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If the title of this book has caught your eye, spend a cou ple of  min utes to look at 
the fol low ing list of state ments rel e vant to Amer i can pres i den tial elec tions:

 1. The sys tem for elect ing a Pres i dent was not designed to reflect the pop u lar 
will.

 2. The cur rent elec tion sys tem does not fol low some major ideas of the  Found ing 
Fathers.

 3. The appli ca tion of some elec tion rules can make the inter ven tion of the 
Supreme Court in the elec tion pro cess almost inev i ta ble.

 4. Amend ment 12 of the Con sti tu tion con tains at least seven puz zles  relat ing 
to pres i den tial elec tions, and the answers to these puz zles have remained 
unknown for more than 200 years.

 5. The text of Arti cle 2 of the Con sti tu tion con tains a state ment that is equiv a lent 
to the asser tion that “0=1”.

 6. Skill ful use of the elec tion sys tem may elect a Pres i dent with less than 20 % 
of pop u lar sup port.

 7. Apply ing some elec tion rules may cause a con sti tu tional cri sis in the coun try.
 8. Votes cast by vot ers in a pres i den tial elec tion in Novem ber of the elec tion 

year are not votes for Pres i dent or for Vice Pres i dent.
 9. The “win nertakeall” method for award ing state elec toral votes can be used 

to encour age pres i den tial can di dates to fght for each and every vote in a state 
and in D.C.

10. Many state ments about the Elec toral Col lege mech a nism are no more than 
myths of their authors, no mat ter how plau si ble these myths may seem.

11. A tie in the Elec toral Col lege may not nec es sar ily be resolved in favor of a per
son with sup port from at least 26 del e ga tions in the House of Rep re sen ta tives.

12. There is no need to get rid of the Elec toral Col lege to make every vote cast 
valu able in decid ing the elec tion out come.

If these state ments bother or intrigue you, and you want the expla na tions, 
this book is writ ten for you. This book is the author’s sec ond book to dis cuss in 
a  sim ple man ner the log i cal fun da men tals of the sys tem for elect ing a Pres i dent. 
(The frst one [1] is a mono graph dis cuss ing these fun da men tals, along with the 
math e mat ics of U.S. pres i den tial elec tions.)

Preface



Prefacevi

Study ing the elec tion sys tem is man da tory in Amer i can schools, and immi
grants apply ing for U.S. cit i zen ship must pass an exam that includes ques tions 
on the basics of this sys tem. Yet many of those who teach the sub ject and who 
have stud ied it do not seem to be clear on how the elec tion sys tem was designed, 
and how it cur rently works. From the author’s view point, this partly explains why 
more than 40 % of all eli gi ble vot ers usu ally do not vote in pres i den tial elec tions.

Each elec tion presents an oppor tu nity to learn about the unique ness of the 
 pres i den tial elec tion sys tem. More over, explain ing the fun da men tals of this  sys tem 
to eli gi ble vot ers and to res i dents of the coun try will con trib ute to devel op ing their 
ana lyt i cal skills and log i cal thinking. If com mer cial media were inter ested in edu
cat ing people, it could do a lot to help develop both by explain ing these fun da
men tals. Indeed, many people obtain infor ma tion in gen eral, and on pres i den tial 
elec tions in par tic u lar, from this media. While pub lic radio and TV also spotlight 
pres i den tial elec tions, the com mer cial media seem to have a solid lead in spot
light ing elec tions. Whatever the role of both branches of the media in spot light
ing elec tions, cur rently the above edu ca tional oppor tu ni ties remain unavail able to 
 mil lions of those who could ben e ft from their use.

Undoubt edly, the com mer cial media must com pete to earn money, and this 
imposes lim its on what the anchors and hosts of talk shows can afford to  broad cast. 
Any risky topic may either bring new cus tom ers or lose the cur rent audi ence to the 
com pet i tors. The same is true regard ing the style in which the topic is pre sented to 
the audi ence. Every one who watches or lis tens to any media chan nel expects to see 
or to hear some thing new, catchy, puz zling, etc., but not in the form of a lecture. 
Thus, any seri ous mat ters should be dis cussed in an enter tain ing form to hold the 
audi ence’s atten tion, not an easy task. One must “have the guts” and a cer tain level 
of author ity in the media to dis cuss on the air, for instance, some state ments from 
the above list.

Cer tainly, the anchors and show hosts them selves should under stand the 
 fun da men tals of the elec tion sys tem to dis cuss such state ments. Even if they 
(or their pro duc ers) decided to dis cuss the sys tem as deeply as it deserves, they 
would have to fnd experts in the feld and pres ent the topic as a con tro versy. 
They usu ally choose experts from a close cir cle of those who they know and who 
are (pre sum ably) knowl edge able on the sub ject. Authors of the books pro moted 
by numer ous pub li cists and PR agen cies con nected to the media are another 
source of the experts. The shows are unlikely to invite knowl edge able experts 
who do not fall into these two cat e go ries, since they con sider it risky. Thus, if the 
shows do not fnd trust wor thy experts from their inner cir cle, the elec tion sys tem 
fun da men tals are doomed not to be dis cussed on the air in the course of the elec
tion cam paign.

This is how an arti f cial taboo becomes imposed on the right of Amer i cans to 
be edu cated regard ing what the elec tion sys tem was designed for, how it really 
works, what out comes, includ ing weird ones, it may pro duce, and why. As a 
result, elec tion rules that every voter should know may sur prise the Amer i can 
elec tor ate. In one of his col umns, David Brod er of the Wash ing ton Post warned 
of the pos si ble pub lic reac tion to the “dis cov ery” that in an elec tion thrown into 
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Con gress, each state has one vote regard less of its size [2]. It seems that  soci ety 
would be much bet ter off if the pres i den tial elec tion rules, espe cially those appli
ca ble in close elec tions, were explained to the elec tor ate before weird elec tion 
out comes are loom ing, rather than being “dis cov ered” when such out comes occur.

In any case, pick ing the sub ject of the elec tion sys tem fun da men tals could be 
prob lem atic even if a par tic u lar show invites knowl edge able people. It could be 
prob lem atic even if there was a good chance that this show would become the frst 
to report new infor ma tion on the elec tion sys tem.

It is much safer to pro vide tra di tional elec tion cov er age, which includes the 
fol low ing:

1. Nation wide polls. These polls are con ducted by numer ous orga ni za tions, and 
their results vary. Even if the results of these polls are trust wor thy, they may 
con trib ute to cre at ing the wrong impres sion in the vot ers about pos si ble elec
tion results. That is, they may make the voter believe that a recipient of the 
nation wide pop u lar major ity or plu ral ity of the votes will nec es sar ily win or is 
likely to win the elec tion.

2. Nation wide polls among cer tain groups of the Amer i can elec tor ate. Unless 
one knows the demog ra phy of the elec tor ate in each state, espe cially in the 
“bat tle ground” ones, results of these polls are not infor ma tive. More over, they 
may cre ate the wrong impres sion that cer tain vot ing pat terns exist within each 
such group through out the coun try.

3. Polls in the “bat tle ground” states. Although the com mer cial media some times 
pres ent the results of these polls, usu ally no anal y sis of the fac tors that affect 
the dynam ics of these polls is pro vided.

4. Prom ises of the can di dates. Pres i den tial can di dates make many prom ises in 
the course of their elec tion cam paigns, and most of these prom ises relate to 
improv ing the every day life of the Amer i can people. Prom ises are  usu ally 
made by the can di dates them selves and by mem bers of their teams who 
appear on the air on their behalf, and these prom ises seem to be one of the 
most impor tant parts of the cam paigns. How ever, debat ing opin ions about the 
prom ises made, rather than the anal y sis of the prom ises them selves, is what 
is really offered by the media. Under this approach, real issues of con cern to 
the vot ers remain no more than head lines of the can di dates speeches and two
min ute state ments made in the course of pres i den tial debates.

5. Scru tiny of the can di dates. This is the major part of the media cov er age, and 
the more scan dal ous the dis cus sions, the more atten tion is usu ally paid by the 
audi ence.

6. Meet ings with groups of selected vot ers in “bat tle ground” states. It is hard to 
under stand how these groups are selected, and to what extent their views can 
rep re sent those of the states. How ever, broad cast ing such meet ings con veys 
what some people think about the can di dates.

7. Vot ing equip ment to be used in the elec tion. This cov er age is cer tainly infor
ma tive though it is not clear how this infor ma tion con trib utes to the voter’s 
deci sion on Elec tion Day.
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8. Opin ions of polit i cal observ ers, com men ta tors, and jour nal ists regard ing the 
elec tion. These opin ions mostly deal with what the Amer i can people think 
about the can di dates, states of affairs in the econ omy, inter na tional rela tions, 
mil i tary activ i ties (espe cially if they are under way), etc. Unde cided vot ers and 
nonvot ers give a great deal of atten tion to dis cus sions of these top ics, as well 
as to those of the mood of the Amer i can elec tor ate. Indeed, since the behav ior 
of these cat e go ries of vot ers is assumed to be unpre dict able, these dis cus sions 
help keep the audi ence intrigued.

9. Pres i den tial and vice pres i den tial debates. These debates are crit i cal to many 
vot ers who make their deci sions on Elec tion Day based on the like abil ity of 
the can di dates and the trust that the vot ers have in them. For many vot ers, it 
has always been a chance to learn about can di dates prom ises and to decide 
whose prom ises sound more trust wor thy and real is tic.

Cer tainly, the tra di tional cov er age does not require tack ling the list of state
ments pre sented at the begin ning of this Preface. More over, as long as like abil ity 
and trust in the can di dates remain pre vail ing deci sive fac tors in form ing the voters 
opin ion, any cov er age of the sys tem fun da men tals would seem unnec es sary.

But can the coun try do bet ter than this?
It seems that the fol low ing four ele ments of media cov er age would be more 

ben e f cial for the Amer i can elec tor ate in the twentyfrst cen tury:

1. Stra te gic abil i ties of the can di dates. Although past activ i ties of the can di dates 
cer tainly mat ter, they may not nec es sar ily con sti tute a pattern of mak ing deci
sions (at least by the chal lenger). Even if they do, it is not clear to what extent 
such a pattern can be extended to the Pres i dency for the next 4 years. At the 
same time, any com par i son is rea son able and fair when both can di dates make 
stra te gic deci sions in the same envi ron ment. Elec tion cam paigns undoubt edly 
pres ent such an envi ron ment.

 If the anal y sis of stra te gic moves of the can di dates in the course of their elec
tion cam paigns was done by the media, the voter could eval u ate whose deci
sions were more effec tive. Such an anal y sis would be espe cially impor tant in 
the last one or two weeks before Elec tion Day. Indeed, the resources of the 
can di dates will have been almost exhausted by that time, and mis lead ing 
moves of a major party can di date may force the oppo nent to make wrong deci
sions on where to focus the remain ing part of the cam paign. It is the anal y sis 
of the cam paign strat e gies in the con text of the elec toral map that could con
stantly remind the vot ers that under the cur rent elec tion sys tem, the states—
rather than the nation wide pop u lar vote—decide the elec tion out come. It 
would be illus tra tive of how each can di date can use the elec tion sys tem to win 
the elec tion by the rules in force, espe cially in a close elec tion.

 Such cov er age would require con duct ing and ana lyz ing  com pletely dif fer
ent polls. For instance, polls reflect ing how par tic u lar moves affected opin
ions of likely vot ers in each social or eth nic group of the vot ers in each state 
(rather than nation wide) would be more infor ma tive. Finally, such cov er age 
would empha size that a Chief Exec u tive to gov ern the Union of the states and 
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D.C.—rather than a Pres i dent of the Amer i can people—is elected in the U.S. 
every 4 years. His stra te gic abil i ties are what should mat ter and what should 
make him a good man ager and a good Com manderinChief. If eval u ated and 
ana lyzed prop erly, deci sions on cam paign strat e gies could help the vot ers 
under stand who can bet ter gov ern the coun try in the next 4 years.

2. Lead er ship. How the can di dates form their teams speaks vol umes about their abil
i ties to lead. Ana lyz ing the appear ances of rep re sen ta tives of the can di date’s team 
on the air, as well as their pre pared ness for answer ing ques tions and for “deliv er
ing the mes sage” on behalf of the can di date, may help in eval u at ing the lead er ship 
pro vided by the can di dates in shap ing their elec tion cam paigns. Dis cuss ing the 
names of pos si ble mem bers of the next Cab i net may also con trib ute to the image 
of the leader that each can di date should try to cre ate in the voter’s mind.

3. Pro grams of the can di dates. Each and every ele ment of the can di date’s 
 pro gram should be scru ti nized by the media. It is impor tant to sep a rate prom
ises, which may sound very good, from the deals that can really be accom
plished in the next 4 years. It is impor tant to explain to the vot ers that an 
elected Pres i dent can not trans form any prom ises into the laws with out Con
gress. Chances of the prom ises to be ful flled should be eval u ated depend ing 
on the com po si tion of the Con gress that the newly elected Pres i dent will work 
with. All ele ments of the pro grams should be made under stand able to every 
voter in terms of the voter’s every day life, rather than in terms of per cent ages 
of the potential ben e f cia ries.

 Thus, all the details of the can di date’s pro grams should be under stand able to 
all the vot ers rather than only to those who wrote these pro grams. More over, 
the can di dates must be able to explain to the vot ers all these ele ments and 
answer cor re spond ing ques tions on the air.

4. Tac ti cal abil i ties of the can di dates. Debates among the can di dates pres ent an 
excel lent oppor tu nity to the vot ers to see whose tac ti cal abil i ties seem to be 
stron ger. The anal y sis of approaches employed by the can di dates in answer
ing ques tions or in mak ing com ments, which should be pro vided by polit i
cal observ ers, is crit i cal to this end. It should give the vot ers an impres sion 
of how the can di date could han dle his oppo nents in numer ous dis cus sions as 
Pres i dent in the next 4 years.

The read ers who share the author’s view point that the sec ond type of elec tion cov
er age is pref er a ble—or at least should be pres ent in the elec tion year—may ask: can 
the media pro vide such cov er age? From the author’s view point, the answer is yes, 
once there is a demand for such cov er age. How ever, this demand may not emerge 
unless the voter edu ca tion and the elec tion cul ture in the coun try start chang ing.

Cur rently, it does not seem that the com mer cial media can (or want to) ini ti ate this 
pro cess because of the abovemen tioned fnan cial rea sons. Nev er the less, it can  cer tainly 
con trib ute to the pro cess once the Amer i can people decide that they really want to 
know how the elec tion sys tem works, and how it can shape the elec tion cam paign.

The longdeserved expla na tion of the fun da men tals of this sys tem is the key 
to ini ti at ing the change. How ever, con duct ing any sub stan tive pub lic dis cus sion in 



Prefacex

the media of either the elec tion sys tem or elec tion rules, includ ing con tro ver sial 
ones, requires three pre req ui sites.

First, a siz able part of soci ety should be con cerned with the topic.
Sec ond, those who wish to par tic i pate in the debates either as con trib u tors or 

spec ta tors should be at least famil iar with the struc ture and the prin ci ples of the 
elec tion sys tem.

Third, at least one national TV chan nel should be will ing to start the dia logue 
in a form that would encour age the rest of the media to fol low suit.

Where is Amer i can soci ety today with these insep a ra ble ingre di ents of any 
 sub stan tive pub lic dis cus sion of the elec tion sys tem?

1. Soci ety has been con cerned about the fair ness of the cur rent elec tion rules 
that may elect Pres i dent some one who lost the pop u lar vote, as hap pened, for 
instance, in the 2000 elec tion. This con cern has ini ti ated two activ i ties: (a) a few 
new approaches to chang ing the elec tion sys tem have sur faced and (b) vot ing 
 tech nol o gies to count votes cast have been stud ied. Sev eral pro pos als for improv
ing the cur rent elec tion sys tem have been pub lished. How ever, only one par tic u
lar pro posal, the National Pop u lar Vote (NPV) plan, has been  pro moted by a part 
of the media and pre sented to soci ety as the best and even as an “inge nious” one.

2. Sev eral books ana lyz ing how the cur rent elec tion sys tem works have been 
pub lished since the 2000 elec tion. How ever, a major ity of Amer i can soci ety 
seem to have advanced in under stand ing of only two basic fea tures of the sys
tem. That is, more people have under stood that under the rules of the cur rent 
sys tem, (1) the elec toral vote rather than the pop u lar vote mat ters in deter min
ing the elec tions out come, and (2) the “win nertakeall” method for award
ing state and D.C. elec toral votes is to blame for the divi sion of the coun try 
into “safe” and “bat tle ground” states in pres i den tial elec tions. (Here, a “safe” 
state is a state in which the elec tors of one of the pres i den tial can di dates are 
prac ti cally guar an teed to win all the state elec toral votes in an elec tion, and a 
 “bat tle ground” state is a state in which the elec tors of no pres i den tial can di
date can be sure to win all the state elec toral votes.)

3. Though some news pa pers have tried to ini ti ate a dia logue on how to elect a 
Pres i dent, a few influ en tial media out lets have sup ported the National  Pop u lar 
Vote plan and have man aged to pres ent it as the only alter na tive to the  cur rent 
elec tion sys tem. More over, all the con tro ver sies of this plan and its con sti tu
tion al ity have never been seri ously dis cussed, and the news pa pers that  sup port 
the plan are reluc tant to pub lish arti cles crit i cally ana lyz ing this plan. Only 
the NPV plan has been men tioned by national TV chan nels, and only its 
 orig i na tors and sup port ers have been able to air their views on how the cur rent 
elec tion sys tem could be improved.

This state of affairs with pub lic aware ness of the basics of the cur rent pres i den tial 
elec tion sys tem has moved the author to write a book in which the fun da men tals of 
this sys tem are addressed [1]. The book offers (a) a log i cal anal y sis of the con sti tu
tion al ity and con tro ver sies of the NPV plan, (b) a brief descrip tion of other plans to 
improve the elec tion sys tem, pro posed by other authors, and (c) the author’s plan 
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to improve the sys tem under which the will of the nation and the will of the states 
as equal mem bers of the Union decide the elec tion out come, whereas the Elec toral 
Col lege remains only a backup elec tion mech a nism [1]. The book [1] is, how ever, a 
mono graph ori ented mostly to pro fes sion als study ing pres i den tial elec tions, includ
ing polit i cal sci en tists, con sti tu tional law yers, man ag ers who plan and ana lyze elec
tion cam paigns, sys tems sci en tists, and math e ma ti cians, inter ested in famil iar iz ing 
them selves with the elec tion sys tem and with the math e mat ics of this sys tem.

In con trast, though this  book imple ments the author’s attempt in the same direc
tion, this book is ori ented to a gen eral read er ship, and its under stand ing does not 
require preliminary knowl edge of the sub ject. Like all the author’s pre vi ous pub li
ca tions on the U.S. pres i den tial elec tions and unlike almost all pub li ca tions of other 
authors on the sub ject, this book does not con sider his tor i cal mate ri als. In par tic u lar, 
it does not con sider the Fed er al ist papers in which some of the Found ing Fathers 
expressed their view points on what Con sti tu tional Con ven tion par tic i pants meant 
regard ing issues relat ing to the elec tion sys tem. The author believes that the Con sti
tu tion, Supreme Court deci sions, and Fed eral stat utes are the only pub li ca tions that 
can be used in any anal y sis of the elec tion sys tem. Any other his tor i cal mate ri als 
may only encour age one to focus on par tic u lar pub lished his toric doc u ments.

The Con sti tu tion was writ ten for the Amer i can people rather than only for 
experts in con sti tu tional law. There fore, one should not be sur prised that dif fer
ent people have dif fer ent per cep tions and dif fer ent under stand ing of elec tion rules, 
embed ded in pro vi sions of the Con sti tu tion and Supreme Court deci sions. More
over, the log i cal anal y sis of these rules sug gests that more than one under stand ing 
of par tic u lar rules is pos si ble.

If this is the case for any of the rules, these rules should be ana lyzed by con
sti tu tional experts, and the results of the anal y sis should be made avail able to all 
inter ested indi vid u als. Though the inter pre ta tion of con tro ver sial elec tion rules 
can be pro vided only by the Supreme Court, pub lic dis cus sion of these rules is a 
mech a nism for ini ti at ing either such inter pre ta tion or con sti tu tional amend ments 
address ing the con tro ver sies.

The author views this book as an intro duc tory guide for those who are curi ous 
about the pecu liar i ties of the elec tion sys tem that are not stud ied in civ ics les sons 
in schools and are not con sid ered in pub li ca tions of other authors on U.S. pres i
den tial elec tions. He hopes that this book, along with the book [1], will con trib ute 
to mak ing knowl edge about the elec tion sys tem avail able to every one.

Besides the Preface, the pres ent book con tains seven chap ters in which (a) 
two elec tion sys tems, the orig i nally designed sys tem and the cur rent one, are  
dis cussed, (b) pro pos als to improve the cur rent sys tem are described, and (c) the 
chances of two of these pro pos als to be intro duced are ana lyzed.

Boston, MA, June 2012 Alexander S. Belenky
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Abstract Almost every Amer i can has either stud ied some thing about the Elec toral 
Col lege in school or at least heard of it. Yet to many people used to elect ing munic
ipal, state, and Fed eral off cials by the dem o cratic prin ci ple “the one who gets the 
most votes always wins,” the Elec toral Col lege looks quite mys te ri ous and anti
quated. The mys tery con cerns how such a sys tem could have existed for so long, 
and why it has not been replaced by a sys tem that is based on the above dem o cratic 
prin ci ple. In con trast, people who are curi ous about the elec tion sys tem often try 
to grasp (a) how the Elec toral Col lege could have emerged in the frst place, and 
(b) what could have been the Found ing Fathers’ logic of design ing the sys tem for 
elect ing a Pres i dent and a Vice Pres i dent. This Chap ter con sid ers the Elec toral Col
lege ori gins and ana lyzes a log i cal mis take made by the orig i na tors of the Con sti
tu tion, which still remains in its text, as well as the elec tion prob lems that were 
over looked by the Found ing Fathers in the original design of the Con sti tu tion.

Keywords  1787  Great  Compromise  •  Article  2  of  the  Constitution  •  Com
mittee  of  Eleven,  Electoral  College  •  Electors  •  Electoral  votes  •  Executive 
power  •  Founding  Fathers  •  Founding  Fathers’  logical  mistake  •  “One  state, 
one vote” principle  •  Slavery

Almost every Amer i can has either stud ied some thing about the Elec toral Col lege 
in school or at least heard of it. Yet to many people used to elect ing municipal, 
state, and Fed eral off cials by the dem o cratic prin ci ple “the one who gets the most 
votes always wins,” the Elec toral Col lege looks quite mys te ri ous and anti quated. 
The mys tery con cerns how such a sys tem could have existed for so long, and 
why it has not been replaced by a sys tem that is based on the above dem o cratic 
prin ci ple.

In con trast, people who are curi ous about the elec tion sys tem often try to grasp 
(a) how the Elec toral Col lege could have emerged in the frst place, and (b) what 
could have been the Found ing Fathers’ logic of design ing the sys tem for elect ing a 
Pres i dent and a Vice Pres i dent.

This Chap ter con sid ers the Elec toral Col lege ori gins and ana lyzes a log i cal 
mis take made by the orig i na tors of the Con sti tu tion, which still remains in its text, 
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as well as the elec tion prob lems that were over looked by the Found ing Fathers in 
the original design of the Con sti tu tion.

The titles and the con text of the sec tions of this chap ter con tain ques tions and 
answers address ing the above con cerns raised by people’s curi os ity and the alleged 
mys tery and antiq uity of the Elec toral Col lege. The ques tions are those the author 
has often heard Amer i cans ask.

1.1  The Found ing Fathers’ Elec toral Col lege: A Mon ster  
or a Mas ter piece?

For many of those who do not under stand how the Elec toral Col lege works, it may 
look like a mon ster [3]. Even those who believe it has served the coun try quite 
well for more than two cen tu ries may not under stand how it works. The opin ions 
about the Elec toral Col lege dif fer, as do the people who hold them. This is busi
ness as usual.

Tra di tion ally, Amer i cans attri bute two mean ings to the phrase “the Elec toral 
Col lege”.

1. Con sti tu tion ally, there is a group of people—called (pres i den tial) elec tors—
who elect a Pres i dent and a Vice Pres i dent every 4 years. This group is often called 
the Elec toral Col lege though there are no such words in the text of the Con sti
tu tion. This mean ing is equiv a lent to the phrase “all the pres i den tial elec tors 
appointed by (cur rently) 50 states and by D.C. (since the 1964 elec tion) as Arti cle 
2 and Arti cle 23 of the Con sti tu tion directs”.

Each state is enti tled to appoint as many elec tors as it has mem bers of Con
gress. The total num ber of mem bers of the House of Rep re sen ta tives is deter mined 
by Con gress, and it is appor tioned among the states. The num ber of Rep re sen ta
tives that the state is enti tled to in the House of Rep re sen ta tives depends on the 
num ber of people leav ing in the state. This num ber is deter mined based upon the 
results of the cen sus that is con ducted in the coun try every 10 years. Accord ing to 
Arti cle 1 of the Con sti tu tion, each state is enti tled to two U.S. Sen a tors in Con
gress, despite the state’s size.

In 1912, Con gress set the size of the House of Rep re sen ta tives equal to 435, 
and this has been the num ber of Rep re sen ta tives ever since. The only excep tion 
was made in 1960 for the 1960 pres i den tial elec tion, when the num ber of Rep re
sen ta tives was tem po rar ily made equal to 437.

From 1948 to 1959, the Union con sisted of 48 states, and Con gress con sisted 
of 435 Rep re sen ta tives in the House of Rep re sen ta tives and 96 Sen a tors. Thus, 
531 pres i den tial elec tors could be appointed dur ing those years. Alaska and 
Hawaii joined the Union in 1959, and for the 1960 elec tion, the num ber of Rep
re sen ta tives in the House of Rep re sen ta tives was made equal to 437 to let each 
of the two states appoint the min i mum num ber of pres i den tial elec tors that each 
state could have in the elec tion. Thus, the num ber of all the elec tors that could be 
appointed in that elec tion was equal to 537 (since the num ber of Rep re sen ta tives 
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