4 percent other. That's a big difference, with 

nonwhites declining from 30 percent of the electorate to 25 percent of the effective 

electorate. Exit polls are not perfect. Indeed, our calculations showed the 2012 electorate to be 

much whiter than was estimated by exit pollsters. But for the purpose of estimating relative 

voting power, this doesn’t really matter. If we extrapolate our analysis from 2012 and assume 

the exit polls continue to overstate minorities' share of vote totals, we still find that the Electoral 

College amplifies the white vote. 

City demographics and state size make the EC racist—and 

demographic trends mean minorities will only be more screwed in the 

future—and Trump will rollback progressive progress 

Dreyfuss 12/8/2016 [Emily Dreyfuss is a writer for Wired, “The Electoral College Is Great for Whiter 

States, Lousy for Cities”, Wired, <https://www.wired.com/2016/12/electoral-college-great-whiter-states-

lousy-cities/>] //CJC 

 

The Constitution gives every state two electoral votes in addition to the number of House 

members allocated to each state by population. As a result, a small state like Wyoming—

population 584,000—gets three Electoral College votes. But that guaranteed minimum works 

out to much more Electoral College voting power per resident in small states compared 

to larger states. Divide the number of electoral votes by the votes cast in Wyoming, and you get a figure around four times what you get when you do the same 

arithmetic for Florida. What’s more, population growth tends to outpace Electoral College representation, because the system al locates votes based on the once-a-decade 

Census, and populations can change a lot in 10 years. Even then a state doesn’t earn a new electoral vote these days until it’s gained approximately 700,000 new residents. A 
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state or metropolitan area can add hundreds of thousands of new votes without gaining any greater Electoral College representation. The number of voters effectively 

undercounted by that discrepancy in the five most populous states is 640,000; that’s more than the total voting population of six small states. Finally, because 

urban centers and their suburbs are where the majority of nonwhite Americans live, that 

disparity means the Electoral College system undervalues the votes of people of color. 

That imbalance will only increase as migration away from rural areas to cities continues. 
In the sweep of American history, this is Alexander Hamilton versus Thomas Jefferson flipped on its head. The Framers designed the Electoral College to make sure that 

smaller states were not ruled by the tyranny of the majority. Today, rural voters wield disproportionate Electoral College power compared with population centers, while cities 

preach decentralization as a way of keeping a check on the executive branch. “The votes of my constituents count a third of the 

votes of a Wyoming resident,” said US representative Zoe Lofgren (D-California) at Conyers’ 

forum. “The majority are being ruled by the minority.” Browner Electorate, Whiter Electoral 

College. More than half US cities are majority nonwhite, and Latinos represent the largest 

group of nonwhite urban residents, according to the Brookings Institute. Slightly more 

African-Americans, meanwhile, live in the suburbs than in city centers. Overall, the US 

population is becoming less white and population growth in cities outpaces that of rural 

areas. ‘The majority are being ruled by the minority.’ As a result of these demographic 

trends, political scientists say the urban vote will increasingly carry less proportional 

weight in the Electoral College. By that same math, whiter states will become more 

disproportionately powerful in presidential elections. In practice, that means votes from 

large states with sizable nonwhite populations like California count less in presidential elections 

than those from small, predominantly white states like New Hampshire. “If you’re a person of 

color in California, you’re screwed,” says Stanford University political scientist David Brady. At the forum, critics proposed two different ways 

to sink the Electoral College: abolition by constitutional amendment or an agreement 

among states that their electors will side with the candidate who wins the national 

popular vote. But the chances of either happening are slim to none, since the party that has now benefitted twice from the Electoral College system in the past 16 

years controls both Congress and the White House (not to mention a majority of state governments). “That’s how we pick every governor. A 

governor is a mini-president,” said Harvard historian Alex Keyssar at yesterday’s forum, arguing 

in favor of a presidential popular vote. “It works for every governor. It could work in 

America.” Decentralized Power. With the political likelihood of any real Electoral College reform virtually nil, cities are trying to take power into their own hands in other 

ways. While the Electoral College system works against cities in terms of value per presidential vote, their burgeoning populations give them a greater cultural influence that 

some hope will act as a counterweight to a Trump administration pledging to roll back progressive gains. 

Electoral college is racist — eliminates 50% of the black vote and 

makes all minorities have less political power because of geography 

Wing 12/4/16 [Bob Wing is a writer for Common Dreams, “The System IS Rigged!—The Electoral College 

and the 2016 Election”, Portside, <http://portside.org/2016-12-04/system-rigged%E2%80%94-electoral-

college-and-2016-election>] //CJC 

 

In fact the Electoral College system was created by slaveholders, and remains 

undemocratic and racist, and biased to the Republicans. Obama showed that the system can be overcome and even 

turned to our advantage, but the Clinton and Gore losses show it is an uphill climb. The Racist, Undemocratic Electoral College The 2016 election was only the fourth time in 

U.S. history that a presidential candidate has lost the popular vote but won the Electoral College, and thus the presidency. And Clinton’s winning margin of more than two million 

votes is by far the largest of any “losing” candidate. Why is it that, in the 21st century, the Electoral College keeps trumping the popular vote on behalf of Republicans? The 

pro-Republican bias of the Electoral College derives from two main dynamics: it overweights 

the impact of mostly conservative voters in small population states and it negates 

entirely the mostly progressive votes of nearly half of African American voters, more 

than half of Native American voters and a major swath of Latino voters. For decades 
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now, with a couple of exceptions, Republicans have dominated rural areas, small towns 

and small population states, and the Democrats control big cities and most big 

population states. Well, the Electoral College rules give as much as three times as much 

weight to the mainly conservative and white Republicans in the rural states compared to 

states with large, racially diverse and majority Democratic populations. This is because 

even the tiniest state has a minimum of three Electoral College votes, based on the rule 

that each state is allocated Electors based on the size of its congressional delegation (Senators 

plus Representatives). The Constitution provides that each state has a minimum of two Senators and one member of the House of Representatives, even if 

its total population is less than a single congressional district in a large state. (There are approximately 710,767 people in an average congressional district.) For example, this 

year just over 245,000 people voted in Wyoming yet it has three Electoral College votes: one for every 82,000 or so voters. By comparison this year more than 12 million people 

voted in California which has 55 Electoral votes. So California has one Electoral vote for every 218,000 voters. Thus a voter in Wyoming carries almost three times the Electoral 

weight of a California voter. Indeed because every state has two senators, the general rule is that the higher the population of the state, the less impact each voter in that state 

carries in the Electoral College. And, since the Republicans carry all the small population states except 

Rhode Island and Washington D.C. (which also gets 3 Electoral votes), this rule strongly 

favors them. This year the Electoral outcome was able to reverse Clinton’s large popular vote margin because, for the first time in decades, the Republicans carried 

large population states Florida, Pennsylvania and Michigan in addition to Texas. Negating the Southern Black Vote The Electoral College system also ensures, even requires, 

that given the historic racial voting polarization, about half of all voters of color be marginalized or totally ignored. Approximately 55 percent of all 

Blacks live in the southern states, and for decades they have voted about 90% 

Democratic in the presidential races. However, the pattern since 1960 is that white 

Republican voters defeat them in every southern and border state except Maryland and 

Virginia, and (in 2008) North Carolina. While whites voted 58% for Trump nationally in 2016, 

southern whites gave him over 70 percent of their votes. The white vote has been approximately 

the same since 1980. Thus all Southern Electoral College votes except those of Maryland 

and Virginia went to Trump and the votes of almost half of African American voters 

basically do not count according to the College rules. For example, Blacks constitute 

about 36% of the Mississippi electorate, the highest Black voter percentage in any state 

in the country. About ninety percent voted for Clinton. But whites are 64% of the state’s 

voters, and about 90% chose Trump. Trump therefore handily won 58% of the state’s 

total vote and all of its Electoral College votes. In 2016, as for decades, the Electoral 

College result was the same as if Blacks in all the southern states except Virginia and Maryland 

had not voted at all. Similarly negated were the votes of millions of Native American and 

Latino voters who live in overwhelmingly white Republican states like Arizona, Nevada, 

Oklahoma, Utah, the Dakotas, Montana and Texas. Further, the peoples of Puerto Rico, the 

U.S. Virgin Islands, American Samoa and Guam—territories ruled by the U.S.—get no Electoral 

College votes at all. The tyranny of the white, conservative majority prevails. Thus, the 

Electoral College system violates the principle of one person, one vote, drastically 

undermines the impact of the Black vote and gives the Republicans a major advantage in 

presidential contests. Its abolition should be a key part of the progressive agenda. 

 

Electoral college means minorities that disproportionately inhabit big 

states are screwed—all the small states are whiter than the nat’l avg 

Goodman 2012 [Josh Goodman is a counseling psychology doctoral student at the University of 

California, Santa Barbara, and writer for the Huffington Post, “E-Race-ing the Vote: The Electoral 

College’s Hidden Problem”, Huffington Post, <http://www.huffingtonpost.com/josh-a-goodman/electoral-

college-hidden-problem_b_2046957.html>] //CJC 
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I recently moved to California, and as I registered to vote, I shrugged to myself that I was now in 

the state where my vote counted least toward electing the president. With the U.S.’s bizarre 

Electoral College system, the larger a state’s population, the smaller amount of weight 

each voter has. California, with the country’s largest population, has one electoral vote per 677,000 people; Wyoming, with the smallest, gets an electoral vote for 

every 188,000 people, or about three-and-a-half times the weight per person. This in its own right is a frustrating realization for any big state voter, but then, I took a moment to 

think: Who lives in California? And who lives in the other most populous states — Texas, Florida, 

and New York? The answer, I realized: an above-average percentage of racial and ethnic 

minorities. The demographics mean that the Electoral College systematically waters down 

the power of big state, racial minority voters while bolstering the value of predominantly 

white, small-state voters. One-hundred-forty-two years after the 15th amendment first granted 

racial minorities the right to vote, the Electoral College system is still inadequate when it comes 

to racial justice. While about 37 percent of the U.S. population is a member of a racial or 

ethnic minority, that population is not evenly distributed. In the four biggest states — 

those in which each person’s vote is worth less than in other states — 52 percent of the 

population is a racial or ethnic minority; in the 12 states plus D.C. with three or four 

electoral votes, only 25 percent of people are racial or ethnic minorities. Out of the 33 

states and D.C. with 10 or fewer electoral votes — that is, the states that have the most 

voting power per person — 28 are whiter than the national average. This phenomenon 

does not exist on its own, but occurs in a society in which many white people in power have 

tried to limit the effect of the minority vote. Part of that is history, such as the literacy tests that were often required of voters in the Jim Crow 

era in order to prevent black people from voting. But part of it is shockingly prevalent today, such as recent laws that limit early voting in states like Florida to make it harder for 

low-income, disproportionately racial minority individuals — people who have less flexibility in their schedules than wealthier people — to vote. Unlike most other 

institutional racism, I do not think that the current racism in the Electoral College is intentional. 

The framers of the Constitution had no idea what the racial demographics of various states 

would be like over 200 years after they set up the Electoral College, or that anyone besides 

white men would be able to vote in the first place. But that does not make the racism in the 

Electoral College any less real: By privileging the voters of less populous, mostly white 

states, the Electoral College takes away power from the large racial minority populations 

in big states and adds to the existing racial injustices surrounding voting. 

Geography means the EC gives disproportionate voting power to 

whites—and race is more significant than other factors 

Templon 11/7/16 [John Templon is a data reporter for BuzzFeed News, “How The Electoral College 

Favors White Voters”, BuzzFeed News, <https://www.buzzfeed.com/johntemplon/how-the-electoral-

college-screws-hispanic-and-asian-voters?utm_term=.eoqREloLG#.ba6j76Gnl>] //CJC 

 

**Math: 1.05 / .91 = 1.15 (or 115%) 

The Electoral College system gives more voting power to some races over others. The average 

white non-Hispanic voter could have nearly two times the influence on this election than 

the average Asian voter, according to a BuzzFeed News analysis. Why? Geography. The 

high concentration of Asian voters in certain “safe” states, ones that are almost certain 

to break for one party or another, means that they have less influence on the ultimate 

outcome of the election.  
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We conducted an analysis of the relative strength of each registered voter by race by combining data from the U.S. Census’s Voting and Registration data by state and race 

with FiveThirtyEight’s “Voter Power Index.” It’s important to note that this analysis does not account for who actually voted, only who was registered in 2012. Also, the 

demographics of each state have likely shifted in the four years since. Still, this analysis shows the outsized influence that certain demographics have on the electoral process. 

BuzzFeed News also analyzed other dimensions, such as gender, education, and income, but the 

differences were not as significant as just looking at race alone. Even though much has been made about Donald 

Trump’s white, non–college educated base, this analysis suggests that those voters will not have any more of an impact on the election than the typical white voter. According to 

FiveThirtyEight, “The ‘Voter Power Index’ is the relative likelihood that an individual voter in a state will 

determine the Electoral College winner.” Swing states that could potentially tip the election (such as New Hampshire, Nevada, Colorado, North 

Carolina, and Michigan) have high “Voter Power Index” scores, whereas states with large Democratic or Republican majorities (such as Wyoming, West Virginia, Oklahoma, 

Maryland and Massachusetts), are at the other end of the scale. Our analysis found that every registered white non-

Hispanic voter in 2012 has the influence of about 1.05 registered voters. For registered 

Asian voters it was just 0.58, and for Hispanics it was 0.87. In 2012 registered Asian voters 

were concentrated in “safe” states such as New York, California, Texas, New Jersey, and 

Illinois, all of which are not projected to have a big influence on the 2016 election. 

 

Geographic concentration of blacks in small electoral power areas is 

the STRONGEST internal link to positive policy outcomes 

McQuarrie 2016 [Michael McQuarrie is an Associate Professor in Sociology at the LSE, “Blacks have 

more political power than ever. But they still face a racialized criminal justice system”, London School of 

Economics US Centre, <http://blogs.lse.ac.uk/usappblog/2016/08/02/blacks-have-more-political-power-

than-ever-but-they-still-face-a-racialized-criminal-justice-system/>] //CJC 

 

The victories of the Civil Rights movement in the 1960s have paved the way for African-

American elected officials, judges, police officers, and presidents. But fifty years on, why has 

this political representation translated into few positive policy outcomes for African 

Americans? Michael McQuarrie writes that the reasons for this are many: persistent racist 

sentiment, general biases in the American polity towards business and rural interests, the 

declining resources available to municipalities, and most importantly, the geographic 

concentration of African Americans in areas with smaller electoral footprints –compared to statewide 

offices – such as House districts and mayoralties.  The federal government was designed by the framers of the American Constitution in the 18th century to protect minority 

rights. In the Civil Rights Era of the 1960s this role was deployed against white supremacy in the American South with decisive effect to ensure that first de-segregationist court 

decisions, and later Civil Rights legislation, did not founder on the shoals of local resistance. We are now in a the era of the “New Jim Crow”, as legal scholar Michelle Alexander 

calls it, an era in which black Americans are enmeshed in a legal caste system that criminalizes the intersection of poverty and skin color. This caste system outflanks Civil 

Rights and Voting Rights legislation by making exclusion no longer premised on skin color but on criminality. Of course, this was always true to an extent, but criminal law and 

policing have themselves become implicitly racialized. New “crimes” often target the behavior of the poor and people of color. Reagan-era legislation, for example, imposed 

harsh federal sentences for the possession of crack cocaine, while imposing far more lenient sentences for powder cocaine. Locally, broken windows policing of “quality of life” 

crimes often specifically targets the poor and people of color by issuing fines for carrying open alcohol containers, street selling, or petty traffic violations. People who can’t pay 

become enmeshed in an institutional space in-between full citizenship and prison which tends to drag them towards prison. In the meantime, ex-cons have lost the right to vote 

in most states. Clinton-era legislation severely weakened habeas corpus. The scope of probable cause has been significantly expanded to de facto include one’s mere presence 

in a given neighborhood and one’s race. At the same time, the civil rights of suspects and convicted felons have been severely reduced. Indeed, this year the Supreme Court 

validated the expanding scope of probable cause, prompting a scathing dissent from Justice Sonia Sotomayor, which lent considerable support to the arguments of Black Lives 

Matter activists. But how did all of this come to be? Civil Rights, after all, threw open the doors to black 

elected officials, judges, and even police officers. America’s decentralized federal system 
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creates the opportunity for expanded minority political voices in positions that represent 

relatively small geographic footprints. Of course, this dynamic depends upon residential 

segregation which tends to concentrate many minority groups, certainly recent immigrants, African-Americans, 

and Mexicans; though this concentration has been declining (dissimilarity indexes for African-Americans have been in decline for several decades, though concentrated African-

American populations persist, especially for the poor). The intersection between small territories of representation 

with federalism and geographic concentrations of African-Americans means that black political 

representation has become possible. Indeed, politics and government is probably more open to racial inclusion than most institutional arenas. 
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Challenging racism is a priori — it’s the prereq to morality and must 

be rejected at all costs 

Albert Memmi 2k, Professor Emeritus of Sociology @ U of Paris, Naiteire, Racism, Translated 

by Steve Martinot, p. 163-165 *edited for gendered language, 

<https://www.upress.umn.edu/book-division/books/racism>] //CJC 

 

The struggle against racism will be long, difficult, without intermission, without 

remission, probably never achieved. Yet, for this very reason, it is a struggle to be 

undertaken without surcease and without concessions. One cannot be indulgent toward 

racism; one must not even let the monster in the house, especially not in a mask. To give it 

merely a foothold means to augment the bestial part in us and in other people, which is to 

diminish what is human. To accept the racist universe to the slightest degree is to 

endorse fear, injustice, and violence. It is to accept the persistence of the dark history in 

which we still largely live. it is to agree that the outsider will always be a possible victim 

(and which [person] man is not [themselves] himself an outsider relative to someone else?). 

Racism illustrates, in sum, the inevitable negativity of the condition of the dominated that is, it 

illuminates in a certain sense the entire human condition. The anti-racist struggle, difficult 

though it is, and always in question, is nevertheless one of the prologues to the ultimate 

passage from animosity to humanity. In that sense, we cannot fail to rise to the racist 

challenge. However, it remains true that one’s moral conduct only emerges from a choice: one 

has to want it. It is a choice among other choices, and always debatable in its foundations and 

its consequences. Let us say, broadly speaking, that the choice to conduct oneself morally is the 

condition for the establishment of a human order, for which racism is the very negation. 

This is almost a redundancy. One cannot found a moral order, let alone a legislative order, 

on racism, because racism signifies the exclusion of the other, and his or her subjection 

to violence and domination. From an ethical point of view, if one can deploy a little religious language, racism is 

‘the truly capital sin. It is not an accident that almost all of humanity’s spiritual traditions counsels 

respect for the weak, for orphans, widows, or strangers. It is not just a question of theoretical morality and 

disinterested commandments. Such unanimity in the safeguarding of the other suggests the real utility of such 

sentiments. All things considered, we have an interest in banishing injustice, because injustice engenders violence 

and death. Of course, this is debatable. There are those who think that if one is strong enough, the 

assault on and oppression of others is permissible. Bur no one is ever sure of remaining the strongest. One 

day, perhaps, the roles will be reversed. All unjust society contains within itself the seeds of 
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its own death. It is probably smarter to treat others with respect so that they treat you with respect. “Recall.” says the Bible, 

“that you were once a stranger in Egypt,” which means both that you ought to respect the stranger because you were a stranger 

yourself and that you risk becoming one again someday. It is an ethical and a practical appeal—indeed, it is a contract, however 

implicit it might be. In short, the refusal of racism is the condition for all theoretical and practical 

morality because, in the end, the ethical choice commands the political choice, a just 

society must be a society accepted by all. If this contractual principle is not accepted, 

then only conflict, violence, and destruction will be our lot. If it is accepted, we can hope 

someday to live in peace. True, it is a wager, but the stakes are irresistible. 

 

Black turnout surpassed white turnout 
Qiu 2014 [Linda Qiu is a writer at Politifact, “Black voter turnout exceeds white voter turnout, even in 

states with strict ID laws, pundit claims”, Politifact, 

<http://www.politifact.com/punditfact/statements/2014/jul/17/jason-riley/black-voter-turnout-exceed-white-

voter-turnout-eve/>] //CJC 

Riley said "black voter turnout in 2012 exceeded the rate of white voter turnout, even in 

the states with the strictest voter ID laws," despite the Democrats claiming the voter ID laws 

suppress the black vote. While there is debate about the reasons why -- and if the phenomenon 

will last -- Riley's statistic checks out. Census data shows that indeed, for the first time ever, 

black voter turnout was higher nationally than white voter turnout, and at least just as high in the 

states with strict voter ID laws. We rate this claim True. 
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