
PLS 101 - Lecture 12

Now, weíre gonna get more proper into our material here and I want to talk 
to you a little bit about voting.  We talked on Monday about some of the 
different types of barriers to voting and we came up with these ó the fact 
that over time weíve had a gradual expansion of the right to vote.  And we 
stated at the same time, however, despite these gains, voter turnout is low.

Now, before we even get into this, I want to ask you something because I 
think this is kind of interesting.  When I asked you last Monday how many of 
you voted in the presidential election, a lot of you raised your hands.  Now, 
I want to know ó Iím just curious.  This is just to satisfy my own curiosity 
here.  I want to know why you voted.  Because what happened this time was a 
little bit more unique than our story line here.  I want to just sort of get 
to the bottom of that for a second.  Why did you vote?  Chris, did you vote?  
Whyíd you vote?  Somebody put a gun to your head?  Somebody pay you money?

[Inaudible student response]
So itís just the newness of the idea that you could vote for the first time?  
Okay.  I just want to take a look at this for a second.  Did you vote?  Whyíd 
you vote?

[Inaudible student response]
You had a high level of [inaudible], it sounds like, right?  Civic obligation?  
Okay. I just want to put some different reasons up here.  Amy, did you vote?

[Inaudible student response]
Could make a difference.  Weíll get the basic reasons on this first row so I 
wonít do everybody here.  Did you vote?  Whyíd you vote?  Same reasons.  Okay.  
Just three reasons here.  Same?  Thought youíd make a difference.  You didnít 
vote?  Good.  Youíre being honest.  Oh, you did?  Iím sorry.  I thought you 
shook your head no.

[Inaudible student response]
Didnít vote?  Okay.  Youíre being honest.  Are there any other reasons why you 
voted? Does that ó yes, sir?

[Inaudible student response]
How do I put that on the board?  You were disgusted with politics?

[Inaudible student response]
Peer influence.  Okay.  I like that better, too.  Why else?  Monette?

[Inaudible student response]
So wanting to see a change, a real change, right?  So change in leadership.  
Other reasons, by any chance?  Iím just curious.  Dan?

[Inaudible student response]
You didnít want a change in leadership.  Okay.  Thatís very good.  No change 
in leadership.  Why else?  Anybody else?  Does that adequately say why you 
voted?  Did you hear people say o ver and over again, ìThe stakes are so high 
youíve gotta voteî?  And thatís why you voted, perhaps?  That sort of 
incorporates some of these reasons here, too, right?

Had this been a different year, the kinds of responses youíve given me and 
the kinds of outcomes we wouldíve gotten may have been very, very different.  
Chances are ó in fact, some recent information shows that ó this is really 
surprising.  This is a bit of a departure from our story line because  I was 
gonna give you the traditional story line as saying hereís what normally 
happens.  But since weíre talking about the most recent presidential election, 
letís talk about what really did happen.

Turnout in the 2004 election.  How would you assess that?  Was it higher 
or lower than prior elections?  Higher.  Now, youíve heard about the whole 



idea of turnout among young people.  Turnout was the same as everybody else or 
turnout was the same as --

[Inaudible student response]
I heard that same story.  The story is that they say ó tell me if youíve 

heard something differently here ó that essentially they thought that turnout 
among young people, 18- to 24-year-olds, would be higher this time than ever.  
But what they really found out was that wasnít the case.  Is that what you 
heard?  Thatís what you heard, right, Pamela?  Is that what anybody else has 
heard?  I heard that story, too.  But thatís not actually what really 
happened. 

Let me tell you.  I had mentioned this guy who ó Tom Patterson at Harvard 
University.  He had written that book we talked about on the media, how the 
media liked to have all these sound bites.  Well, this same guy, Thomas 
Patterson at Harvard, has followed these election results and something that I 
was reading about him just recently.  Hereís what he said.  He said, in fact, 
turnout among eligible adults under 30 years old rose by nine percentage 
points pushing their voting rate to well over 50 percent.  And the turnout 
rate in certain battleground states, such as Minnesota, Michigan, Ohio, 
Wisconsin, and Pennsylvania, exceeded 60 percent.  

So what we heard sometimes was that the turnout really wasnít that much 
different among young people.  It actually was.  But who did that turnout 
favor?  Was that turnout overwhelmingly in favor of Kerry or not?  What do you 
think ó among young people?  Pretty much even.  Somewhat more in favor of 
Kerry but not a big boom as a lot of people had imagined.  But voter turnout 
overall increased sharply in 2004, reaching its highest level since 1968.  
Thatís very interesting to me.  Young adults contributed to the surge.  
Although news reports initially claimed that young adults had failed once 
again to show up at the polls, the results proved wrong.  Nearly 5 million 
more young adults voted in 2004 than had done so in 2000.

Now, why did we have high turnout?  Thereís some reasons here, but letís 
get more substantive and then weíll continue on with our story here.  High 
turnout in 2004 was due to a number of factors.  What were they?  The war in 
Iraq, obviously.  That was a major one.  Iraq in particular.  Also the 
economy.  And also to a polarizing president.  Because people ó George Bush 
had a lot of positive support but there were a lot of negative ratings, too.  
So what Patterson is arguing is that if these same factors are still playing 
in 2008, then that election too is virtually certain to produce a high 
turnout, too.

So in a lot of ways I think 2004 does represent a bit of a departure from 
what we normally think about.  Now, if we look at all the elections all 
together, again we still see that, you know, voter turnout is still pretty 
low.  Certainly among registered voters turnout is pretty high, about 80 to 85 
percent, in the most important elections, at least.  But remember we talked 
about on Monday ó you move away from the most important elections to like 
congressional elections or to local elections, and the turnout becomes 
dismally low.  In particular, when you talk about voter turnout in terms of 
all eligible voters as opposed to registered voters.  Eligible voters ó your 
percentages are gonna be much lower.

So then the question is, then, why is ó even again, you can say 60 percent 
was great, but then you could also say, well, 60 percent turnout, still that 
means 40 percent of the people are not voting who are eligible to vote.  
Again, itís a value question but is that a good thing or not?  And, of course, 
one of the reasons why people say that voter turnout remains lower than it 



should be or could be is because of registration barriers.  What am I talking 
about?  What kind of registration barriers are there?  Why is registration a 
problem?  Again, think of it in terms of your own experience.  Did you have 
any problem registering to vote this time?  Maybe not since so many of you 
voted.

Oftentimes in many places you have to register weeks in advance, you know, 
in order to vote and often itís even hard to find out where you have to 
register.  Now, thatís been changing a little bit.  But again, a typical way 
of registering when you move somewhere is you look for the county courthouse, 
and call them up and find out where it is.  But because of these kinds of 
barriers, some people just donít even bother to register to begin with.

Now, back in the 1990s, Bill Clinton signed into law this motor voter 
registration.  Did any of you by any chance register to vote when you 
registered your car in Missouri?  Anybody do that?  And that has made it a 
little bit easier too, to do it that way.  Let me give you a contrast here.  
Many European countries, registration is automatic.  Every adult citizen is 
automatically a registered voter.  In fact, some countries will impose a fine 
on you if you donít register ó I mean if you donít vote.  What our states have 
done in the 2004 election ó and this is a very interesting and intriguing 
idea, too -- theyíve adopted whatís called same day registration.  So six 
states ó New Hampshire, Maine, Wisconsin, Minnesota, Wyoming and Idaho ó they 
all have same day registration.  So basically, eligible citizens can register 
at your neighborhood polling station on election day.  Now, how cool is that 
if you can do that?  How much would that help to bring down some of these 
registration barriers?  And certainly that would help out in terms of turnout.

In fact, what Tom Patterson again has said, that those six states Iíve 
just identified ó they were among the leaders in turnout rate and even more so 
when the young adult turnout was the benchmark.  So thereís a lot to learn 
from the other states.  Remember we were talking about laboratories of 
democracy, how we can learn from the experiences of other states?  Thatís a 
good example of that.  Iíd like to see, maybe, Missouri opting for same day 
registration.  But nonetheless ó again, going back to our story, we still have 
registration barriers here.

Another general problem that people have identified is this whole idea of 
the voting process.  That voting itself is not very convenient.  Again, hereís 
sort of a softball question for you to hit out of the park.  How is voting not 
convenient here?  In what way is voting not convenient?  Besides the 
registration.  Letís say youíre already registered now.  You know you can vote 
but you still donít vote.  Why not?  Yes, sir?

[Inaudible student response]
Or it may have changed or something like that?  Okay.  So your polling place 
couldíve been moved or something like that?

[Inaudible student response]
Like A through L and M through Z, or something like that?  And that may have 
been just a function of who was there at the time, right?  Okay.  The waiting 
time can be inconvenient.  Okay.  What about in terms of when you vote?  Is 
that a problem?  When are elections held?  You all voted; you should know the 
answer to this one, right?  Tuesdays.  Theyíre held on Tuesdays.  Whatís bad 
about Tuesdays?  Itís a work day, right?  So that again makes it very, very 
difficult.  In many European countries, what they do, instead of just having 
it on one day between the hours of 7:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.m., they actually have 
it on a weekend.  So you can go and do it while youíre doing your shopping and 
so forth.  And it wonít just be on one day.  It may be over a two or three day 



period.  So again, they try to make it as convenient for you as possible.  
Youíre not having to worry about getting off from work, trying to make it 
during your lunch hour then having to wait, you know, for 45 minutes and 
missing lunch in order to get there and vote and do those kinds of things.

[Inaudible student response]
Why donít we do that?  Thatís a very good question.  Why donít we do that?  

We should do that, I think.  The real concern ó this is actually more of a 
historical example or answer to that ó but the real concern is that if you 
donít have tight control over the voting and registration process, what might 
you have?  Cheating.  Fraud.  Historically, thereís always this concern about 
ó for example, one of the reasons why we have registration procedures is 
because we didnít want somebody going from one part of town to another part of 
town to another part of town and voting.  A very famous saying that you may 
have heard if you grew up in urban areas.  Vote early and vote often.  And 
particularly back during the early 1900s, the late 1800s.  If you looked at 
some of the rolls ó and this was actually during whatís called the city 
machines and political bosses like Boss Tweed at Tammany Hall.  Weíre gonna be 
talking about more of these things down the road here.  But there were people 
who were registered to vote who were deceased.  So dead people were voting, 
for example.

So what we have here is we have historically ó to answer your question, 
Chris, and probably give you more information than you really want ó is that 
the ó we have adopted parties ó whatís called progressive reform back from the 
early 1900s, one of the reasons why we have imposed stricter voting 
procedures.

[Inaudible student response]
I mean, I agree.  But at least or extended over that period of time.  And 

then you think about some other dynamics, too.  Again, this is not necessarily 
a justification for it, but I think about what would happen if we had like 
voting over more than one day.  What would that do the pundits and the news 
media?  What do you think would happen there if theyíre saying ó you know what 
Iím saying, Elizabeth?  They would.  Theyíd be going crazy because theyíd say, 
you know, ìThree people voted today so weíre ready to project the winner of 
the election but the electionís not over until tomorrow,î you know.  I mean, 
youíre gonna have some of those kinds of ó not that that was prevented from 
happening, but I think that might be one of the interesting outcomes.  Our 
news media is such, driven by ratings weíve talked about before ó is such that 
that would actually create a problem.  Not that that suggests the 
justification to prevent it, but I can see that as being one of the potential 
outcomes of that.  But, yeah, voting itself is not very convenient and in many 
other countries they do it differently, and I think do it a little bit better.

What about this.  Iíve got here cynicism.  I have a question mark by that.  
Why donít some people vote?  If you didnít vote, why would you not vote?  I 
know you voted.

[Inaudible student response]
Youíve actually touched on both those little nuances of cynicism.  My vote 
doesnít really count and why not ó you know, why should I vote for one set of 
crooks to replace another set of crooks?  Iíve often heard that.  Yes?

[Inaudible student response]
Okay.  So that again was more of a registration kind of inconvenience issue, 
right? That wasnít much of a cynicism, right?  You didnít choose but you just 
thought that your vote wouldnít count, right?  Does your vote count?  Should 
you vote?  I mean, obviously I think Iím talking to the audience here, 



preaching to the choir, because you all voted and you said why you voted.  
Does your vote count?  Or does that argument say, ìMy vote doesnít count.  My 
spouse is gonna vote Republican and Iím gonna vote Democrat, so therefore our 
votes are gonna, you know, just kind of wash out anyway.î  Iíve heard people 
say that before.  Does your vote count?  Probably very, very few of you.  Some 
of you maybe.  Anybody vote in the 2000 election?  Did your vote count in the 
2000 election?  Absolutely.  What happened in the 2000 election?  I mean, 
George Bush won the presidency by winning the State of Florida which gave him 
ó again, we use the electoral college ó but it gave him more votes than Al 
Gore.  Iím about to say John Kerry here.  Than Al Gore, and he won Florida by 
roughly 500 votes.  537 votes, I believe, is what it was.  He won the 
presidency of 280 million people by 537 votes.

Now, for anyone who ever comes to me and says, ìMy vote wonít really 
matter,î I say thatís hogwash.  I mean, your vote really can matter.  And I 
think a lot of people saw that in 2004.  Why did people ó why did turnout 
increase in 2004 compared to 2000?  In part, some people learned the lesson of 
2000 and thatís the reason why.  Yes, sir?

[Inaudible student response]
Good question.  The question is most are ó in all the states, when they 

use the electoral college, is it a winner-take-all system?  Now, when we talk 
about the electoral college later on, weíll talk more about this in detail.  
To answer your question here, the issue is ó you know, if you win the most 
votes, you win all the electoral college votes here.  Colorado is one state 
and, I think, Nebraska and maybe Maine ó there are three states that donít do 
it on a winner-take-all basis but itís in a proportional basis.

[Inaudible student response]
Potentially thatís a good question.  Do you think that your vote would 

count more if you were in a proportional kind of state as opposed to winner-
take-all?  It could be.  Iím not sure.  I think you might think that 
initially.  But again --

[Inaudible student response]
No.  The statistics have not shown them having higher turnouts, per se.  

But a lot of people think itís fair, you know, that if we have 10 electoral 
votes to give, you win 60 percent of the vote you ought to get 6 of the 
electoral votes and not all 10 of ëem.  And the 40 percent, you get at least 
some representation or, I mean, some chance of winning.  But again, let me 
just say one other quick thing about this.  In a lot of ways the states could 
do that now.  You donít have to amend the Constitution to allow that to 
happen.  We still have to have the electoral college.  But no one has said ó 
thereís nothing in the Constitution that says that you cannot allocate the 
votes on that kind of a basis.  So that might be a nice modification to change 
the electoral college without getting rid of the electoral college, which we 
know we canít do anyway.  You canít change the Constitution because itís so 
hard.

[Inaudible student response]
Youíll never get half and half.  Itíll always be ó somebodyís gonna have 

at least one more vote than somebody else.  So if you get the bare majority or 
if you have ó like, in 1992 you had three candidates running for office.  You 
had Ross Perot, George H. W. Bush, Senior, and Bill Clinton.  In Missouri, for 
example, all three candidates ó okay.  No one got a majority of votes.  No one 
won over 50 percent of the vote in Missouri in 1992.  But yet Bill Clinton got 
all 11 electoral votes from Missouri.  Why is that?  He had not a majority, 
but a plurality.  Itís called a plurality.  So if you have more than two 



candidates, plurality will make a difference.
By the way, when we talk about parties next week, let me tell you 

something else, too.  Weíre gonna be talking about a broad-based two-party 
system here in the U.S. versus a multi-party system over in Europe, and what 
they do is exactly that.  They have proportional representation kind of 
system.  So that even your small party ó you only get 10 percent of the votes, 
you get 10 percent of the seats in the legislature.  And that changes the 
equation in terms of what you do.

[Inaudible student response]
Itís possible.  Or you could have a situation where you had enough ó like 

a third party candidate who did so well that you end up ó no one gets ó you 
have to have -- again, weíre getting way ahead of ourselves.  But 270 votes to 
win the electoral college, which is 269 plus 1.  You get that and you win the 
presidency.  Hypothetically, you have three candidates ó four candidates, four 
different parties, which we donít have in the U.S. in terms of dominance.  But 
we have four or five parties here.  What if that happened where no one got 270 
votes?  Have to have some kind of contested runoff election.

All right.  So letís get back to our story here, cynicism.  Oh, sorry.  
One more question.

[Inaudible student response]
Right.  Why didnít we have a third party.  This is good because weíll come 

back to this as well.  But essentially, to get on the ballot as a third party 
candidate, there are a lot of barriers.  Youíve gotta be able to raise so much 
money.  I think itís $250,000 among people in ó different states have 
different rules.  But youíve gotta be able to get donations from at least ó 
like 250,000 people.  Iíll give you some statistics when we start talking 
about this.  But youíve gotta get so much of a ó so many people to sign the 
petition to get you on the ballot and youíve gotta be able to raise so much 
money before you can even qualify.  If you donít meet those thresholds, you 
donít get on the ballot.  And part of itís also timing.  You have to do it by 
a certain time.  And so Nader didnít have enough of an organization here in 
Missouri to get enough going for his campaign to even qualify to get on the 
ballot here.  Thatís a good question, though.  Thatís a very good question.

So again, cynicism.  For people who do not vote because of cynicism ó 
again, sometimes it might be the case but, again, Iím not so sure.  One other 
thing I want to point out to you.  Thereís a reading here ó now that weíre 
talking about cynicism here, I want you just to tie this in mentally or write 
this down here.  But on page 66, this reading by Rytex Era ó I want to call 
him T-Rex or I call him Rytex.  Yeah, page 66.  He talks about 10 myths of 
voter turnout.  And one of the points he brings up here about this is that a 
typical myth, he says for example, is that some people are more cynical about 
the voting process.  And he says essentially ó he makes a very good point 
about this ó cynicism ó if you look at voters versus non-voters, the cynicism 
runs deep and itís not any different between voters versus non-voters.  So you 
canít use that as an argument, according to T-Rex here, as to why you ó people 
donít vote.  So again, thereís some different viewpoints on this.

One other thing that I donít have up here ó I donít believe I do ó yeah, 
there it is.  Weakened party system.  Again, weíre gonna talk about political 
parties next chapter, but let me go ahead and give you sort of a preview of 
that.  What we have here in the U.S. is whatís called a broad-based, two-party 
system and the parties are rather weak.  Now, what I mean by weak parties is 
very simple.  The idea here is that many, many years ago, parties played a 
very active role in our political system.  And what I mean by a weakened party 



system is that parties no longer play that strong, active role that they used 
to.  If we were to pretend and go back in time 70 years ago ó and Iím talking 
to you now; not you but your great grandparents or so ó and I were to say to 
you, ìHow many of you strongly identify with the Republican party or the 
Democratic party?î  Remember what we said?  Chances are your great 
grandparents or your grandparents would strongly identify with one or the 
other, right?  Today, people increasingly call themselves Independents, right?  
Many of you call yourselves Independents.

That is a good example of this weakened party system.  It used to be that 
you could say to a person, you know, ìYou need to come and vote for this 
candidate because this candidateís a Democrat or this candidate is Republican, 
and he or she stands for our values.  And weíre gonna vote for that person 
solely because of that party identification.î  Nowadays you donít have that as 
much.  And also nowadays you donít have people from the parties knocking on 
your door, saying, ìWill you vote for this candidate?î  Again, I think 2004 is 
a bit of an exception to that.  Any of you get a knock on your door in 2004?  
No?  Thatís a nice little rhyme.  I got several knocks on my door and some 
people I told, ìGo away.î  But others I had some pretty good discussions with.

But the point here, though, many years ago in the same neighborhood people 
would come knock, canvassing the neighborhood, party workers canvassing the 
neighborhood, to get out the vote.  You know, you know, you had that big 
wellspring of support.  Today we donít have that.  And the point I want to 
suggest is to how this factors into voting is that some people suggest that 
because we now are in a weakened party system, weíre in that kind of a state 
where the parties no longer have that ability to get out the vote, that also 
has contributed to a reduction in voting, too.  Because we donít strongly 
identify with one party or the other.  And because of that and because we 
donít have people who can round up votes like they used to be able to do, that 
can have an impact in terms of impacting overall voter turnout.  So thatís 
again one of the things.

Now, that brings me to a very interesting question here.  Is low voter 
turnout necessarily bad?  What do you think?  Could that potentially be ó I 
mean, again some people would say, ìThis shows that our society is undergoing 
some sense of civic decay.  And when our society undergoes civic decay, you 
know, all Hell is gonna be in the process of breaking loose.î  And a lot of 
people say if you want to look at some examples of that is the fact that we 
have low voter turnout.  Again, Iíve gotta point you back to another reading, 
this guy at Harvard, Robert Putnam.  He talks about ó an article about how we 
bowl alone.  We donít join these civic organizations like we used to and how 
thatís led to sort of a decaying of society ó or a decaying of civic society 
or civil society.

But Iím gonna ask you, though, again.  Is low voter turnout necessarily a 
bad thing?  Pardon?

[Inaudible student response]
If youíre the losing side?  Sure.  But overall, though, I mean if youíre a 

winner or a loser, I mean is ó what might low voter turnout suggest?  Could it 
be?  Go ahead, Dan.

[Inaudible student response]
Yeah, theyíre spending a lot of money and not getting much bang for the 

buck.  So letís quit spending all that money, huh?  Thatíd be good for me.  
Iíd be happy with that.  Iím sure a lot of people would.  The fact is they do 
work, though.  I mean, for better or for worse, they work.  They tend to work 
on those who havenít made up their mind yet.  Thatís why they keep ëem ó we 



always say weíre tired of the mudslinging and all these different 
advertisements day in and day out.  But the reason why they keep on going is 
because they do have an influence on voters, particularly those undecided 
voters.

Let me just say this.  A lot of people suggest that low voter turnout 
isnít necessarily bad.  It may actually be a healthy sign of our system, that 
people are relatively content.  Knowing that whether a Republican gets control 
of the White House or Congress or a Democrat ó you know, your heads are not 
gonna be lopped off tomorrow because you voted for the losing party.  And so 
because of that itís like ó whether we have this person becomes president or 
that person.  And you hear a lot of people say, ìOh, you know, whatís gonna 
happen to our policies?î  But day to day, is your life gonna change radically 
overnight?  I mean, in some respects in the long-term, maybe so in a lot of 
very fundamental ways, depending upon the policies that are enacted.  But in 
terms of are you gonna have to worry about being thrown in jail or something 
like that?  I mean, obviously not.  In a lot of societies they do have to 
worry about those kinds of things.

So some people suggest that low voter turnout is not necessarily a bad 
thing because actually it could be a sign that the system is actually fairly 
healthy and people are fairly content.  For those who are discontent ó this is 
an interesting point, too.  Just a side point.  For those who are discontent 
they say, ìI donít vote.  Iím discontented.  I donít like the way things are 
done so Iím not gonna vote.î  Well, if they donít vote, guess what they get?  
They get a self-fulfilling prophecy, donít they?  Do you see what Iím saying 
here?  Because if you choose not to vote, then basically youíve got no right 
to have any say in the system.  And the system is gonna ignore you because you 
havenít played a role in the process.  So for you to say, ìIím discontent with 
the system,î that ought to be a compelling reason to vote, more than anything, 
than a reason for not voting.

Anyway, the point I want to bring up with you, Kelson, is this.  Now 
again, watch this.  Should everybody be allowed to vote?  More specifically.  
Should stupid people be allowed to vote?  Should we have some kind of test of 
political intelligence, a PI test?  What do you think?  Should everybody, no 
matter what their level of understanding, go and be able to vote because 
theyíre registered to vote?  The reason why is that how would you even design 
such a test like that?  Iíve heard some people say, ìWell, we donít want to 
have a whole lot of stupid people voting anyway because theyíre gonna make for 
bad decisions.î  And Iíve heard some scholars say, you know, one of the most 
beautiful and yet audacious things about our democracy is that it doesnít 
matter how learned you are, you know, you have that right.  That right is 
guaranteed to you by the Constitution and that is a beautiful thing.

So if you vote for Democratic policies, youíre ultimately teetering on the 
edge of becoming a Communist.

[Inaudible student response]
That is an argument I have heard, though.  They say ó now, let me tell you 
this.  They said basically, ìWe donít want have people ó this typically is a 
--î

[Inaudible student response]
Well, they certainly were concerned about mass democracy, werenít they?  
Werenít they?  And they also said, ìWe donít want to have African Americans 
votingî too, right?  And we also donít want to have women voting, right?  All 
of that was part of the Constitution.  That was, quote, ìthe original intent 
of the founding fathers.î



[Inaudible student response]
Well, it doesnít matter.  I mean, you could say women donít have ó they didnít 
own property, they didnít have businesses, they donít know anything about 
capitalism.  How could they?  They havenít had the training like us men of 
letters have had.  So therefore they shouldnít vote.  I mean, to me, is that 
argument that different?

Basically what youíre suggesting here is that you have to buy into the 
system before you can vote.  Is that what youíre saying?  You guys agree with 
that?

[Inaudible student response]
Should you give a litmus test?  Do you believe in capitalism, laissez-faire 
capitalism, as first enunciated by Adam Smith in The Wealth of Nations as a 
means before you can vote?  But isnít this a government of the people, by the 
people, for the people?  What if the people consider the government ó John 
Locke.  Remember this?  If people donít like the way the system is, donít they 
have a right to go and change the system?  Thatís John Locke.  Thatís liberty, 
you know.  Just a different kind of liberty that youíre suggesting here.

[Inaudible student response]
Do all of you own property, by the way?  Anybody own property here?  Who 

owns property besides a couple of us, obviously?
[Inaudible student response]
You canít vote until you own property.  Well, thatís the way our founding 

fathers ó even if they didnít originally envision that, thatís how certainly 
the law has evolved.  Think about the passage of the 14th Amendment and the 
expansion of voting rights to more and more people, irrespective of political 
ideology and irrespective of property qualifications.  The property issue ó 
again, Aaron, Iím not trying to give you a hard time ó property qualifications 
fell off in the 1850s.  There are no more property qualifications.  Let me put 
it to you this way.  Hereís what ó again, this also ó it helps not to look at 
things in isolation but in relationships to other kinds of things such as the 
role of interest groups and so forth.  

Let me tell you right now, even though itís two chapters away from here, 
if you look at the laws that we have on the books ó okay.  Think about this.  
This is very, very important.  How would our ó just think about how our laws 
would be radically different if that 40 to 45, in some cases 50 percent of 
people who didnít vote, decide to show up at the polls.  If that 40, 45, 50 
percent of people who said, ìIím gonna take an active role in influencing this 
system.  Iím gonna quit copping out on the ó you know, on this whole view that 
Iím discontent so Iím not gonna play any role.î  If the 40 to 45 to 50 percent 
say, ìWeíre gonna have a different viewpoint now in terms of our 
responsibilities, our obligations as citizens,î how do you think that might 
actually cause our laws to be different on the books today?  And I guarantee 
you they would be radically different.  Radically different.  Whether you like 
it or not, thatís what would happen.

Now, let me tell you something else along the same lines here because of 
interest in time.  Who actually votes?  Whoís more likely to vote?  What 
groups, what demographics, what types of people are more likely to vote?  Age?  
How old?  Young or old, middle-aged, what?  Okay.  Chances are the older you 
are, the more likely you are to vote.  Itís common sense until you get a 
certain peak and then the voting will then drop off, okay?  But the actual 
voters today tend to be older and they also tend to be white, Hispanic, or 
African American?  Or Asian?  Predominantly voters are more likely to be 
white, tend to be a little older.  They vote more than younger people do.  



What about education?  What do we say about that?  Higher education.  What 
about income?  Those with more income are more likely to vote than those with 
less income?  Absolutely.  And those who have better jobs will likely vote 
more than non-voters.

The non-voter ó just by contrast, the non-voter is more likely to be less 
educated, rural instead of urban, non-white and very young or very old.  That 
typically tends to be those who donít vote.  And again, as Iíve suggested to 
you, if members of all socio groups in our country voted in equal proportions, 
candidates might have to offer programs that appeal more to this advantaged 
group, many of whose members do not vote.

Now, the last thing that weíre gonna do ó and that was the question here.  
What would happen if more people voted?  The last thing Iím gonna say in the 
interest of time here is why do you choose one candidate over another?  Again, 
this is something that you can go back to the book and fill out.  Why do you 
choose one candidate over another and a lot of the basic issues.  So weíll 
touch upon that first thing on Friday.  But hereís what weíre gonna do also.  
Because we didnít get a chance to get through all these readings and all that, 
but listen.  This is gonna be on the test.  So the readings for this week, the 
stuff by T-Rex and others, are gonna be the on the test so make sure you know 
that.

Weíre gonna go ahead and march on into Chapter 6 on political parties.  
Weíre gonna start that on Friday.


