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Introduction

Do You Live in a Democracy?
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Americans are taught that we live in a democracy. But is that really true?

More than two hundred years ago, a group of people met in Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, with an ambitious goal—to create a government more perfect than any other seen on Earth. “We the People . . . in Order to form a more perfect Union . . .” they wrote. The founders of the United States of America started us on a path to democracy, which comes from the Greek words for people, demos, and for rule, kratos. In a democracy, the people rule.

The United States is a representative democracy, where the people rule by regularly electing representatives who make the laws that govern us all. But how democratic is our government really? And how well is it working?

Americans enjoy great freedoms: freedom of the press, freedom of speech, freedom to gather with fellow citizens, freedom to practice the religion of our choosing, freedom to protest when the government does not work as we think it should. But people have begun to suspect that something is not quite right with our democracy. They may be right.


Public trust in government is dangerously low, according to surveys by the Pew Research Center. Only one in five Americans trusts the federal government to do what is right most of the time. This distrust crosses party lines, with only 28 percent of Republicans and 15 percent of Democrats reporting confidence. These misgivings span racial, gender, and ethnic groupings as well as generations.

When asked to compare our political system to those in similar countries, only about a quarter of Americans rate it “above average” and only 15 percent consider it the “best in the world.” Much of this dissatisfaction comes from our government’s failure to address the challenges people face. Millions struggle to pay for the most expensive health care in the world. Many skip the medical care or prescriptions they desperately need. Forty percent of Americans live paycheck to paycheck, unable to cover an emergency expense of just $400. About 40 million Americans live in poverty—including 15 million children.

Wildfires rage. Droughts destroy farms. Cities and towns are inundated with floodwaters. Little is being done to stop global climate change even though a record number of Americans (80 percent) think something should be done about it. And these are just a few of the important issues our country struggles to address.

Many American citizens are tired of gridlock and the partisan divisions splitting our country. But maybe the problem is not We the People. Maybe the problem is that our democracy is not living up to its promise. When we don’t feel heard or represented by our government, when the laws passed don’t seem to help our country, we get angry at each other. But perhaps we need to direct some of that anger and energy toward the structures of our democracy. Perhaps our government is failing us because of fundamental flaws in the system.

A basic principle of a representative democracy is one person, one vote; each citizen has an equal say in electing representatives and thus influencing the laws of the land. No one’s vote should mean more than anyone else’s. No one should be able to buy power. The weight of your vote shouldn’t depend on whether you are rich or poor, live in a particular state or an urban or rural area, or are a member of particular political party. You shouldn’t need to be a certain race or gender or religion to have a say about how our country works. The vote of each citizen should be equal.

Just how far has our democracy veered from that ideal?

You’ve probably heard of the Electoral College, but you may not realize that this strange process actually takes a very important decision, who gets to be president, out of the hands of the people. You may know about some differences between the U.S. House of Representatives and the Senate, but you may not be aware that the Senate gives more power to people who live in smaller states. You may have heard of congressional districts, but you might be surprised to learn that when legislators redraw district borders, they can deliberately shift power to some voters and away from others.

This book examines issues such as these to explore several questions: How does our democracy live up to the principle of one person, one vote? Is political power equally accessible to all citizens? What would it take to build “a more perfect Union”?

This is not a civics textbook—though I hope readers will take away a deeper understanding of our government. It is not a political history of the United States—though some historical context will be given. It is also not a partisan plea designed to get readers to support one party or issue—though parties and issues may be mentioned in examples. Instead, this book tackles how our democracy really functions today, who really has power and why—and how that influences politicians and policies. It is my hope that this book unifies all people around the promise of democracy, that it gives an honest view of how our government really works, what is wrong, and what we can do together to fix it.

The hard truth—recognized by scholars, politicians, journalists, and public servants of all political persuasions—is that our system is rigged against ordinary Americans. We cannot fix the issues that matter to us until we fix the system. Whether you care about safe streets, a fair and effective justice system, immigration reform, the environment, the military, gay rights, the right to bear arms, or the right to prevent gun violence; whether you worry about wages, the cost of college, or our broken health care system; whether you are more concerned about clean air and water or the small-business tax burden, you need to pay attention to how decisions are made. For our democracy to work effectively on any issue, it must be responsive to the will of the people.

I admit, working on this book often made me angry—even outraged—when I saw clearly how some aspects of our democracy hurt fellow citizens. But my research has made me hopeful, too. Countless people, young and old, are already working to form a more perfect union.

Inspired by their work, this book is, ultimately, a book of solutions. After revealing flaws in our democracy, each chapter shows how we can address them and offers a bounty of organizations, websites, and other resources to get started.

Change is in our reach. Our country is ready for reform. Roughly two-thirds of Americans think “significant changes” need to be made to the “design and structure” of our government, according to a 2018 Pew poll. Citizen campaigns for reform in Michigan, Florida, North Dakota, and other places around the country have proven that the power of the people can beat the power of money, the power of habit, and the power of party politics.

As anthropologist Margaret Mead said, “Never doubt that a small group of thoughtful, committed citizens can change the world; indeed, it’s the only thing that ever has.”
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Note: To the best of the author’s knowledge, the information in this book was true when it went to press. Government and policy are rapidly evolving areas, though, and readers should follow the news and explore links in the book for the most current information. Updates will also be available at youcallthis.com.
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CHAPTER ONE


  [image:  ]


You Can’t Vote for President




[image: Ballot box saying 'Popular Vote for President.' A ballot with the options 'yes' and 'no' is checked off 'yes'.]

 

Every four years, voters across the country cast ballots to fill the highest government position in the country: president of the United States. They scan the list of candidates and mark a box by their choice, confident that they have had a say in this important decision.

But read the ballot’s fine print, and you might find something like this: “A ballot cast for President and Vice President of the United States is considered a ballot cast for the slate of presidential electors nominated by the political party.”

You don’t vote for president. Someone else does it for you.

Though Americans vote on the first Tuesday in November, the president and vice president are not actually elected then. Instead, every state is allocated a number of people called “electors” equal to the number of the state’s U.S. senators and representatives. For example, New Jersey has two senators and twelve members in the House of Representatives, so the state has fourteen electors.

About a month after the election, the electors meet in their state capitals to cast their votes. Though the electors from all the states never gather in one place, they are traditionally called the Electoral College. Currently, the candidate who receives at least 270 out of 538 possible electoral votes wins the presidency.

This may be the oddest feature of our democracy—that we citizens don’t get to elect our president (or vice president). It’s also the most undemocratic.


WE HAVE MORE THAN FIVE HUNDRED THOUSAND ELECTED OFFICIALS IN AMERICA. ALL WIN OFFICE BY WINNING THE MOST VOTES, EXCEPT TWO—THE PRESIDENT AND VICE PRESIDENT.


WHY ELECTORS?

This strange system is a relic from a very different time in U.S. history. In 1787, the new citizens of America had little experience electing national leaders. They were used to having a king. In the eighteenth century, when our founders gathered to create our system of government at the Constitutional Convention, they worried that tricky long-distance communication and transportation would make it difficult to properly inform voters about candidacies. They had no telephones, television, or even telegraphs; mail and newspapers were delivered by coach.

These days, we have plenty of experience directly voting for officials—and with television, computers, and the internet, people have access to loads of information about all the candidates and issues.

Another concern at the time was education. Founders thought it prudent to leave the decision to fewer, better-educated citizens. Today, with twelve years of free, public education available to everyone, literacy is near universal in the United States.

Some founders also wanted a backup plan to correct mistakes made by uneducated and unruly voters. Alexander Hamilton wrote that electors would stop someone with “talents for low intrigue and the little arts of popularity” from taking the top office and further prevent “foreign powers to an improper ascendant in our councils.” In other words, Hamilton hoped electors would prevent a popular but corrupt candidate or someone strongly influenced by foreign powers from taking office.

But that is not how electors operate today. Electors are chosen by their political parties for their party loyalty, so they are not likely to vote for the other party’s candidate. In addition, many state laws require electors to vote for the candidate that won that state’s election. Electors have become no more than a rubber stamp for the statewide elections.




[image: The Electoral Shuffle, a diagram of the electoral process designed like a board game. At the start, states get the same number of electors as they have members of Congress: the number of representatives plus two senators. On the first Tuesday in November, voters elect electors. In November, state election officials tally votes. Then the states appoint electors. On the first Monday after the second Wednesday in December, electors meet in state capitals across the country to vote. In December, each state sends to the electors' votes to congress. On January 6, President of U.S. Senate, in presence of all of Congress, opens the certificates, counts them, and declares the winner of the election. On January 20, President is inaugruated.]



WINNERS LOSE

When this strange, outdated system works, the winner of the electoral vote and the nationwide popular vote—the actual tally of the citizen’s votes—are the same. But sometimes the system fails, defying the will of the people, awarding the presidency to the loser of the popular vote and putting the election and the effectiveness of our democracy in doubt.

The problem lies in how elections are run at the state level. In forty-eight states and the District of Columbia, the presidential candidate who wins the statewide election gets all of that state’s electoral votes. This is called “winner takes all.” Compare that with a national popular vote, in which we would simply add together citizens’ votes—just like we do for all other elections.

This “winner takes all” approach distorts reality. For example, if a state has ten electors, and a candidate wins 51 percent of the vote, that candidate gets all ten electoral votes. It’s as if the candidate won 100 percent of the popular vote in that state, even though 49 percent voted for the opponent.

These state-by-state distortions can add up. Five times in our short history (1824, 1876, 1888, 2000, 2016), the candidate who won the highest number of citizens’ votes did not take office. Because of our electoral system, the popular-vote winner lost.

This will likely keep happening. In 2016, a study by National Public Radio found that it’s possible for a candidate to win the Electoral College with less than a quarter of the popular vote! Can we really call ourselves a democracy if we hand the most powerful office to candidates who lose the popular vote?




[image: A diagram called 'Winners Who Lost.' On the left, a popular vote winner and on the right, an electoral vote winner. First, on the left is Hillary Clinton and on the right is Donald Trump. Hillary won the popular vote by 3 million votes. Hillary R. Clinton had 65,844,063 votes and Donald J. Trump had 62,980,062 votes. Donald J. Trump had 304 electoral votes and Hillary R. Clinton had 227 votes. Next, Albert Gore and George W. Bush. Albert Gore, Jr. received 50,966,582 popular votes and George W. Bush received 50,456,062 popular votes. George W. Bush received 271 electoral votes and Albert Gore Jr. received 266 electoral votes. Next, Grover Cleveland and Benjamin Harrison. Grover Cleveland received 5,540,309 popular votes and Benjamin Harrison receive 4,429,853 popular votes. Benjamin Harrison received 233 electoral votes and Grover Cleveland received 168 electoral votes. Next, Samuel J. Tilden and Rutherford B. Hayes. Samuel J. Tilden received 4,300,590 popular votes and Rutherford B. Hayes received 4,036,298 popular votes. Rutherford B. Hayes received 185 electoral votes and Samuel J. Tilden received 184 electoral votes.]



FALLOUT: THE SUPREME COURT

It’s easy to assume that because U.S. Supreme Court justices are appointed, not elected, the Electoral College has no impact on the court. Not so fast. Four of the nine currently serving U.S. Supreme Court justices were nominated by presidents who lost the popular vote. When presidents are elected by a minority of voters, chances are good the judges they appoint reflect minority opinions too. These appointments can have long-term impacts because Supreme Court justices do not have term limits. They serve for life.


CLOSE RACES AND TIES

In addition to being sorely out of date, the Electoral College system also leads to statewide recounts. A tight race in just one state can throw an entire presidential election into question. In 2000, the race in Florida came down to 537 votes. It took thirty-five days, with multiple attempts at recounting, and rulings from both the Florida State Supreme Court and U.S. Supreme Court, to settle the question of who would become president. The process left many questioning the outcome of the election.

There have been a few almost-misses too. In 2004, a shift of just sixty thousand votes to John Kerry (D) in Ohio would have cost George W. Bush (R) the election, despite Bush’s 3-million-vote lead nationwide. In 1976, a shift of roughly nine thousand votes in Hawaii and Ohio would have wrested the presidency from Jimmy Carter (D), despite his almost 2-million-vote lead nationally over Gerald Ford (R).

The Constitution also dictates what happens if there is a tie in electoral votes or if no candidate wins a majority—and it’s pretty undemocratic. The decision goes to the U.S. House of Representatives, where each state gets just one vote. That means Wyoming, representing about half a million people, gets the same say as Texas, with its close to 30 million residents. It’s hard to imagine a scenario farther from the principle of one person, one vote.

 


THE TIME ZONE PROBLEM

The founders did not know that our nation would grow to be massive, spanning several time zones. Our geography paired with the Electoral College discourages many citizens from voting. Imagine you are one of the 53 million people who live in the Pacific time zone—essentially California, Nevada, Oregon, and Washington. Your polling place is open until 8:00 p.m. and you plan to vote on your way home from work. But before arriving at the polls, you hear that one of the candidates has already won 270 electoral votes from statewide elections completed in earlier time zones. The contest has been decided. Why would you even bother to vote?



ONLY A FEW STATES MATTER

Perhaps the biggest problem with our electoral system starts long before any votes are cast. The Electoral College distorts campaigns by focusing the battle for the presidency on a few states rather than on the interests of the whole nation.

It is not the size of the state, the location of the state, or even the number of electoral votes that determines whether candidates care about your vote. It all depends on whether or not you live in a “battleground” or “swing” state, one with fairly equal numbers of Democratic and Republican voters. Candidates focus on winning those close races.

Citizens in the majority of states, the “spectator” states, have almost no say in picking the next leader of the country. When candidates already have a comfortable lead or sizable lag, they don’t bother to meet with citizens in those states. They don’t give speeches or attend rallies that might excite people about the issues. They don’t poll or survey voters about their concerns. They don’t pay for ads advocating for their positions or educating voters in those states. They don’t even bother to try to register voters.

In 2012, for example, two-thirds of presidential campaign events happened in just four states: Ohio, Florida, Virginia, and Iowa. Thirty-eight states got no visits from candidates. These ignored states included almost all the rural, western, southern, and New England states. In 2016, two-thirds of the campaign events happened in just six states, with similar regions completely ignored.


 



[image: A map of battleground and spectator states. Battleground states are shown with a little red and blue person fighting, while spectator states are shaded out in blue. Maine, New Hampshire, Pennsylvania, Virginia, North Carolina, Florida, Ohio, Iowa, Indiana, Michigan, Wisconsin, Nebraska, Missouri, Colorado, New Mexico, and Nevada are the battleground states. The source reads 'Battleground states 2000–2020 according to 270 to Win'.]

 

“If you’re one of the four out of every five Americans who doesn’t live in a battleground state, your voting doesn’t count,” says Saul Anuzis, former chair of Michigan’s Republican Party, who supports a national popular vote. College sophomore Wynter Nelson knows firsthand what it’s like to live in a spectator state. “It’s kind of ridiculous because they push you and push you to vote, but then in the end, your vote doesn’t really matter,” she says. Maybe that is why voter turnout tends to be 11 percent lower in spectator states.



“IF YOU’RE ONE OF THE FOUR OUT OF EVERY FIVE AMERICANS WHO DOESN’T LIVE IN A BATTLEGROUND STATE, YOUR VOTE DOESN’T COUNT.”



A RACIST HISTORY

When the Electoral College was created, enslaved people couldn’t vote, so you might assume there was no connection between slavery and the Electoral College You’d be wrong.

For the purposes of creating congressional districts and for handing out electors to states, the founders decided that black men would be counted as three-fifths of a person. Not only was this demeaning and dehumanizing, but it also ensured that southern states with large populations of enslaved people got more electors and thus had more say in electing the president even though blacks could not vote.


An international team of election experts who observed the 2016 U.S. elections saw the focus on battleground states and made a bold recommendation. They suggested that the United States reconsider the electoral system: “The aim of these proposals would be to ensure that presidential candidates campaign equally in all states and do not focus only on swing states,” says the report from forty-one election experts and observers from eighteen countries. “In addition, they are an effort to ensure that public policy priorities are not distorted in an effort to win the vote of the most contested states.”


Policy issues important to the few battleground states overshadow the interests of the country as a whole. As Businessweek noted: “[The] corn farmer living in Iowa is coveted by both parties and showered with goodies, such as ethanol subsidies. But just next door, the wheat grower in Republican South Dakota is insignificant to Presidential candidates. Ditto the hog farmer in Nebraska, the potato grower in Idaho, and the rancher in Oklahoma.”

Money flows unevenly, too, with battleground states receiving about 7 percent more federal grant money than other states—and many more presidential disaster declarations. Andrew Reeves, a political scientist at Washington University, discovered that battleground states obtain double the number of disaster declarations as other states. Awarding disaster relief pays off in elections, he found. Each presidential declaration brought a 1 percent bump to that president’s party come election time.

Does this seem fair? Do we want to keep having an election for the president of the Swing States of America, or is it time to try an election for the president of us all?

AMERICANS WANT TO ELECT THEIR PRESIDENT

Americans are ready to make the change. According to statewide and Gallup polls, roughly 70 percent of Americans favor switching to a nationwide popular vote, with little variation among Republicans, Democrats, and independents. That’s almost three-quarters of Americans.



DIVIDED WE FALL

The Electoral College also shapes how we think of our democracy—in ways that are troubling. The typical Electoral College map is seared into the minds of many Americans. In it, states stand out boldly as deep blue (Democrat) along the West Coast and New England and stark red (Republican) in the South and Midwest. But this is a distortion of reality. Republicans and Democrats live all over our country. There is no such thing as a totally blue state or an all-red state—states are purple, made up of citizens who represent a mix of ideas, opinions, desires, and concerns.

The inaccurate oversimplification of the electoral map polarizes people. A Republican looking at the map might think, mistakenly, that she has no common ground with people in California. But more than 4 million Californians have supported Republicans in the last few elections. A Democrat might worry, mistakenly, that he would not be welcome in Alabama. But more than a third of Alabamans regularly vote Democratic.

A focus on the popular vote would remind us that people with all kinds of opinions live everywhere—it is the American way.
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Tom Emmer (R), who ran for governor in Minnesota, thinks a national popular vote would encourage presidential candidates to run like governors do. “I had to run the entire state,” he says. “I had to hit agricultural folks the same way I had to hit the folks on the Iron Range and it had to be consistent. [A popular vote] will transform national politics. You will see candidates run the entire country.”

A presidential election based on a nationwide popular vote rather than state-by-state votes for electors would not only be fairer, it would also run more smoothly. A nationwide popular vote would create a massive pool of a couple of hundred million voters. This would likely create a much wider margin than in statewide races where margins can run in the hundreds, triggering recounts.

Finally, a popular vote would give every voter in the country a reason to participate. States might get serious about registering and encouraging voters as well. In the current system, it makes no difference if one person turns out to vote in a state or millions do; states are awarded the same number of electors. The national popular vote gives states an incentive to increase their power by energizing their citizens—and that is good for democracy.

So how can we make it happen?

THE STATE SOLUTION

The Electoral College was established through Article II, Section 1 of the U.S. Constitution. That means getting rid of the Electoral College would require a constitutional amendment. The U.S. House and Senate would have to pass the amendment by a two-thirds vote. Three-fourths (thirty-eight) of the fifty states would have to ratify, or formally agree to, the change. According to the National Archives, there have been more than seven hundred efforts to abolish or change the Electoral College by constitutional amendment. None have passed Congress. So that doesn’t seem very promising.

 


WHAT IN THE WORLD?

Presidents all across the world—in Mexico, Ghana, Taiwan, and Argentina, for example—are elected by popular vote. In fact, we have the only presidential democracy on the planet with indirect elections through a mechanism like an electoral college instead of direct elections. “Electoral colleges are nowadays unknown, except for choosing politically weak ceremonial presidents,” says Matthew Shugart, a professor of political science at the University of California, Davis, and coauthor of A Different Democracy: A Systematic Comparison of the American System with Thirty Other Democracies.


There is another option.

In 2006, a computer scientist named John R. Koza proposed a different approach. When Koza was in his early twenties, he and some friends invented a board game based on the Electoral College. Later, Koza served as an elector in two presidential elections, but the role did not sit well with him. “The current system is insane and unjustifiable,” he says. “It leaves at least 40 states out of the process.”

He thought the popular vote was the right way to go and wondered how it could be accomplished. Then he learned about interstate compacts—where two or more states agree to handle something the same way. He realized that the Constitution itself holds the key to fixing the problem. The Constitution reads: “Each State shall appoint, in such Manner as the Legislature thereof may direct, a Number of Electors . . .” That opens the door for states to agree together to designate all their electors to whomever wins the nationwide popular vote!

In a press conference in 2006, Koza, along with Democratic, Republican, and independent members of Congress, introduced the National Popular Vote interstate compact. Within days the Chicago Sun Times, New York Times, and Minneapolis Star-Tribune endorsed the idea. “We say the United States is ready for real democracy,” said the Los Angeles Times. “A system that produces a majority winner will boost political engagement across all 50 states,” noted the Denver Post.

About a year later, Maryland became the first state to enact the compact. Soon, state legislators all across the country took up the bill. New Jersey signed it into law. Illinois became the third state, then Hawaii. The list is now fifteen states long (plus D.C.), representing 196 electoral votes.


MORE THAN THREE THOUSAND STATE LEGISLATORS HAVE SPONSORED OR VOTED FOR A NATIONAL POPULAR VOTE! HAVE YOURS?


The compact will take effect once states representing a total of 270 electoral votes—the number needed to win the presidency—have signed on. The endeavor is two-thirds of the way there, with just seventy-four more electoral votes needed. Efforts are afoot in a dozen or so states, which could get the tally to the magic 270.

If that happens, whether your vote matters won’t depend on whether you live in a battleground or spectator state, in a heavily Republican or heavily Democratic state. Your vote—every vote—will count equally toward electing the president of the United States.


THE NATIONAL POPULAR VOTE COMPACT

The 888-word bill already enacted by fifteen states reads:

“The State of ______ seeks to join with other states and establish the Agreement Among the States to Elect the President by National Popular Vote.”

The bill provides that:


	Each state will conduct an election for president and vice president.


	Each state will allocate its electors to the “national popular vote winner.”


	In the event of a tie in the popular vote, states will award their electors to the winner of their state.


	States can withdraw at any time except for the period six months before the end of a president’s term until the successor has been chosen. (In other words, states cannot withdraw in the middle of a presidential election.)





About a third of Americans say they want to keep the Electoral College as it is. They worry that any change would be unconstitutional. But the Constitution gives states complete control to decide how to allocate electors. They worry that counting a national vote would be expensive. But it is not difficult to add up votes from fifty states and the District of Columbia; it already happens. They worry that small states will be ignored. But small spectator states are already ignored. They worry that the national popular vote will favor one party over another. But that will happen only if the American people favor one party over another, which is how democracy is supposed to work.

That’s why the National Popular Vote has broad support in the Republican and Democratic parties. During debate over the measure in the Colorado Senate, Ken Gordon (D) said: “We think the president should be the person who gets the majority vote. It’s the bedrock of our democracy.” Kirk Dillard (R), Illinois state senator and chair of his local Republican party, felt the same. “This isn’t a Democratic or Republican issue to me,” he said. “It’s important that people have faith that, in the election of the most important office in the world, their vote will count.”

Organizations as diverse as the American Civil Liberties Union and the Conservative Party of New York endorse the National Popular Vote. Even electors recognize the folly of the process they participate in. Wisconsin electors adopted a resolution calling for the abolition of the Electoral College system.

A growing number of Americans agree that for a position as important to our country as the president of the United States, every vote in every state should count equally in every presidential election.




[image: A map of the United States called 'Road to the Popular Vote.' A box reads 'Check out this map. Has your state signed on for the popular vote? A key shows states in pink as having a National Popular Vote bill has been enacted. States in red show State legislature has taken some action on the bill. And states in gray show no state level action. The source is National Popular Vote. Vermont, Massachusetts, New York, Connecticut, Rhode Island, New Jersey, Delaware, Maryland, Illinois, Colorado, New Mexico, Alaska, Hawaii, Washington, Oregon, and California are pink. Idaho, Wyoming, Utah, Kansas, Texas, Iowa, Indiana, Iowa, Virginia, South Carolina, Florida, and Mississippi are in grey. The rest are red.]



WHAT YOU CAN DO

The path to a national popular vote lies with states. The good news is that state legislators pay attention to phone calls, letters, emails, petitions, and visits from their constituents. And they welcome hearing from future voters in their district as well. Here’s how to spread the word:


	Find out if your state has enacted the National Popular Vote compact: www.nationalpopularvote.com/state-status.


	If your state has not passed it yet, write, call, or email your governor and state representative and senator. Even better, set up a meeting. (You’ll learn more about how to do this in chapter 12.) To identify your representatives, type in your zip code to Who Represents Me? to get their contact information: www.270towin.com/elected-officials.


	Create a petition and gather signatures online here: www.change.org/start-a-petition.


	Write letters to the editors of your local and statewide newspapers. (For your newspaper’s address and submission process, search the internet for “Letters to the Editor” and the name of your newspaper.)







I do not recommend a Constitutional amendment lightly. I think the amendment process must be reserved for an issue of overriding governmental significance. But the method by which we elect our President is such an issue.

—JIMMY CARTER (D), THIRTY-NINTH U.S. PRESIDENT

[P]riority must be accorded to electoral college reform.

—RICHARD NIXON (R), THIRTY-SEVENTH U.S. PRESIDENT

A national popular vote means that every vote in every city, village, and town, in every state will count. And will count equally. A vote in Buffalo will be the same as a vote in Boca Raton. A vote in Corning will be as sought after as a vote in Cleveland. Manhattan will matter as much as Miami.

—JEFFREY DINOWITZ (D), NEW YORK ASSEMBLY

Presidential elections should be a time when the entire nation is galvanized into action through a vibrant democracy because every citizen has a voice in setting the
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