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THE 2016 PRESIDENTIAL NOMINATION PROCESS: 
PRIMARIES AND CAUCUSES 
SS.912.C.2.14 Evaluate the processes and results of an election at the state or federal level.
SS.912.C.2.2 Evaluate the importance of political participation and civic participation.
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[bookmark: LessonSummary]Lesson Summary

Essential Question
How do primaries and caucuses shape the nomination process in U.S. presidential elections? 

NGSSS Benchmarks
SS.912.C.2.14 Evaluate the processes and results of an election at the state or federal level.
SS.912.C.2.2 Evaluate the importance of political participation and civic participation.

Overview
In this lesson, students will analyze and evaluate how primaries and caucuses shape the nomination process in U.S. presidential elections.  

Learning Goals
· Students will identify and describe the characteristics of primaries and caucuses. 
· Students will examine state government roles in nominating presidential candidates.

Suggested Time Frame 
· Four 45-50 minute class periods
Content Vocabulary 
· Candidate, caucus, closed primary, frontloading, legislature, nomination, open primary
Instructional Strategies 
· Cooperative Learning
· Whole-class and small-group discussion
· Reading and writing using primary and secondary sources
· Role Play
· Problem Based Learning


















24

Materials
Projector or SmartBoard
Student activity materials:
· Pro/Con Grid Primaries v. Caucuses 
· Defining Features Matrix Primaries and Caucuses
· 2012 Primary and Caucus Calendar from the National Conference of State Legislatures
Student study materials:
· Primaries and Caucuses (Kahn Academy) 
Video (Length:  8:13)
· Copies of article by Josh Putnam, “Everything you need to know about how the presidential primary works”, Washington Post, May 12, 2015
· Copies of article “Proposed Solutions”, from University of Virginia Center for Governmental Studies, 2001
· Copies of article by Mark Mellman, “Iowa and New Hampshire: It's win one or go home”, Los Angeles Times, January 05, 2012
· Copies of handout “How to Play Devil’s Advocate” (ReadWriteThink 2014)

Lesson Activities and Daily Schedule 
Please use the chart below to track activity completion. 

	Day
	Task #
	Steps in Lesson
	Description
	Completed? 
Yes/No

	Day One
	Task 1
	1
	Hook Activity 
	

	
	Task 2
	2-4
	How Primaries and Caucuses Work Activity 
	

	Day Two
	Task 3
	5-11
	Primaries vs. Caucuses Activities
	

	Day Three
	Task 4
	12-17
	Iowa, New Hampshire, and “Frontloading” Activity
	

	Day Four
	Task 5
	18-22
	Proposed Solutions Inquiry Activity
	

	
	Task 6
	23
	Checking for Understanding 
	




	


[bookmark: ContentVocab]Content Vocabulary

	Word/Term
	Definition

	Candidate
	A person who seeks to be elected to political office

	Caucus
	A meeting of party leaders, including registered voters, to select candidates to run for political office

	Closed Primary
	A  primary in which people must belong to a certain political party in order to vote in that primary

	Frontloading
	To concentrate maximum effort on the beginning stages of a process (e.g., holding a large number of primary elections early in an election year)

	Legislature
	The branch of government that makes the laws (federal, state, and/or local)

	Nomination
	Choosing a candidate for political office

	Open Primary
	A primary in which people are allowed to vote in that primary even if they are not registered with a political party 

	Primary
	A preliminary election in which voters choose whom they will nominate to represent a specific political party in an election



[bookmark: ActivitySEquence]
Suggested Student Activity Sequence

1. To prepare for the lesson, assign students to watch the following video from the Khan Academy on primaries and caucuses (Length: 8:13) available at    https://www.khanacademy.org/humanities/history/american-civics-parent/american-civics/v/primaries-and-caucuses
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2. To prepare for the lesson, organize students into small groups. As a class, read together the first two paragraphs of the article by Josh Putnam, “Everything you need to know about how the presidential primary works.” (Document One at the end of this lesson plan.). Note that the article is divided into a series of questions (numbered 1-11 in Document One). Within their small groups and depending on group size, each student should be assigned sections of the article (based on question number) to read. They will be responsible for reading and summarizing their assigned sections, and explaining that section to group partners. (Teacher Tip: You may choose to encourage students to use a GIST approach or something similar).On their hard copies, direct students to make notes, underline key words and phrases, and write questions in the margins in order to help summarize their reading and share with their colleagues. 
3. Pose the following question for discussion: “Why might the U.S. Constitution not mention political parties, political party activities, or the presidential nominating process?”
4. Provide time for students to brainstorm independently and then share out. (Teacher Tip: Nearpod is a very useful tool for students to individually and anonymously write and share their ideas. You may also use a tool such as Padlet or Todaysmeet.) (Suggested End, Day One)
5. (Suggested Start, Day Two) Review Day One, and then summarize by explaining to students that each state decides whether it will hold a caucus, closed primary, or open primary. Each option has both advantages and disadvantages.  
6. Move the students into pairs or small groups. Have them collaborate on completing the Primaries vs. Caucuses Defining Features Matrix. Direct students to provide a rationale for their choices. (Teacher Tip: You may find it useful to paste the Matrix into a shareable document such as GoogleDocs to facilitate interaction.)
7. Move students into larger groups. Have them compare their completed matrices, selecting which they believe is most accurate. Each larger group will then share out what they believe is the correct matrix. 
8. Checking for Understanding (Formative Assessment): 
As a whole class, lead a discussion about which matrix is correct, and make sure that students’ matrices match what you present. 
9. Have students complete the Primaries vs. Caucuses Pro/Con Grid.
10. Have students write down their thoughts on whether Florida should hold a caucus, a closed primary, or an open primary. Why? (Teacher Tip: Use a QuickWrite strategy for students to write down their ideas. You may also choose to use an online polling tool or the polling feature found in Nearpod). 
11. Have students share out their ideas. (Suggested End Day Two)
12. (Suggested Start, Day Three) In small groups, have students read the article by Mark Mellman, “Iowa and New Hampshire: It's win one or go home.” (Document Two at the end of this lesson plan.) On their hard copies, direct students to make notes, underline key words and phrases, and write questions in the margins. (OPTION: Assign this reading for homework following step 11. Step 13 and 14 would then serve as a warmup/review).
13. Pose the following question for discussion: “How do Iowa and New Hampshire dictate the success of presidential candidates in the primaries and caucuses in other states?” 
14. Provide time for students to brainstorm independently and then share out. (Teacher Tip: Nearpod is a very useful tool for students to individually and anonymously write and share their ideas. You may also use a tool such as Padlet or Todaysmeet.)  
15. Explore with students the primary and caucus maps since 1976, available on Frontloading HQ (http://frontloading.blogspot.com/).  The maps are available on the left side of the page, with the most recent primary and caucus maps appearing toward the top of the page and the historical maps appearing toward the bottom of the left side of the page. (These maps are also available at the end of this lesson.) Note that Florida’s presidential preference primary has moved multiple times over the last several presidential election cycles:
1980: March 11
1984: March 13
1988: March 8
1992: March 10
1996: March 12
2000: March 14
2004: March 9
2008: January 26
2012:  January 31
2016:  March 15
16. Distribute the 2012 presidential primary and caucus schedule provided by the National Conference of State Legislatures. (Document Three at the end of this lesson plan.) Have students review the schedule, and discuss the following in small groups: “Based on your review of the dates, which states could have the most impact on the nominating process? The least? What does this suggest about how campaigns might devote their time and resources?” 
17. Have students share out what they discussed in their small groups. (Suggested End Day Three)
18. (Suggested Start, Day Four) Assign each group one of four reform proposals/alternatives to the current primary and caucus system (regional lottery, rotating primary, national primary, Delaware Plan) as outlined by the University of Virginia Center for Governmental Studies. (Document Four at the end of this lesson plan.)
19. Ask each group to read the section from “Proposed Solutions” from the University of Virginia Center for Governmental Studies that pertains to the proposal to which they have been assigned. On their hard copies, direct students to make notes, underline key words and phrases, and write questions in the margins.
20. Have groups discuss the proposal they have been assigned and prepare to present their arguments for their proposal to the rest of the class. (Teacher Tip: A collaborative tool such as GoogleDocs or Padlet would be perfect for this planning.)
21. In a panel discussion format, ask each group to role play a news conference in which they present their proposal to the rest of the class and provide reasons why their proposal would be most workable. Direct students from the other groups to role play reporters who critique the proposals and play “devil’s advocate” about any issues or problems that might arise with the proposal they are hearing about. (Teacher Tip: Review the article  “Breathing Life into History: Using Role-Playing to Engage Students” (Cruz & Murthy, 2006) for suggestions on effective role-playing in the social studies classroom. Students should be provided a copy of  ReadWriteThink’s “How to Play Devil’s Advocate” (2014) (Document Five at the end of this lesson.))
22. When all groups have presented, ask students to vote on which of the proposals they believe has the most merit for reforming the current system. On the chalkboard or SmartBoard, write down the name of each proposal and record the class vote for each one. (Teacher Tip: You may also choose to use an online polling tool or the polling feature found in Nearpod). To summarize, write “Advantages” and “Disadvantages” below each and have individual students come to the front of the room and record what they believe to be the advantages and disadvantages of each proposal.
23. Checking for Understanding (Assessment): 
Have students write a memo, with bullet points for main ideas, to the chairpersons of the Democratic National Committee or Republican National Committee, making the case for either maintaining the current system, adopting the Delaware Plan, holding regional primaries, or holding a national primary. (Teacher Tip: If you have not taught students how to write a policy memo before, an excellent overview can be found at Duke University’s Writing Studio: http://twp.duke.edu/uploads/media_items/policy-memo.original.pdf.) 



24. Extension Activity:
Invite the local supervisor of elections as a guest speaker to explain his/her job to the class and share his/her opinions on primaries vs. caucuses, the scheduling of Florida primaries, voter turnout and civic participation, etc. Have students prepare questions to ask the speaker.
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Everything you need to know about how the presidential primary works
By Josh Putnam
May 12, 2015

   	The 2016 presidential nomination process is still in the invisible primary stage. On the Republican side, the field of candidates is not set, we don’t yet know how much money candidates have raised or can raise, there are no endorsements of real significance of which to speak, and polling doesn’t really tell us much at this point.
   
	But it is a good time to review the important features of the formal presidential nomination process and the changes the national parties have made for the 2016 cycle.

How do the Democratic and Republican parties formally select their presidential nominees? 1

   	After the 1968 election, the McGovern­Fraser Commission ushered in the modern presidential nomination process by removing the nominating decision from the smoke­filled rooms of the parties’ conventions. The Commission sought to make the results of primaries and caucuses — and thus the votes of the rank­and­file party voters — more decisive.
   
	To accomplish that, the Commission created a direct link between the votes cast in primaries and caucuses and the delegates selected to attend the national convention. The results of the primaries and caucuses therefore bind convention delegates to particular candidates. At the convention, there is a roll call vote that formally nominates a presidential candidate.

What’s the difference between a primary and a caucus? 2
 
   	The main difference between a primary election and a caucus is who is running the show. State governments conduct primaries, but state parties are behind caucuses. Each has different goals.

   	State governments fund and run primary elections in much the same way they do the general election in the fall. Voters go to a polling place, vote, and leave. The primary election was a Progressive­era reform intended to reduce the potential for mischief in a nomination system controlled by the parties.

   	State parties have other goals in holding caucuses (as well as state party conventions): not only voting for a presidential nominee, but also party business like selecting delegates to move on to county or district conventions, prioritizing issues that should or would be in the state or national party platform, and selecting local party leaders for the local party apparatus.

   	Party business takes time and requires participants to show up for an hours­long meeting on a weeknight. Unsurprisingly, then, caucuses attract fewer voters than primaries, and these voters tend to be politically engaged and stronger ideologues.

Why do some states have primaries but others have caucuses? 3

   	There are a number of reasons, but most of them come back to the trade­offs between state governments or state parties conducting the process in the first place. Ultimately, nominating a candidate for any office is a party function. Yet, a growing number of states have moved away from caucuses and adopted primaries. The simple reason is that the state pays for it.
   
	Opting into the state­run primary, however, means opting into the state laws that govern the primary process. Most consequentially, this includes the date of the primary and who can participate in that election. A state party that prefers another date — perhaps an earlier and potentially more influential date — would have to hold a caucus on its own dime. This is part of what drove Idaho Republicans to hold a caucus during the 2012 cycle instead of a primary, which would have occurred relatively late — in May.
   
	State primary laws also affect which voters can participate. In a “closed” primary, only registered party voters can participate.  In an “open” primary, unaffiliated voters can participate.  There are other variants in between.

   	If a party in an open primary state wants only party members to vote, it may opt for a caucus instead, where the party will have more control over who can participate. This is at least part of the reason Democrats in Washington State have spurned the primary since it first became available in 1992.
   
	Still, around three­quarters of state parties now choose the state­funded primary option even if it means ceding some control over the process to the state government.

When are the first caucuses and primaries held? 4

	If states abide by the rules that the national parties have set for 2016, the four so­called carve­out states — Iowa, New Hampshire, Nevada and South Carolina — will all hold their respective primaries and caucuses in February.









Roughly, the expected calendar for Republicans is:

February 1: Iowa
February 9: New Hampshire
February 20: South Carolina
February 23: Nevada

And for Democrats:

February 1: Iowa
February 9: New Hampshire
February 23: Nevada
February 27: South Carolina

	The remaining states will follow in March, April, May, and early June. (More on this below.)

Why do Iowa and New Hampshire get to go first?  Is this problematic? 5

	The easiest answer is that Iowa and New Hampshire go first because it’s tradition. The New Hampshire primary dates back to the Progressive era a century ago, when presidential nominations were not directly based on the results of primaries. When the nomination system changed after 1968, New Hampshire proactively began to adapt to safeguard the position of its presidential primary at the beginning of the queue. This entailed passing a state law requiring the primary in the Granite state be before any other “similar contest,” but more importantly yielded control over the date­setting decision to the secretary of state. That part of the law has allowed New Hampshire to move its primary as needed to ensure it’s the first primary on the calendar.

   	The Iowa caucus goes first by accident, not by design. Due to the primary reforms after 1968, Iowa Democrats had to change their delegate selection and allocation process. A proposed June state convention in Des Moines was impossible because there were not enough hotel rooms available to state convention delegates. That pushed the   state convention back and, with it, the earlier steps in the caucus­plus­convention process. So the Iowa caucus ended up ahead of the New Hampshire primary. That was of little consequence in 1972, but in 1976 when Iowa was instrumental in catapulting Jimmy Carter into the top tier of contenders for the Democratic nomination, the value of being first was made clear.

   	Of course, that is the story from the perspective of the states. The national parties have some control over the overall process, and having two small, homogenous states go first has always raised questions within the national parties if not among Americans overall. The desire to introduce racial and regional diversity is part of what prompted the Democratic National Committee to put Nevada and South Carolina early on the calendar for 2008. Nevada added more Western and Hispanic voters while South Carolina added more Southern and African American voters. Still, even these four states are comparatively small in terms of population, which may still raise questions about their representativeness. So why start with these four?
 
	One reason is that both national parties place some value in what the Republican Growth and Opportunity Project Report — the post­2012 autopsy — referred to as the “on­ramp.” Both the Democratic and Republican National Committees prefer a nomination process that builds slowly and incrementally. Having a group of smaller states positioned first provides a more equal footing for potential candidates as they make their cases to voters.
   The alternative — starting the process in a larger state or a large group of states — is perceived as giving advantage to the best­funded candidate(s), who may or may not be the “best” candidate. The parties like the retail politics that smaller states can provide, rather than the ad war that might result in larger states.
   
	So why not start the process in some other small states besides Iowa and New Hampshire? Ultimately, the national parties, and the candidates themselves, prefer certainty to uncertainty. After numerous elections, the national parties and the campaigns are more certain than not about what Iowa and New Hampshire bring to the table and how each tends to operate.

Is this year’s start earlier or later than usual? And why? 6
   
	Later.

   	Not since 1996 has Iowa held its caucus in February. Typically, the national parties have wanted to complete the nomination process quickly so that they can focus on the general election. For example, in 2004 the Democratic National Committee first allowed states other than Iowa and New Hampshire to hold their primaries or caucuses in February. (The Republicans had already done so in 1996.) Democrats wanted to settle on a nominee quickly so that the party could focus on defeating George W. Bush.
   
	But allowing various states to conduct primaries or caucuses in February led Iowa and New Hampshire to move their contests earlier. That translated into a January start to primary season beginning in 2000.
   
	Since then, a few states have pushed their primaries and caucuses into January as well, even though this was against national party rules. For example, Florida moved into late January in both 2008 and 2012, forcing Iowa and New Hampshire to the beginning of the new year.

   	This tendency to “frontload” violated the spirit of the unwritten (to that point) “on­ramp” principle cited above. So after 2008, both parties informally agreed that Iowa, New Hampshire, Nevada and South Carolina would hold their primaries and caucuses in February and all other states would fall between March and early June. States that failed to do so would lose some of their delegates at the national convention.
   
	That was easier said than done. In 2012, the RNC failed to increase the penalty on states that violated this rule. In turn, states like Florida gambled just as they had in 2008. Essentially, these rogue states calculated that they would be more influential holding their primary or caucus earlier, even if it cost them delegates to the national convention. That pushed Iowa, New Hampshire, South Carolina and Nevada back into January and meant that there were relatively few contests in the middle of February.
   
	So, for 2016, the parties (in particular the Republicans) increased the penalties for frontloading. The Republicans have the same objective for 2016 Democrats had in 2004: quickly resolve the nomination, curb party infighting, and get to a general election footing that shifts the focus to the Democratic nominee.
   
	The difference in 2016 is that both parties desire a slightly later start (February instead of January), and some states have become more pragmatic about their calendar positioning. States are still crowding at the beginning, but some states believe that frontloading means that their primaries and caucuses get lost amid so many other contests.
   
	All of this fiddling with the timing of primaries shows that the national parties are seeking a set of rules that will produce a candidate well­positioned to win the White House in the fall election. Often, though, that goal has them fighting the last battle — that is, amending the rules to address whatever was perceived to have hurt the party in the previous cycle.

How long do the primaries last? 7

   	There will be primaries and caucuses from February to early June 2016. But the nominees will likely be known well before the primaries are over. The earlier contests will winnow the field of candidates enough that a candidate is very likely to claim enough delegates to clinch the nomination prior to the final contest.
   
	This is true even in a year as wide open as 2016 appears to be on the Republican side. Despite all the talk of multiple “lanes to the nomination,” the presidential nomination process has tended to produce essentially two leading candidates, a frontrunner and an alternative to the frontrunner.  These candidates will emerge in the invisible primary or certainly after the first few contests.
   
	The other candidates will withdraw when they cannot win primaries or caucuses or continue winning them. Not winning makes it more difficult to garner support from both voters and donors, especially since these underdog candidates will appear to be prolonging the inevitable or worse, hurting the likely nominee. This is what led Rick Santorum to suspend his campaign after the first April 2012 primaries even though Mitt Romney was only a little more than halfway to the 1144 delegates needed to clinch the nomination.
   
	The last two cycles — 2008 and 2012 — have shown that the leader in the Republican delegate count at the point when 50 percent of delegates have been allocated has been able to clinch the nomination around the point when 75 percent of the delegates have been allocated. Although the process could easily resolve itself before that 75 percent threshold is met due to winnowing, this 50­75 percent rule is a reasonable approximation of when a candidate will clinch.
   	On the likely primary calendar for 2016, March 8 would be the 50 percent point and April 26 would be the 75 percent marker. With that as a guide, we can work backward to an earlier point on the calendar when one candidate will be the remaining viable candidate still in the race.

How does how many votes a candidate gets in a state’s primary or caucus translate into how many of that states’ delegates are pledged to them? 8
   	On the Democratic side, the national party mandates a proportional allocation of the delegates apportioned to each state. The majority of states, in turn, utilize the results of their primaries or caucuses at both the statewide and congressional district level to allocate and bind those delegates to the candidates who clear a threshold of the vote — which can be set no higher than 15 percent — in those political units. If Hillary Clinton wins 60 percent of the vote statewide in the South Carolina primary, she would receive around 60 percent of the at­large and pledged party leader delegates. If she wins 60 percent of the vote in one of South Carolina’s congressional districts, she would receive around 60 percent of the delegates apportioned to that district.
   
	The Republican National Committee is taking a similar approach for the states with primaries and caucuses that fall in the so­called “proportionality window,” defined as the first two weeks of March for 2016. The only difference is that the RNC allows the threshold for receiving any delegates to be set as high as 20 percent either statewide or in congressional districts.

   	The RNC also allows a state party to institute a threshold for a candidate to receive all of the at­large and bonus delegates. In those states that set such thresholds, if a candidate wins a majority of the vote statewide or in a congressional district, that candidate would be eligible to be allocated all of the delegates apportioned to that political unit.
   
	After March 14, state parties in the Republican process have the freedom to set their delegate allocation rules as they see fit. States can institute a proportional rule, a winner­take­all rule, or some hybrid. The differences between proportional and hybrid plans are typically so subtle that they do not affect the delegate count.
   
	If states with contests after March 14 adopt a winner­take­all rule, that could create a de facto nominee sooner. However, in 2012, there was no such rush to winner­take­all rules among states with contests after the proportionality window.

Have these rules about delegate allocation changed since 2012? 9

   	For the Democrats, no. 

   	The Republican National Committee, after introducing the proportionality requirement for the first time in 2012, sought to tweak its allocation formula for 2016. The party shrunk the proportionality window from all of March to just the first half of March. That seemingly reduces the impact of the proportionality requirement — in other words, it speeds the process up.
   
	However, the RNC also tightened its definition of proportionality, closing some of the loopholes that allowed state parties to proportionally allocate only a fraction of their apportioned delegates while still complying with the requirement. Republican state parties are in the midst of examining their delegate allocation rules now, and this will continue into the late summer.

Why did the GOP change its rules? 10

   	The RNC believed the 2012 nomination process went on too long and hurt Mitt Romney in the general election. The party blamed the fact — noted above — that it didn’t effectively penalize states that held primaries or caucuses too early.
   
	So there is a new and more severe super penalty that reduces a state delegation for the majority of states to just 12 total delegates. That affects larger states more than smaller states. Going rogue in 2016 would mean that a state like Florida — with nearly 100 total delegates — would lose almost 90 percent of its delegates.
   
	The RNC also concluded that the proportionality window had also contributed to the slower nomination process in 2012. This reflects a misperception: state­level allocation rules were not any more proportional in 2012 than they had been in 2008.
  
	What was different was the calendar. Big states like California and Texas were at the end of the calendar in 2012, but had been much earlier in 2008. And in 2012, states were more evenly distributed throughout the calendar, and thereby less front­loaded. It was actually this change, not the proportionality window, that drove the slower pace of the nomination.

Is there any reason to believe that the Republican National Convention could elect a different nominee than the one who won the most delegates throughout the primaries? 11
   	Honestly, no. The process has winnowing built into it and has successfully narrowed the fields of Republican candidates throughout the post­reform era. It very likely will again even in this wide open Republican nomination race. For all the talk of a brokered Republican convention in 2012, the process winnowed the field to just Mitt Romney by early April.
   
	Some are drawing comparisons between the splits in the Republican Party in 2016 and 1976, the latter of which was when the Republican nomination was last unsettled heading into the convention. Intentionally or not, that has led to chatter about the possibility of a brokered convention in 2016.
   	
	One important fact that keeps getting left out is that 1976 was the first year in which the Republican Party operated under the new “binding” rules that the Democratic Party had basically dragged them into. (State laws were changed by Democrats to bind delegates to candidates based on the results of primaries, but that affected the Republican process too.) The national parties have adapted to the new system in the time since 1976. It is not new anymore.
   	The national parties are also more sophisticated. For 2016, the RNC has also changed its rules to discourage some of the attempted mischief from 2012. There are no more non­binding caucuses. The delegations of all states will be bound to candidates based on the results of the primaries or caucuses. The national party also raised from five to eight the number of delegations a candidate must control (have won) to place that candidate’s name in nomination. Furthermore, attempts to vote against the binding placed on a delegate will essentially be ignored by the national convention and recorded as reflected by the results of the primary or caucuses.
   
	A brokered convention would be interesting, but it’s not likely. It’s just one of those things — like an Electoral College tie — that commentators are seemingly obligated to talk about every presidential election year.

Josh Putnam is a visiting Assistant Professor of Political Science at Appalachian State University and the author of the Frontloading HQ blog.
































Defining Features Matrix:  Primaries and Caucuses

	Nomination Component
	Primary
	Caucus

	Polls open at least 12 hours; early/absentee voting possible 
options


	
	

	Individual process




	
	

	Group-based deliberative process



	
	

	“Like an election”




	
	

	Registered party members only



	
	

	May be open or closed to registered party members



	
	

	Higher turnout




	
	

	Lower turnout




	
	





Pro and Con Grid:  Primary or Caucus?

	Nomination Component
	Pro/Con?

	Polls open at least 12 hours; early/absentee voting possible 
options


	

	Individual process




	

	Group-based deliberative process



	

	“Like an election”




	

	Registered party members only



	

	May be open or closed to registered party members



	

	Higher turnout




	

	Lower turnout




	





                                                         Document Two

Op-Ed
Iowa and New Hampshire: It's win one or go home

It may be fashionable to denigrate the importance of the two early contests, but recent history shows that they have a dramatic joint impact. 

January 05, 2012 | By Mark Mellman (Los Angeles Times)

	It has become fashionable of late to denigrate the importance of Iowa's caucuses, and even New Hampshire's primary, by suggesting neither has been very successful at picking party nominees. Naysayers note that only two of the last five Republican winners in Iowa garnered the party's nomination, while only three in five New Hampshire victors became the party's general-election standard-bearer. 

	However, such analyses err by missing the dramatic joint impact of these two contests. Since 1976, when proliferating primaries and caucuses became the basis for selecting convention delegates, every single nominee but one, in both parties, won either Iowa or New Hampshire. The singular exception occurred in 1992 when a favorite son rendered Iowa's Democratic caucuses moot and Bill Clinton's comeback, second-place finish to a near favorite son in New Hampshire left the contest unresolved. 
	
	For decades Iowa and New Hampshire have held the keys to the nomination, and I'm betting 2012 will be no different. Certainly Mitt Romney's paper-thin Iowa win Tuesday does not guarantee him the nomination, but at a minimum, a race that has seen seven different front-runners is now effectively a two-man contest between Romney and Rick Santorum, who nearly tied him.
 
	Victories in these early contests move votes elsewhere. In 1980, George H.W. Bush defeated Ronald Reagan by 2 percentage points in Iowa, and his national poll standing more than doubled, though Reagan's massive New Hampshire victory propelled him to the nomination. John F. Kerry picked up about 20 points nationally from his Iowa win and an additional 13 as a result of his New Hampshire victory. In 2008, John McCain added more than 20 points to his national vote tally following his New Hampshire win. 

	After his 1980 Iowa victory, Bush looked "forward to 'big mo' being on our side." 

	At the root of that momentum are two V's: visibility and viability, both of which attract cash to a campaign. Historically, Iowa and New Hampshire account for about half the news media coverage of the entire primary season, with the winners absorbing the lion's share of the attention. Moreover, coverage of the winners tends to be almost entirely positive, which fuels rising poll numbers. It's extremely difficult for those who fail to win either of the first races to catch up. Kerry's name identification and favorability both skyrocketed by 30 points after his Iowa and New Hampshire triumphs. In 2008, Mike Huckabee added more than 20 points in 

name ID after his Iowa victory, though he ultimately lost the nomination to McCain, the New Hampshire victor. 

	Voter assessments of candidates' viability matter as well. Most people want to support a candidate they believe has some chance of winning. Early victories provide incontrovertible evidence that a candidate can win. Losses raise questions about viability — questions the media reinforce by asking losers daily how long they plan to remain in the race. And donors flood winners with cash, while losers' bank accounts dwindle. 

	Where does this leave the Republicans of 2012? 

	The Hawkeye State dashed the hopes of a raft of former front-runners: Newt Gingrich, Rick Perry and Michele Bachmann. Having once been a front-runner, Ron Paul too needed a victory in Iowa to become a viable candidate, and his third-place showing won't bestow much benefit in the races to come. 

	Romney's Iowa showing will almost certainly propel him to victory in New Hampshire, where his service as governor of Massachusetts — whose media markets cover most of the Granite State — already gives him a substantial edge. It's the kind of innate advantage that gave the state to Kerry after his Iowa victory. And if Romney wins both early contests, he will probably capture the nomination as well. Other candidates may win some states down the road (as, say, John Edwards did against Kerry in 2004), but that will do little to alter the final outcome.
 
	Santorum's surprise showing could throw a wrench into those calculations and reshape the race if he skips New Hampshire and brings in the cash and fields the organization necessary to win enough of the primaries that follow. But the hurdles will be high for what has been, at least until now, a bare-bones effort. 

	But pay no attention to all the talk about "three tickets out of Iowa" — it's hard to imagine anyone other than Romney or Santorum capturing the nomination. When all is said and done, the eventual Republican nominee will most likely have come in first either in Iowa, New Hampshire or both.
 
Mark Mellman is president of a consulting firm that provides research-based strategy to Democratic candidates, public interest groups and corporations. 


Document Three

2012 Presidential Primary and Caucus Calendar
	January 3
	Iowa caucuses

	January 10
	New Hampshire primary

	January 21
	Nevada caucuses (D), South Carolina primary (R)

	January 28
	South Carolina primary (D)

	January 31
	Florida primary (non-binding for the Democrats)

	February 4
	Maine caucuses (R), Nevada caucuses (R)

	February 7
	Colorado caucuses (R), Minnesota caucuses (R), Missouri primary

	February 26
	Maine caucuses (D)

	February 28
	Arizona primary, Michigan primary

	March 3
	Washington caucuses (R)

	March 6
	Alaska conventions (R), American Samoa caucuses (D), Colorado caucuses (D), Georgia primary, Idaho caucuses (R), Massachusetts primary, 
Minnesota caucuses (D), North Dakota caucuses (R), Ohio primary, Oklahoma primary, Tennessee primary, Vermont primary, Virginia primary, Wyoming caucuses (R)

	March 7
	Hawaii caucuses (D)

	March 10
	Guam caucuses (R), Kansas caucuses (R), U.S. Virgin Islands caucuses (R)

	March 11
	Maine caucuses (D)

	March 13
	Alabama primary, American Samoa caucuses (R), Hawaii caucuses (R), Mississippi primary, Utah caucuses (D)

	March 17
	Missouri caucuses (R)

	March 18
	Puerto Rico caucuses (R)

	March 20
	Illinois primary

	March 24
	Louisiana primary

	March 31
	Arizona caucuses (D)

	April 3
	DC primary, Maryland primary, Texas primary, Wisconsin primary

	April 9-16
	Alaska caucuses (D)

	April 14
	Idaho caucuses (D), Kansas caucuses (D), Nebraska caucuses (D), Wyoming caucuses (D)

	April 15
	Washington caucuses (D)

	April 24
	Connecticut primary, Delaware primary, New York primary, Pennsylvania primary, Rhode Island primary

	May 5
	Guam caucuses (D), Michigan caucuses (D)

	May 8
	Indiana primary, North Carolina primary, West Virginia primary

	May 15
	Nebraska primary (R), Oregon primary

	May 22
	Arkansas primary, Kentucky primary

	June 3
	U.S. Virgin Islands caucuses (D), Puerto Rico caucuses (D)

	June 5
	California primary, Montana primary, New Jersey primary, New Mexico primary, North Dakota caucuses (D), South Dakota primary

	June 26
	Utah primary (R)


Document Four
	
PROPOSED SOLUTIONS

1. National Primary Day 

Under this plan, all states would hold their primary or caucus on the same day-a pre-election Election Day. The idea was introduced as early as 1913 by Woodrow Wilson but has gained little momentum. For all intents and purposes, as front-loading increases as a trend, the nation seems to be naturally moving in the direction of what amounts to a national primary. "You had 20 states in February in '96. You had 35 states in February 2000. I predict you will have 39 states in February 2004," said Sansonetti. "So, it is shifting to what is basically a national primary. It is a de facto national primary right now."18 

This plan would almost certainly increase salience and turnout in primaries and caucuses. More Americans would believe that they had a say in choosing the candidates for president. However, it would almost certainly minimize direct contact between candidates and voters. Campaigns would be waged on the national level, primarily through paid and free media, making it virtually impossible for candidates without personal fortune or establishment backing to compete. Depending upon the specifics of implementation (such as whether independents and swing-voters would be allowed to participate) a national primary day could keep party nominees more in line with mainstream views. Success in such a contest would provide strong evidence of electability. Party rank and file, and perhaps independent voters, would be able to exert their undiluted preferences on presidential nominees, an unsettling prospect for the party elites. Such a distribution of power could hamper the formation of core party platforms-often the hallmark of viable presidential candidates. Understandably, the parties are reluctant to discuss this sort of plan, partly because it would diffuse control over the selection of their nominee, undermining the exclusive and predictable hierarchy of conventions. An event of this magnitude would also render the conventions even more of a non-event than they are today. The last serious dialogue addressing a national presidential primary was silenced in 1970 by the Democrats' Commission of Party Structure and Delegate Selection. 

2. The Delaware Plan 

The Delaware Plan is the brainchild of Delaware GOP state chairman Basil Battaglia. Under the Delaware Plan, the states would be grouped into four "pods" according to population, as determined by the decennial census. The smallest thirteen states would go first, followed by the next smallest thirteen states, then the twelve medium-sized states and finally the twelve largest states. 

Small states like Delaware and North Dakota hold primaries or caucuses in February or March, and the process continues until the largest states, including California, Texas, and New York, vote in May or June. States remain free to chose between a primary or a caucus and can schedule their event at any time during their appointed month. They are also free to drop back later in the nomination calendar, although they may not move forward. 
The plan passed the Republican National Committee Rules Committee in early 2000 but failed at the July 2000 Republican Convention in Philadelphia. Sansonetti told the Symposium that he believes the plan has a chance to pass in time for the 2004 primaries, but success will take cooperation between the White House and the Republican Party. 
The Delaware Plan boasts several advantages and addresses the problem of front-loading. Battaglia and other proponents defend the plan as the logical way to encourage voter participation and discourage front-loading, while giving small states an opportunity to play an important role in the process. 

Letting the smallest states begin the contest, "allows a grassroots campaign to catch fire. The Jimmy Carter example in '76, the Gary Hart example from'84, the Eugene McCarthy example for that matter in 1968," said Sansonetti.19 This plan can help lesser known and under-funded candidates gain momentum from victories in the smaller "pods." This will also diminish, although not eliminate, the benefits of homesteading years in advance, since seven or eight states will head the pack instead of just one. 

A CBSNews.com article notes that "Plan backers say it will preserve the 'retail' side of politics, keeping candidates down on the ground talking to people where they live and work, not just up on the airwaves through expensive television ads."20 It could extend the direct attention of grassroots campaigning enjoyed by citizens of Iowa and New Hampshire to the other small states in the nation. 

Having several small states in which to mount grassroots campaigns gives more candidates a chance to post a win in the first pod. However, having thirteen small, geographically separate states in the first grouping makes it very difficult to wage a sizeable effort in every state. This may force candidates to choose a few markets deemed more viable, leaving other states out in the cold. 

The Delaware Plan aims to lengthen the process, giving voters a chance to observe and follow the candidates through a period of three or four months instead of a quick five or six weeks. Plan supporters argue that candidates will have a chance to prove their mettle because only 9 percent of all delegates (in the GOP plan) would be chosen in the first round. This means it is likely that the eventual winner would not be decided until the later rounds, maybe even in the final round, which determines 50.5 percent of convention delegates, according to Sansonetti.21 

Opponents argue that money will still play too large a role in the selection of a nominee for president. Even the first rounds, with relatively small states spread across the nation, may prove expensive. Candidates will have to last longer in the race, from a five- or six-week scrimmage to a three- or four-month marathon; therefore, the key to staying in the race is money. However, an extended race could help lesser-funded candidates by giving them time to build on any momentum they can muster in the small states. Often candidates drop out despite voter interest and a good early showing in the polls because there was simply not enough time to fundraise and organize for later contests. The Delaware Plan may address this time-crunch problem. 

Delaware Plan proponents argue that instead of just one winner, there could be multiple winners in the Plan's first contests. Because a win in New Hampshire or Iowa could propel a candidate's campaign into high gear, having several New Hampshires and Iowas could elevate more dark-horse candidates in the beginning of the nominating season. 
New Hampshire and Iowa presently dominate the news circuit. With the addition of ten or twelve states, the media's attention will spread out, possibly to include candidates that would otherwise be invisible under the current system. 

One of the main problems with the Delaware Plan is that it might create four mini-national campaigns. Each grouping of states is spread out across the country, making it very difficult to have a concentrated effort anywhere. This plan would likely increase the wear and tear on candidates or the media. Moreover, having more than one or two small states at the beginning of the schedule would force candidates to choose among the group for more viable markets and opt to disregard others. Thus, candidates would probably end up saturating the other states with television ads and direct mailings to compensate for the lack of personal appearances. It is already very expensive waging a media campaign in the two major media markets reaching New Hampshire-Manchester and Boston. Imagine doing so in all of the states in the first pod. 

This plan may also favor East Coast states as a result of the news cycle. "If you have a choice between Washington state and a smaller state on the East Coast, and you can only play one of them, you are playing the one on the East Coast because you can make the news cycle as opposed to the West Coast," Craig Smith told the Symposium. "If they are the same day as East Coast states, East Coast states are getting the attention because the news cycle moves on the East Coast time as opposed to the West Coast time."22 Under the Delaware Plan, geographically disparate states could hold their primaries on the same day, such as Alaska and Delaware. Because Delaware will make the six o'clock news, it is most likely that Delaware will be considered more newsworthy. 

3. Rotating Primary Plan 

The National Association of Secretaries of State (NASS), comprising of chief election officials across the nation, believes the nominating system today is unworkable and is pushing to scrap the front-loaded primary calendar. In 2000, the NASS recommended the Rotating Presidential Primary Plan and suggested that it be in place before the 2004 primaries.23 Under the proposal, the United States is divided into four regions-Northeast, Midwest, West, and South-having roughly the same number of votes in the Electoral College, based upon the 1990 census. The Northeast region (in red) has a total of 13 states and 127 electoral votes. The Midwest grouping (in yellow) has a total of 129 electoral votes in 12 states. The 13 western states (in blue) have 119 electoral votes. The South is the largest region (in green) with 163 electoral votes in 13 states. 





Proposed Regional Nomination Map
 
[image: http://academic.regis.edu/jriley/413-PresPrimaries-Solutions_files/image002.jpg]

Primaries to select national convention delegates would be grouped by region: Eastern states will hold their primaries in March, the South in April, the Midwest in May, and the West in June. Primaries in each state would be scheduled on or about the first Tuesday in March, April, May, or June, and not all states in a given region would hold their primaries on the same date. The regions would then rotate starting in 2008. The South moves up to first, followed by the Midwest, West, and East. But there is a critical caveat under this plan: Iowa and New Hampshire retain their leading positions in the presidential sweepstakes. 

"Front-loading the presidential primary process is forcing candidates to begin campaigning earlier than ever," said Secretary of State Joyce Hazeltine, former president of NASS and South Dakota Secretary of State. "By implementing the rotating regional primary plan, we can more clearly define the presidential campaign season and provide voters and candidates with the opportunity to focus more intently on candidates as they discuss issues relevant to each region."24 

The Rotating Presidential Primary Plan shares some of the advantages of the Delaware Plan. Like the Delaware Plan, this regional plan also aims to extend the race and eliminate frontloading, therefore allowing voters the chance to observe candidates in a longer period of time and giving dark-horse candidates some opportunity to build upon momentum. 
This plan also addresses some of the weaknesses in the Delaware Plan. Candidates can conduct regional campaigns, which allows them to concentrate on regional issues and possibly save money by focusing their media buys. This ability to camp out would likely reduce wear and tear on the candidates, the staff, and the media, and promote meaningful interaction between candidates and voters. Candidates will be exposed more than ever before to the concerns and complaints of regional voters. They will hear about the no-tax pledge in New Hampshire and ethanol policy in Iowa, but also about union concerns in the Great Lakes or cotton prices in the South. "They might actually get to know something about the states instead of just the airports in the states," Sabato said of regional plans.25 

One issue not addressed by the Rotating Presidential Primary Plan is the propensity of candidates to homestead. For starters, this plan fails to break up the Iowa-New Hampshire monopoly. As a result, these two states will continue to set the tone for the entire race, and the candidates will continue to camp out in these states, preserving the permanent campaign. Homesteading may actually become more prevalent under such a plan. Because campaigns will know decades in advance which region will go first in any given election year, they may choose to spend even more time pandering to voters in an entire region. This predictability will likely dictate the timing of presidential bids by certain candidates, as they await a year in which the regional order benefits them. It may actually extend homesteading over several election cycles, rather than just years. 

4. Regional Lottery System 

During the Symposium, Center director Larry Sabato proposed the Regional Lottery System. This plan divides the United States into four regions (identical to those in the Rotating Presidential Primary Plan). States in each region hold their nominating events in successive months, beginning in March and running through June. It is similar to the plan proposed by the NASS, but there are two key differences: the order of regions holding nominating events is determined by a lottery, and there are no lead-off states. 

An American Election Lottery determines the order in which the four regions will participate in the process. Run by a five-member nonpartisan part-time election lottery commission appointed by an organization such as the National Association of Secretaries of State, the new lottery could become the Powerball of politics. On a predetermined date approximately six months prior to the first contest (so as to allow the regions ample time to prepare for an election) a lottery with four colored balls representing the four regions on the color-coded primary map will be drawn, with the first region drawn going first and so on down the line. 
Because it is a state-based system, each state will have the right to choose between a primary election and a caucus. To encourage the caucus system, which is cheaper to organize and assists in party-building, Sabato proposes that caucus states be first out of the gate-on the first of the month, followed by primaries on the fifteenth. 

The Regional Lottery System also enjoys many of the same advantages as the Rotating Presidential Primary Plan, but the key to this plan is the lottery used to determine the order each region will participate in the nominating process. Because candidates are unable to know more than a few months in advance which region will lead off the calendar, homesteading is eliminated and candidates are forced to focus equally on all areas.  The lottery plan also contributes to the development of a primary campaign that retains its competitiveness while pushing the campaign itself closer to the national convention to sustain voter interest throughout the process. The lottery could also insert a degree of excitement into the nominating process. Over the long term, it gives more states, based upon the law of averages, the opportunity to be one of the first contests and have a substantial impact in candidate selection. 

The nomination calendar kicks off in March and continues until June under this plan, giving the voters and candidates breathing room and reversing the trend toward front-loaded contests. "The American people might like it. It might reduce costs. It certainly would reduce wear and tear. It makes more sense to most people. It encourages focus on regional issues. And it certainly shortens the permanent campaign," argued Sabato.26 

While Sabato's plan does address some flaws of the NASS plan, it does not deal with the fact that regional events may approach the scope of a national campaign and force an over-reliance on the media to communicate with the public. The four regions are still very large areas, which would likely favor candidates with a large amount of money or outstanding name recognition at the very beginning of the campaign. Also, because candidates will not know until very late which region will go first, they may be forced to begin national campaigns years in advance. 

REFORM RECOMMENDATIONS 

The Center advocates Sabato's Regional Lottery System, but with a few significant twists. 

First, the Center does not believe that the comparative advantages of caucuses or primaries warrant creating a scheduling incentive favoring one over the other. The parties and states should determine their own priorities in this regard. 

Secondly, the Center wishes to enhance Sabato's original proposal with an addition suggested by Craig Smith during the Symposium. Smith recommended creating a second lottery to pick two small states to begin the contest, as Iowa and New Hampshire do now. Under this composite plan, the months prior to the nominating contests would feature an initial lottery to determine assigned months for the regional primaries and a second lottery to pick from among the smallest states, for two lead-off contests to be held in February. The choice between holding a primary and a caucus will be left to the two states picked in the lottery. This lottery would include all states and the District of Columbia with electoral votes no greater than a predetermined number-for example, seven-but it would not include island territories.27 While we are not particularly wedded to this number, it does make nearly half of the states eligible in 2004 and 2008 and allows both Iowa (7) and New Hampshire (4) the possibility of being selected. The Center believes this proposal provides an alternative to front-loading and injects greater excitement and variety into the nominating process by way of a lottery. It also incorporates most of the goals for reform without creating a new set of problems or simply transferring the problems of the current system to a new location. Most importantly, the Center believes that this sort of system will increase the total number of citizens participating meaningfully in the nominating process. 

The Challenge of Change 

As a general point, the Center calls upon the parties and the states to work together in seeking solutions to the diminishing involvement of voters in the nominating process. The Center believes parties and states should bear much of the responsibility in utilizing the nominating process to encourage and promote voter participation in the political process. It is our hope that the discussions of the Symposium and this report serve to encourage this sort of leadership. 

Given the difference of opinion between large and small states, plus the unpredictability of population shifts, dividing the map into regions suitable for all states will be a daunting task. Moreover, trying to effect change in all fifty states will be challenging. This requires coordinating party policy with state laws, both of which tend to become mired in political jockeying. 

States will have mixed reactions to any reform proposals. Large and small states have conflicting interests that will most likely cause gridlock in any reform action. Iowa and New Hampshire will not welcome reform with open arms if their status would be diminished in any way. "Each state needs to work together to place our national interest ahead of individual state interests so we can resolve the crisis that has evolved in the presidential nomination process," said Massachusetts Secretary of the Commonwealth Bill Galvin, chair of the NASS Committee on Presidential Primaries.28 

The Republican and Democratic parties are also hesitant to enact drastic change. Any reform effort will require cooperation between the parties. One party is unlikely to move without the other, for fear of creating a strategic disadvantage for its candidate. Furthermore, the parties have to balance competing objectives: the interests of the party and the interest of the general public. Parties only wield influence and power when their candidates are elected. They do not get anything for a good effort. Therefore it is not necessarily in the interest of the party to extend the nominating process. However, the burden of increasing accessibility to the process and encouraging voter participation has more and more fallen on the shoulders of the parties. Energizing voters through party-sponsored activities and mobilizing voters to the polls are inevitably in the interest of the parties. This would allow parties to create stronger bases and wider support. Yet, it is questionable whether parties will bare the opportunity costs of extending the nominating process. This directly translates into giving up some control of the party's nominee. But for the good of the republic, parties should take a step back and re-examine their role in promoting the health of our democracy. 

(c) 2001, University of Virginia Center for Governmental Studies. 

	
	













Document Five

How to Play ‘Devil’s Advocate’

Playing ‘devil’s advocate’ is to take an opposing viewpoint or raise an objection to a claim merely for the sake of argument. You do not actually have to believe what you are saying when you raise these questions or objections; you are simply arguing in order to clarify issues and generate debate. This is a skill that requires considerable practice but when executed well, offers new insights, challenges stagnant thinking, and increases the rigor of debate and level of understanding. The following strategies can help you become an astute yet insightful ‘devil’s advocate’:

1.	Ask incisive questions

Speaker: “We should eliminate high school sports.”

Devil’s Advocate: “How can you be sure this proposal would work?
Who or what group is disadvantaged by this proposal? Can the proposal logistically be implemented?
Who would be in charge of overseeing whether or not the proposal is carried out? Will the proposal apply to all people or in all situations?
Are there exceptions to the proposal? What do you mean when you say…?
What examples can you provide that support this proposal? Is the evidence relevant? Biased? Misrepresented?
How are you defining the words ‘eliminate’ and ‘sports’?”

2.	Consider proposals from other people’s perspectives

Speaker: “The Supreme Court should uphold Proposition 8 in order to ban same-sex marriages.”

Devil’s Advocate: “What about the 40,000 children in California who live with same-sex parents? Do these children have a right to voice their opinion in this matter? Has anyone asked them what they think about giving full recognition and legal status to their parents?”

3.	Think of comparable scenarios that refute the original claim

Speaker: “President Obama should call for an end to NSA government surveillance of Americans’ phone and e-mail records because it violates the fourth amendment’s protection against warrantless search and seizures.”

Devil’s Advocate: “TSA employees don’t have to have a warrant to search a passenger before boarding a plane. Are they in violation of the fourth amendment?”




4.	Pose hypothetical situations to clarify issues

Speaker: “The town of Greece, New York should allow prayer before town board meetings.”

Devil’s Advocate: “Suppose a devil worshiper wanted to pray to the devil? Would this be an acceptable understanding of your position on public prayer?”

5.	Pose alternative explanations or solutions to problems

Speaker: “A 35 ft. buffer zone should be created around abortion clinics in Massachusetts because protestors are blocking the entrance and heckling patients going in to receive an abortion.”

Devil’s Advocate: “There are other ways to deal with the problem of blocking the entrance, such as prosecuting people for obstructing the entrance. Instead of making a blanket statement that infringes on the freedom of speech of everyone, police could arrest only those protestors who are blocking the entrance.”
 
6.  Use reductio ad absurdum – the technique of reducing an argument or hypothesis to absurdity, by pushing the argument's premises or conclusions to their logical limits and showing how ridiculous the consequences would be, thus disproving or discrediting the argument.

Speaker: “The United States should require that its citizens buy health insurance.”

Devil’s Advocate: “If the government can mandate you to have health insurance, can it also force you to buy broccoli?”

7.	Point out a flaw in the proposal

Speaker: “The Home Owners Association should ban any new installation of swimming pools because homes with swimming pools use 49% more energy than homes without.”

Devil’s Advocate: “To suggest that a swimming pool is the sole cause of a home to use more energy than a home without a swimming pool is a causal fallacy. Homes with pools are probably larger than non-swimming pool homes and most likely would have children living there, meaning more occupants and more energy. The pool may increase some energy but it is not the only cause.”

8.	Expose an exception to the proposal

Speaker: “Our state should mandate that cyclists carry a form of identification just like motorists are required to carry a driver’s license.”

Devil’s Advocate: “But certainly there are cyclists under the age of 16 who don’t have a permit or a driver’s license and who ride on our roads. Does your proposal account for that exception?”

9.	Identify hidden assumptions

Speaker: “Homosexuality is wrong because it is unnatural.”

Devil’s Advocate: “You are falsely assuming that if something is unnatural, it is wrong. Contraception is also unnatural, but I don’t think you want to ban contraception.”

10.	Provide evidence that is ignored but contradicts the proposal

Speaker: “Global warming cannot be legitimate because a scientific study published in the journal Nature found that 58 percent of Antarctica actually cooled from 1966 – 2000.”

Devil’s Advocate: “While that is true, the same article found that the rest of the continent was warming during that same time.”

11.	Show the downside of the proposal

Speaker: “Developing nations should have few regulations on businesses that extract natural resources so that the countries can prosper and quality of life can improve.”

Devil’s Advocate: “The problem with this idea is that the lack of regulations would also allow companies to potentially abuse the environment by depleting the natural resources, polluting of the air, deforesting the trees, and destroying plant and animal wildlife.”
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