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President’s Byline : The Race Card 

The Mayor of Plano, Harry LaRoseliere, decreed at the July 23, 2018 Plano City Council meet-
ing that if one has a problem with high density housing because you believe it puts a strain on 
our schools and brings in more crime, you are a racist!  He tried to walk that back some by 
saying he wasn’t specifically calling anyone a racist, but having listened to what he actually 
said, it was basically that if you equate apartments and high-density housing with crime and 
bad schools, that equates to racism.  What a load of bull!!  What it really boils down to is that if 
you disagree with Harry and his buddies, you are a racist!   
 
Well, sir, I vehemently disagree with you on the need for more apartments and high-density 

housing and that, sir, does not make me a racist.  The last time I checked, all races live in apartments, not just mi-
norities. To bring that issue into play in this setting was unconscionable.  But it is what folks do who brook no disa-
greement with their views:  just call those who disagree with you “racists” and shut down any meaningful discus-
sion. That being said, those who disagree with Harry do need to be respectful and refrain from name-calling.  Two 
wrongs never make a right.   
 
Harry said, and he is right, that he has been serving on the City Council longer than anyone else serving on the 
current City Council, having served 2 terms on the City Council (2005-2011) and also the former commissioner of 
the Planning and Zoning board before being elected as the mayor of Plano in 2013 and again in 2017 in less than 
a decisive victory against Lily Bao, a political newcomer.  He has managed to make powerful and well-connected 
alliances both in and outside of Plano who have vested interests in seeing that “what Harry wants, Harry gets.”  
You can look at who his donors are and figure that out. But that is politics.  Business people have been giving to 
politicians who they believe will vote their way forever.  This is nothing new and I’ve been to enough City Council 
meetings to see Harry in action when he doesn’t really want to hear what the citizens have to say.  He treats those 
of us who disagree with disdain and contempt. It sometimes seems to me that he wants to divide this city.   And as 
long as he has enough City Council members who will back him up, nothing is going to change. If we want change, 
we have to find and elect candidates who will listen to “we the people.”   
 
City Council members, just like members of Congress and the President should be working for the best interests of 
our city and our nation.  And they should be listening to what their constituents have to say, not just giving us “lip 
service”.  I have lived in East Plano ever since I moved to Plano, 30 plus years ago.  Legacy West suits West Pla-
no and those who believe that the only zip code that really matters is 75093.  The City Council has ignored East 
Plano for decades, but now that they have run out of land on the west side, they suddenly have discovered us.  I 
would love to see East Plano have some development, but “rack-em and stack-em” ugly barracks-styled apart-
ments or a bunch of “cookie cutter” townhomes is not what those of us who live on this side of town want.  The City 
Elections next May should be very interesting.  And remember, all elections have consequences.  If WE want 
change, WE THE PEOPLE have to make it happen!! 

 

Catherine Gibb  

President@PlanoRepublicanWomen.org 
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Dinesh D’Souza’s Pre-Screeing of his Latest Film  

 

Did you love Hillary’s America? If you did then you will want to join us for this exciting event ! 

 

Weeks after being pardoned by President Donald Trump, Dinesh D'Souza is unveiling the trailer for his latest movie. Quality 

Flix opens the conservative's latest documentary film, Death of a Nation, in 1,000 theaters on Aug. 3. The film likens Abra-

ham Lincoln to Donald Trump — saying that the situations they found themselves in as U.S. presidents are very similar, ac-

cording to the filmmaker. 

 

"Lincoln was elected to unite a country and stop slavery. Democrats smeared him; went to war against him; assassinated 

him. Now, their target is Trump,” D’Souza intones at the top of the trailer before announcing the movie is produced by Gerald 

Molen, the Oscar-winning producer of Schindler's List and Jurassic Park.—The Hollywood Reporter 

 

Plano Republican Women invite you to join us  

Tuesday, July 31, 2018  

at Legacy Cinemark Theater  

for a pre-screening of Dinesh D'Souza's latest film: 

Death of a Nation 

 

Buy Tickets Here 
 

————————————————————————————————— 
 

Next PRW Meeting:  

Tuesday, August 21, 2018  

 Program: Plano City Issues  
Location: Reflections on Spring Creek , 1901 East Spring Creek Parkway 

 

Time: 11:15 am: Arrive and check-in,  11:30 am: Meeting, Lunch & Program 
 

 

https://www.eventbrite.com/e/death-of-a-nation-prescreening-plano-tickets-47877906106
http://www.reflectionsonspringcreek.com/location.html
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My Leftist friends (as well as many ardent #NeverTrumpers) constantly ask me if I’m not bothered by Donald Trump’s lack of decorum.  They 
ask if I don’t think his tweets are “beneath the dignity of the office.”  Here’s my answer: 

We Right-thinking people have tried dignity.  There could not have been a man of more quiet dignity than George W. Bush as he suffered the 
outrageous lies and politically motivated hatreds that undermined his presidency.  We tried statesmanship.  Could there be another human 
being on this earth who so desperately prized “collegiality” as John McCain?  We tried propriety – has there been a nicer human being ever 
than Mitt Romney?  And the results were always the same. 

This is because, while we were playing by the rules of dignity, collegiality and propriety, the Left has been, for the past 60 years, engaged in a 
knife fight where the only rules are those of Saul Alinsky and the Chicago mob. 

I don’t find anything “dignified,” “collegial” or “proper” about Barack Obama’s lying about what went down on the streets of Ferguson in order 
to ramp up racial hatreds because racial hatreds serve the Democratic Party.  I don’t see anything “dignified” in lying about the deaths of four 
Americans in Benghazi and imprisoning an innocent filmmaker to cover your tracks.  I don’t see anything “statesman-like” in weaponizing the 
IRS to be used to destroy your political opponents and any dissent.  Yes, Obama was “articulate” and “polished” but in no way was he in the 
least bit “dignified,” “collegial” or “proper.” 

The Left has been engaged in a war against America since the rise of the Children of the ‘60s.   To them, it has been an all-out war where 
nothing is held sacred and nothing is seen as beyond the pale.  It has been a war they’ve fought with violence, the threat of violence, dema-
goguery and lies from day one – the violent take-over of the universities – till today. 

The problem is that, through these years, the Left has been the only side fighting this war.  While the Left has been taking a knife to anyone 
who stands in their way, the Right has continued to act with dignity, collegiality and propriety. 

With Donald Trump, this all has come to an end.  Donald Trump is America’s first wartime president in the Culture War. 

During wartime, things like “dignity” and “collegiality” simply aren’t the most essential qualities one looks for in their warriors.  Ulysses Grant 
was a drunk whose behavior in peacetime might well have seen him drummed out of the Army for conduct unbecoming.  Had Abraham Lin-
coln applied the peacetime rules of propriety and booted Grant, the Democrats might well still be holding their slaves today.   Lincoln rightly 
recognized that, “I cannot spare this man.  He fights.” 

General George Patton was a vulgar-talking, son-of-a-bitch.  In peacetime, this might have seen him stripped of rank.  But, had Franklin Roo-
sevelt applied the normal rules of decorum, then Hitler and the Socialists would barely be five decades into their thousand-year Reich.  

Trump is fighting.  And what’s particularly delicious is that, like Patton standing over the battlefield as his tanks obliterated Rommel’s, he’s 
shouting, “You magnificent bastards, I read your book!”  That is just the icing on the cake, but it’s wonderful to see that not only is Trump 
fighting, he’s defeating the Left using their own tactics. 

That book is Saul Alinsky’s Rules for Radicals – a book so essential to the Liberals’ war against America that it is and was the playbook for 
the entire Obama administration and the subject of Hillary Clinton’s senior thesis.   It is a book of such pure evil, that, just as the rest of us 
would dedicate our book to those we most love or those to whom we are most indebted, Alinsky dedicated his book to Lucifer. 

Trump’s tweets may seem rash and unconsidered but, in reality, he is doing exactly what Alinsky suggested his followers do.  

First, instead of going after “the fake media” – and they are so fake that they have literally gotten every single significant story of the past 60 
years not just wrong, but diametrically opposed to the truth, from the Tet Offensive to Benghazi, to what really happened on the streets of 
Ferguson, Missouri – Trump isolated CNN.  He made it personal.  Then, just as Alinsky suggests, he employs ridicule which Alinsky described 
as “the most powerful weapon of all.” 

Everyone gets that it’s not just CNN – in fact, in a world where Al Sharpton and Rachel Maddow, Paul Krugman and Nicholas Kristof are peo-
ple of influence and whose “reporting” is in no way significantly different than CNN’s – CNN is just a piker. 

Most importantly, Trump’s tweets have put CNN in an untenable and unwinnable position.  With Trump’s ability to go around them, they can-
not simply stand pat.  They need to respond.  This leaves them with only two choices. 

 He Fights! 
           By Evan Sayet, July 13, 2017  
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They can either “go high” (as Hillary would disingenuously declare of herself and the fake news would disingenuously report as the truth) and 
begin to honestly and accurately report the news or they can double-down on their usual tactics and hope to defeat Trump with twice their 
usual hysteria and demagoguery.  

The problem for CNN (et al.) with the former is that, if they were to start honestly reporting the news, that would be the end of the Democratic 
Party they serve.  It is nothing but the incessant use of fake news (read: propaganda) that keeps the Left alive.  

Imagine, for example, if CNN had honestly and accurately reported then-candidate Barack Obama’s close ties to foreign terrorists (Rashid 
Khalidi), domestic terrorists (William Ayers), the mafia (Tony Rezko) or the true evils of his spiritual mentor, Jeremiah Wright’s, church.  

Imagine if they had honestly and accurately conveyed the evils of the Obama administration’s weaponizing of the IRS to be used against their 
political opponents or his running of guns to the Mexican cartels or the truth about the murder of Ambassador Christopher Stevens and the 
Obama administration’s cover-up. 

This makes “going high” a non-starter for CNN.  This leaves them no other option but to ratchet up the fake news, conjuring up the next 
“nothing burger” and devoting 24 hours a day to hysterical rants about how it’s “worse than Nixon.” 

This, obviously, is what CNN has chosen to do.  The problem is that, as they become more and more hysterical, they become more and 
more obviouGeneral George Patton was a vulgar-talking, son-of-a-bitch.  In peacetime, this might have seen him stripped of rank.  But, had 
Franklin Roosevelt applied the normal rules of decorum, then Hitler and the Socialists would barely be five decades into their thousand-year 
Reich.  

And, by causing their hysteria, Trump has forced them into numerous, highly embarrassing and discrediting mistakes.   Thus, in their desper-
ation, they have lowered their standards even further and run with articles so clearly fake that, even with the liberal (lower case “l”) libel laws 
protecting the media, they’ve had to wholly retract and erase their stories repeatedly.  

Their flailing at Trump has even seen them cross the line into criminality, with CNNusing their vast corporate fortune to hunt down a private 
citizen for having made fun of them in an Internet meme.  This threat to “dox” – release of personal information to encourage co-ideologists to 
visit violence upon him and his family -- a political satirist was chilling in that it clearly wasn’t meant just for him.  If it were, there would have 
been no reason for CNN to have made their “deal” with him public.  

Instead, CNN – playing by “Chicago Rules” – was sending a message to any and all: dissent will not be tolerated.  

This heavy-handed and hysterical response to a joke on the Internet has backfired on CNN, giving rise to only more righteous ridicule. 

So, to my friends on the Left – and the #NeverTrumpers as well -- do I wish we lived in a time when our president could be “collegial” and 
“dignified” and “proper”?  Of course I do.   These aren’t those times.  This is war.  And it’s a war that the Left has been fighting  without oppo-
sition for the past 50 years. 

So, say anything you want about this president – I get it, he can be vulgar, he can be crude, he can be undignified at times.  I don’t care.  I 
can’t spare this man.  He fights. 

Evan Sayet is the author of The KinderGarden of Eden: How The Modern Liberal Thinks.  His lecture to the Heritage Foundation on this same 
topic remains, some ten years later, by far the single most viewed lecture in their history.  Evan can be reached at contactevansa-
yet@gmail.com. 

 He Fights  
  Continued from page 3             
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Just How Far Will the Left Go? 
           By Victor Davis Hanson, July 23, 2018 

 .  

There was no honeymoon for the unlikely winner of the 2016 election. Progressives have in succession tried to sue to overturn Trump’s 
victory using several different approaches. First on the bogus claim of fraudulent voting machines. Then they sought to subvert the Elec-
toral College by bullying electors into renouncing their respective states’ votes. 

Massive protests and boycotts marked the inauguration. Then there were articles of impeachment introduced in the House. Some sued to 
remove Trump on a warped interpretation of the Emoluments Clause of the Constitution. Others brought in psychiatrists to testify that 
Trump was ill, disabled, or insane and should be removed in accordance with the 25th Amendment. The former FBI director, CIA director, 
and director of the Office of National Intelligence have variously smeared the president as a coward, a traitor, and a Russian mole. 

The Mueller Investigation 
We are about 430 days into Robert Mueller’s investigation; the special prosecutor whose team of lawyers and investigators has in a large 
part been made up either of Clinton donors, clear Clinton partisans, lawyers who have in the past represented Clinton interests or employ-
ees, or partisans already removed for expressing clear Trump hatred. The media grew ecstatic over its creation, dubbing it an “all-star” or 
“dream” team, as leaks assured the public that next week, next month, or “soon” there would be a sensational indictment proving that 
Trump colluded with the Russians to win the presidency. 

We have gone through the psychodramas surrounding Michael Cohen, Stormy Daniels, Michael Flynn, Jared Kushner, Paul Manafort, 
Carter Page and a host of others. Any second, any minute they would be indicted for collusion in throwing an election, or they would soon 
flip and end the Trump presidency. 

When we learned that Robert Mueller initially did not disclose to the media why he had fired Peter Strzok and Lisa Page, and why he had 
spaced out their firings to prevent the impression that they were connected, we were only reassured of the professionalism of the Mueller 
investigation. 

It was considered blasphemous to suggest that Mueller, Rod Rosenstein, and James Comey were all former associates and friends—and 
thus it would be awkward to ensure the public that they could pose as disinterested investigators, given the reality that some of the investi-
gators might soon end up as the investigated. 

When indictments of Manafort, Flynn and some minor Trump officials followed that had nothing to do with the original mandate of collu-
sion, the press cheered them as appetizers for the main course of impeachment to come. It was considered unpatriotic to suggest that 
Mueller did not find Russian collusion in a sea of collusion—at least as evidenced by a prior Obama hot mic quid pro quo promise to cali-
brate U.S. policy on European missile defense to Russian behavior conducive to Obama’s 2012 reelection, or huge Russian-related dona-
tions to the Clinton Foundation roughly at the time Secretary of State Hillary Clinton helped to facilitate sales of some U.S. uranium to 
Russian companies. Trump is said to be paranoid, uncouth, reckless, and crude. And he has been at times. But no prior president has 
been under investigation for 80 percent of his first two years in office, by an investigatory team that is so patently compromised by con-
flicts of political interest, and so unable to find collusion or wrongdoing in a sea of what is likely to turn out to be FBI, CIA, and Justice De-
partment criminality in 2016. 

Killing Hitler Trump 
The methods of rhetorically assassinating Trump all have been tried out by progressive celebrities, politicians, and academics: decapita-
tion, high explosives, nightly ritual stabbing, hanging, death by elevator, death by escalator, shooting, incineration, and fisticuffs. The rea-
son that Kathy Griffin, Madonna, Robert De Niro, Kamala Harris, or Snoop Dogg have been lately quiet about killing Trump is that the vari-
ous ways to do so have long ago been exhausted. 

Trump as Hitler, Mussolini, or Stalin is now old hat. Trump as traitor was boring long ago. What can one say after she has compared 
Trump’s agenda to Pearl Harbor, the Holocaust, and 9/11? If the tax cuts, immigration policy, or NATO and Russian summits are equal to 
killing 3,000 Americans, what is left to the imagination? If talking sloppily about Putin is tantamount to the Holocaust, then what exactly 
was the Holocaust, a bad press conference? And if we are to believe that anything Trump has done is equivalent to starting a war that 
killed 65 million people and engineered the Final Solution, then among our 325 million fellow Americans perhaps a few dozen will watch 
CNN or MSNBC talking heads lecturing on the Führer, and conclude the only patriotic thing to do is to eliminate this new incarnation of 
Hitler.   

Trump War on All Fronts 
Progressives are urged to go to stores, gas stations, restaurants and confront Trump Administration officials, in a sort of Obama-like “get 
in their faces” or “take a gun to a knife fight” advice to make life miserable for anyone who would dare work for Trump. 

Continued on Page 7 
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Just How Far Will the Left Go? 

 

A former Clinton aide has organized adolescent noise-maker rallies near the White House, ostensibly to make so much racket that Trump 
will not be able to sleep in the presidential bedroom. Restaurants have refused to serve Trump appointees. 

There is no respite from the war against Trump. The NFL, the NBA, late-night comedy shows, cable news, sitcoms, Hollywood movies, 
books, and music have all found ways to turn their genres into anti-Trump theater. 

There is no respite; there is no refuge—not the Super Bowl, not the Emmys, not the Grammys, not the Oscars. Almost every aspect of 
American culture has been weaponized to delegitimize Trump. 

The Roots of Trump Derangement 
Is the anger, then, that we are in a depression, war, or plague? 

Actually, no. The economy is growing at rates that we have not seen in over a decade. Unemployment, especially minority joblessness, is 
at a historic low. Even the stock market is at record highs. The United States is now the world’s largest producer of oil, natural gas, and 
coal. Consumer and business confidence is at a near all-time high. 

NATO is re-calibrating its military contributions to increase defense spending. North Korea has stopped talking about nuking our West 
Coast. The Iranian theocracy is panicking after the end of the Iran Deal. There have not been any incidents this year of Iranian hazing of 
U.S. ships. China is scrambling to find ways to readjust its lopsided trade surpluses induced by commercial cheating and dumping. Never 
has a Republican president appointed and had confirmed more conservative and stellar judges. The National Security team of Pompeo, 
Bolton, Mattis, and Haley is perhaps the most skilled since World War II. 

Why then the hate, the furor, the sheer mania? 

The Left lost what it thought was a sure-thing election. There is now no assured 16-year Obama-Clinton regnum that would complete 
what the Obamas had called the final “fundamental transformation” of the United States. It cannot accept that it blew certain victory. A 
huge fundraising advantage, a toady media, massive defections of Republican establishment intellectuals and pundits, the lack of prior 
military or political experience of candidate Donald Trump, and a popular vote plurality all proved for naught. The unimaginable then be-
came all too real. 

And fantasy was substituted for reality as smears, slurs, and denials ensued. Think of the 2000 election cubed. 

Trump is not a George H.W. Bush or Mitt Romney. He knows no etiquette. He is no gentleman. He is a bruiser, brawler, exaggerator, 
and performer. What created President Trump was not just “The Apprentice” or the Manhattan real estate market (such a résumé only 
honed his pugilist skills). 

Rather, half the country was tired of Republicans grimacing as they were portrayed as throwing grandmothers off cliffs. They were tired of 
seeing political commercials of bodies of the murdered dragged behind trucks, or charges that Republicans cruelly put their pets on their 
car roof. They were tired of the anti-Semitic and racist Rev. Jeremiah Wright, a presidential candidate’s personal pastor, being off limits, 
but not the supposed senility of John McCain who in 2008 was pilloried as a doddering multi-millionaire who forgot how many houses he 
had owned. In 2012, it was Mitt Romney’s wife whose sins were wearing equestrian clothes. 

Given the growing furor over half the country as demonized clingers, deplorables, and crazies, if Trump did not exist, a don’t-tread-on-me 
street fighter would have had to be invented. Progressives have gone ballistic that any opponent would reply to them in kind. Think of 
“Caddyshack,” when uncouth Rodney Dangerfield burst into smug Ted Knight’s country club. 

The Left did not just lose the 2016 election, it lost the Congress, the presidency, and the Supreme Court. And it lost them all to a rash, 
uncouth Queens-accented Manhattan billionaire reality TV star, who systematically planned to dismantle eight years of Obama Admin-
istration executive-orders. And unlike almost all prior politicians Trump when in office kept his promises and systematically went about to 
halt the supposed progressive future. Think of a liberal nightmare something akin to Sarah Palin as president in 2012. 

The Obama apparat and the proverbial deep state never imagined Trump could win and thus to ensure that he would not just be de-
feated but humiliated, vied to use the power of government to destroy the Trump candidacy. 

The National Security Council was weaponized and thus unmasked the names of surveilled Americans and leaked their names to the 
press to undermine the Trump campaign. The Department of Justice was weaponized to ensure Hillary Clinton was exonerated for her 
misdeeds concerning her email server and quid pro quo collusion with a variety of foreign and domestic influence peddlers and buyers. 
The FBI and CIA were weaponized to subvert the Trump campaign, by peddling an unverified smear dossier, paid for by Hillary Clinton, 
by implanting informants into the Trump campaign, and by undermining a FISA court through dishonest presentations of 
evidence for warrants to spy on American citizens. 

Continued from Page 6 
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Just How Far Will the Left Go? 

 

All such behavior was assumed to ensure the landslide Clinton victory and thus would be seen as sacrifice beyond the call of duty to be 
rewarded by a President Clinton not as illegal behavior to be punished during a Trump administration. And as a result, the more culpability 
that was exposed, the more the culpable went on the offensive—on the theory that constant attack is the best defense against their own 
criminal liability. Think of the fears of John Brennan behind bars. 

The progressive hysteria reveals the lack of an idea. Kill, humiliate, delegitimize Trump is not a sustainable political agenda whether 
winning a local assembly seat or a liberal majority on the Supreme Court. But then neither are socialist ideas. If the Left was intellectually 
honest it would run in November on what it now professes are its new core beliefs: the abolition of ICE, the end to all deportations, open 
borders, expansions of affirmative action, abortion on demand, and identity politics, cancellation of student debt, universal Medicare-like 
coverage for Americans of all ages, massive tax hikes, more regulations, and less fossil fuel production, and an EU-like socialist-
democratic foreign policy. 

The problem is that the above is probably not a 51 percent winnable program. And progressives fear that their base will not allow them to 
move to the center to capture the old blue-collar white working class, or the Perot, Tea-Party and Blue Dog voter. Nor can they afford to 
move much further leftward, given they are increasingly dependent on Obama-like identity politics candidates without an Obama-like char-
ismatic candidate. 

Democrats privately acknowledge that Obama wrecked the Democratic Party—losing Congress, the presidency, state and local offices, 
and now the Supreme Court. But they must praise the forces of that wreckage and seek to trump them by becoming the party of hyper-
identity politics. In other words, the Democrats know what sort of agenda might bring them back into power as it did in 1992. But they feel 
that Clintonesque cure is worse than the disease of being in the purer political wilderness without power. 

So, for now, they rant, they rave, and they stew, accepting that they cannot do what might save them and therefore they only do more of 
what is destroying them. Out of that lose-lose dilemma was birthed Trump hatred. Without a persuasive argument, progressives came up 
with the mantra that Trump is a traitor, and that all they needed to do was to explain to supposedly dense voters that their current eco-
nomic renaissance was actually jackbooted National Socialism. 

How far will the Left go? I fear that we have seen nothing yet. 

Victor Davis Hanson is an American military historian, columnist, former classics professor, and scholar of ancient warfare. He was a pro-
fessor of classics at California State University, Fresno, and is currently the Martin and Illie Anderson Senior Fellow at Stanford Universi-
ty’s Hoover Institution. He has been a visiting professor at Hillsdale College since 2004. Hanson was awarded the National Humanities 
Medal in 2007 by President George W. Bush. Hanson is also a farmer (growing raisin grapes on a family farm in Selma, California) and a 
critic of social trends related to farming and agrarianism. He is the author most recently of The Second World Wars – How the First Global 
Conflict was Fought and Won (Basic Books). 

Continued from Page 8 
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The Electoral College remains in place over two centuries after the framers of the Constitution empowered it to select presidents. Though 
occasionally maligned, this system of electing a chief executive has been incredibly successful for the American people. 

Many modern voters might be surprised to learn that when they step into a ballot box to select their candidate for president, they actually are 
casting a vote for fellow Americans called electors. These electors, appointed by the states, are pledged to support the presidential candidate 
the voters have supported. The Electoral College holds its vote the Monday after the second Wednesday in December following the election. 

The Founding Fathers created the Electoral College after much debate and compromise, but it has provided stability to the process of picking 
presidents. Though the winner of the national popular vote typically takes the presidency, that vote failed to determine the winner in four elec-
tions: 1824, 1876, 1888, and 2000. Some see the Electoral College as a peculiar and mystifying institution that ensures only a few, select 
individuals will ever cast a direct vote for president in the United States. Others complain that the system rewards smaller states with more 
proportional power than the large ones. Every four years, around election time, there are murmurs about revamping the system and moving 
toward a direct, national popular vote. 

The Founders’ College 

As one of The Heritage Foundations legal experts, Hans von Spakovsky, noted in a paper on the Electoral College: “In creating the basic ar-
chitecture of the American government, the Founders struggled to satisfy each state’s demand for greater representation while attempting to 
balance popular sovereignty against the risk posed to the minority from majoritarian rule.” 

Some elements of the Electoral College, such as the indirect vote through intermediaries, were hotly debated at the 1787 Constitutional Con-
vention. It was eventually justified in part as a stopgap to potentially reverse the vote if the people elected a criminal, traitor, or similar kind of 
heinous person. The Founders wanted to empower democratic elements in the American system, but they feared a kind of pure, unrestrained 
democracy that had brought down great republics of the past. 

The product of the Founders’ compromise has been well balanced and enduring, and we would be wise to leave it intact. 

Alexander Hamilton defended the Electoral College in Federalist 68. He argued that it was important for the people as a whole to have a great 
deal of power in choosing their president, but it was also “desirable” that “the immediate election should be made by men most capable of 
analyzing the qualities adapted to the station, and acting under circumstances favorable to deliberation, and to a judicious combination of all 
the reasons and inducements which were proper to govern their choice.” 

Hamilton also wrote that this system of intermediaries would produce a greater amount of stability, and that an “ … intermediate body of elec-
tors will be much less apt to convulse the community with any extraordinary or violent movements, than the choice of one who was himself to 
be the final object of the public wishes.” 

As students of ancient history, the Founders feared the destructive passions of direct democracy, and as recent subjects of an overreaching 
monarch, they equally feared the rule of an elite unresponsive to the will of the people. The Electoral College was a compromise, neither fully 
democratic nor aristocratic. 

The Constitution states: 

Each state shall appoint, in such manner as the legislature thereof may direct, a number of electors, equal to the whole number of senators 
and representatives to which the state may be entitled in the Congress. 

In addition to balancing the protection of individual rights and majority rule, the Founding Fathers attempted to create a “federalist” system 
that would keep most of policymaking power reserved to states and localities. America’s presidential election system also was designed to 
empower the states, not just the American people as an undifferentiated mass. 

The total number of electors and thus electoral votes across all states and the District of Columbia—included after the passage of the 23rd 
Amendment—adds up to 538. The winner must receive a majority, or 270, of these votes to become president. 
The system empowers states, especially smaller ones, because it incentivizes presidential candidates to appeal to places that may be far 
away from population centers. Farmers in Iowa may have very different concerns than bankers in New York. A more federalist system of 
electing presidents takes that into account. 

The states are free to select the method in which they choose their electors. In the early days of the republic, most states chose to have their 
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legislatures pick electors, rather than the people. But, over time, the states shifted to choosing electors via the state’s popular vote instead. 
Every state has opted for popular election at least since the Civil War. 

Calls to Abolish 

Modern opponents of the Electoral College argue against what they call antidemocratic aspects of the institution, criticizing both the intermedi-
ary electors and the state-by-state system of voting. 

Calls to fundamentally change the Electoral College reached a peak after Republican George W. Bush defeated Democrat Al Gore in the 
tightly contested 2000 election. Gore narrowly won the national popular vote, and many of his supporters howled that the system—even with-
out the Supreme Court stepping in—was unfair. 

One organization, National Popular Vote, has worked toward eliminating the Electoral College through an amendment to the Constitution or 
a state compact.  National Popular Vote argues that the current system encourages presidential candidates to spend most of their time in 
“swing states” rather than campaigning for votes across the entire country. This plan for a national popular vote has received a moderate level 
of support, but Heritage’s von Spakovsky has called it bad policy, based on mistaken assumptions. Swing states, he wrote, “can change from 
election to election, and many states that are today considered to be reliably ‘blue’ or ‘red’ in the presidential race were recently unpredicta-
ble.”  

Many states have signed on to a bill that essentially would tie a state’s electoral votes to the national popular vote. Those states will pledge to 
swing all of their electoral votes to the winner of the national vote. But this is because the incentives would be to appeal only to the biggest 
population centers. Swing states change over time, and the 2016 election could be a prime example of swing-state unpredictability and  

Additionally, if the president were elected by unfiltered national vote, small and rural states would become irrelevant, and campaigns would 
spend their time in large, populous districts. 

Over 200 Years of Success 

Unneeded tinkering with a process that is over two centuries old could destabilize one on the steadiest political systems in the world. 

As author and Texas lawyer Tara Ross wrote in a Heritage Foundation memorandum: 

America’s election systems have operated smoothly for more than 200 years because the Electoral College accomplishes its intended pur-
poses. America’s presidential election process preserves federalism, prevents chaos, grants definitive electoral outcomes, and prevents ty-
rannical or unreasonable rule. The Founding Fathers created a stable, well-planned, and carefully designed system—and it works. 

On Election Day, Americans should appreciate the great and long-lasting constitutional tradition bequeathed to them—including the quirky 
Electoral College system created by the nation’s Founders. 
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Educating Liberals (@Education4Libs)  

7/1/18, 1:06 PM 

 
Did you know? 
 
2,700,000 kids have a parent in prison. 
 
400,000 kids are in foster care. 
 
And 765,000 kids are separated from their military parents not knowing if the see them again. 
 
But the media focuses on 2,000 kids who are temporarily separated from illegal immigrants  

https://www.bustle.com/articles/191475-what-is-the-national-popular-vote-interstate-compact-this-bold-plan-could-disempower-the-electoral-college
http://www.politico.com/story/2011/08/california-moves-popular-vote-closer-061606
http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2004/11/the-electoral-college-enlightened-democracy
https://twitter.com/education4libs?s=11
https://twitter.com/education4libs/status/1013468970135871488?s=11
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The next  t ime you see  these  sponsors  —shake their hand.  

June  2018                                                                       Paid Political Advertising PRW 

.  

 

Scott Sanford 

State Representative 

District 70 

 

 

 

Honorable John Roach, Jr. 

296th District Court  

2100 Bloomdale Road, Ste. 20012 

McKinney, TX 75071  
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 The next  t ime you see  these  sponsors  —shake their hand.  
June  2018                                    Paid Political Advertising PRW 

 

 

Judge Jay A. Bender 

County Court at Law  

62100 Bloomdale Road 

Suite 30354 
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Officers and Birthdays 

 

Catherine Gibb, President   

     972-578-0704 
     President@PlanoRepublicanWomen.org 
 

Jennifer Groysman, 1st. VP Programs 

 

Anne Logan, 2nd. VP Membership  

     RSVP@PlanoRepublicanWomen.org 
 

Rita Greenwell, 3rd VP Awards  

 

Jeanne Hurlebaus, Recording Secretary 

 

Susan Bushey, Corresponding Secretary 

  

Lynn McCoy, Treasurer 

PRW  OFFICERS for 2018  

 

 

 
 
 
 

 
 

August  

Birthdays 

PRW Members  

Maggie Armstrong 8/15 

Karin Stedman 8/28 

Linda Waddell 8/28 

 

Associate Members & Sponsors 

Van Taylor 8/1 

Susan Fletcher 8/4 

Laura Hill 8/22 

Rick Smith 8/28 

Shelley Sanford 8/29 

Ladies, 
 
If any of you are interested in volunteering 
to work the Plano Balloon Festival, pick 
the day & time you prefer and email it me. 
I will put together a list and email it to 
Brennan Bell, who will be leading the  
Plano Balloon Festival this year. 
 

 
The dates and times for the 2018 
Plano Balloon Festival  
will be:  
 
Friday September 21st (6pm-10pm) 
Saturday September 22nd (7am-
10pm) 
Sunday September 23rd (7am-
7pm) 
  

 
Please let me know the dates and times 
that you would like to volunteer. 
 
Catherine Gibb 
President@PlanoRepublicanWomen.org 
 
 

mailto:President@PlanoRepublicanWomen.org
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 Plano Republican Women 

P.O. Box 940461 

Plano, TX   75094 

Reflections on Spring Creek 

 1901 East Spring Creek Parkway 

 just 1½ blocks east of Central Expressway in Plano 

11:15 am check-in 

11:30 am meeting, lunch and program 

Lunch is $20 payable to PRW (Cash or Check) at the door. 

You do not have to have lunch to attend, 

But please RSVP to  

rsvp@planorepublicanwomen.org 


