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	 As the advisor for over thirty-five years to the Alpha Xi chapter of our national political 
science honor society, Pi Sigma Alpha, this edition of Levitas is especially significant to me.  
It happens to be the last one that will be produced under my “supervision” as I am turning 
over the chapter advisory duties to my colleague, Dr. Staci Rhine, at the end of this academic 
year. I write the word “supervision” in quotes because I really don’t do much of it, per se. 
Rather, the journal is a totally student-run publication, and depending on the interests and other 
commitments of our busy chapter members, it’s not every year that an edition gets published. 
So, it is with considerable pleasure that I write the Foreword to this particular edition.  
	 Our students are studying politics and government in fraught times, both nationally and 
internationally, and as these articles herein suggest, students are trying to understand the many 
facets of the political world in which we live. Accordingly, their research interests have led them 
down some fascinatingly disparate paths ranging from the study of EU Partnership Agreements, 
to how former President Trump’s hypermasculinity helped energize the American far right, to 
the cinematic portrayals of Native Americans. In each of these analyses, the top-notch quality 
of our students’ research and writing skills is clearly evident in the following pages. Hence, I’m 
confident, dear reader, that you will find the articles delightful to read, as well as edifying in 
their arguments and findings. Enjoy! 
 
 
					     Rob Baker, Advisor, Levitas

Foreword
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or opposition to European integration via the EU, 
as opposed to a party’s position on their nation’s 
membership in the bloc. A party’s stance on national 
membership is a poor litmus test, they found, given 
that party positions on this matter have been fluid 
over time. For instance, while the UKIP has been 
Eurosceptic consistently throughout its history, 
the positions of the two major parties in the UK 
have fluctuated. The center-left Labour Party was 
traditionally the more Eurosceptic party in British 
politics but campaigned to remain in the EU during 
the Brexit referendum, whilst the center-right 
Conservative Party, which has historically been the 
more pro-European party, recently united behind a 
pro-Brexit position.

Returning to the history of Euroscepticism, 
whilst the Maastricht Treaty is seen as a watershed 
moment for the rise of Euroscepticism, it should 
be noted that opposition to European integration 
has always existed. One noteworthy pre-Maastricht 
example is the Bruges speech given by former UK 
prime minister Margaret Thatcher, which Brack 
and Startin point to as a catalyst for diverging elite 
opinions on the matter. The other major turning 
point in the history of Euroscepticism was the 
2014 European Parliament elections. In the data 
presented by Brack & Startin, two of the three major 
pro-EU blocs within the European Parliament lost 
seats, with the Eurosceptic blocs being the primary 
beneficiaries.	

Since the 2014 elections are important to the 
story of Euroscepticism’s rise to the mainstream, 
a detailed analysis of what happened is warranted. 
At the time, UKIP was the only major Eurosceptic 
party in British politics, but it found good company 
in Brussels. Two of the three largest blocs in the 
European Parliament, all of whom were pro-EU, lost 
65 members, or MEPs. The center-right European 
People’s Party fell from 274 MEPs to 221, and the 
Alliance for Liberals and Democrats was reduced 
to 65 MEPs, while the center-left Progressive 

 	 Introduction

	 The United Kingdom’s withdrawal from 
the European Union (EU), commonly referred to as 
“Brexit,” was a substantial victory for those inside 
and outside of the nation who believed the EU was 
undermining the sovereignty of its member states’ 
national governments. Known as “Eurosceptics,” 
their rise to relevancy in European politics is the 
subject of this paper. The following sections will 
examine contemporary and historical examples of 
Eurosceptic parties across the European continent, 
the diversity of opinion between these parties and 
movements, and the UK Independence Party’s 
(UKIP) role in the Leave campaign and Brexit 
referendum. But why does this matter? Well, at the 
time of writing, the European Union is the third-
largest global economy. Given that the goal of 
Eurosceptics is to undermine or dismantle the EU, 
their successes could trigger significant economic 
and political consequences.

	 Literature Review
	 The History of Euroscepticism

 	 According to Brack and Startin (2015), the 
term “Eurosceptic” can be traced back to the United 
Kingdom in the mid-1980s. Simply put, it refers 
to any person opposed to the European Union. 
A marginal position prior to the implementation 
of the 1992 Maastricht Treaty, Euroscepticism 
grew in popularity as the EU expanded, becoming 
mainstream after the 2008 Eurozone crisis. Since 
Brexit is one of the core themes of this paper, it 
should be no surprise that the UK will later receive 
particular focus in this discussion. While many of 
the sources cited in this paper either do not provide a 
clear definition of Euroscepticism or defer to Brack 
and Startin’s definition, a noteworthy exception 
comes to us from Szczerbiak and Taggart (2017).

Szczerbiak and Taggart concluded that the 
best measure of Euroscepticism was the support of 

Euroskepticism, Brexit, and European Politics 
Tyler Gardner, Class of 2025
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Alliance of Socialists and Democrats gained just 
eight MEPs. However, the right-wing parties, 
which incorporated Euroscepticism into their policy 
platforms, picked up a considerable number of seats. 
This electoral gain, according to Brack and Startin, 
helped parties like France’s Front Nationale and the 
Sweden Democrats gain legitimacy and sanitize their 
reputations. The biggest winner, though, was UKIP, 
which emerged as the leader of the Eurosceptic 
hardliners in the European Parliament.

	 Diversity of Thought within Euroscepticism

	 Based on the radical right disposition 
of the parties listed in the previous section, 
it is understandable that some may conclude 
Euroscepticism is a radical right-wing philosophy. 
This, however, is not necessarily the case, either 
historically or presently. For instance, when the 
UK joined the forerunner to the EU, the European 
Economic Community (EEC), the Conservative 
Party was the more pro-European party, whilst 
the center-left Labour Party opposed integration. 
The EEC, being a free trade bloc with few or 
no restrictions on commerce between member 
states, naturally appealed to the neoliberal Tories, 
while Labour was more skeptical of the free trade 
agreements.

Bortun’s (2022) article detailing “Plan B for 
Europe” provides a helpful look at contemporary 
radical left Eurosceptic parties and their objectives. 
Plan B emerged from the perceived failure of the 
Greek party SYRIZA—the only radical left party in 
an EU member state—in its negotiations with the 
EU. The new Greek government was forced to accept 
further austerity measures after only six months in 
office, which was seen as a capitulation to the EU’s 
neoliberal agenda. Since this approach is called “Plan 
B,” there presumably was a Plan A. According to 
Bortun, the Left’s Plan A was a full renegotiation of 
the EU economic treaties, combined with a campaign 
of civil disobedience until the renegotiation happened. 
Plan B, which was formulated at three summits in 
Paris, Madrid, and Copenhagen in 2016, would, by 
contrast, adopt a party-based push to withdraw their 
nations from the EU. 

As noted by Bortun, Plan B is intended by 
its far-left supporters to serve as a bargaining chip 
in negotiations with the EU, with Plan A remaining 
the preference of its party signatories. The final 
Plan B summit in Lisbon in 2017 produced what 
Bortun asserts was the most explicit statement 
of willingness to leave the EU if their demands 
were not met. However, at the time of Bortun’s 
publication, Plan B appeared to be a dormant 
organization, with neither it nor its spinoff 
organization “Now, the People!” appearing to have 
had a noticeable impact on EU policy or institutions.
	 Whilst the previous paragraphs have 
sought to demonstrate that Euroscepticism is not 
exclusively a fixture of the Far Right, it is certainly 
found there as well—though obviously in a different 
form. Using the Italian Social Movement (MSI) to 
represent the old Far Right and the French Front 
Nationale (FN) to represent more contemporary 
right-wing populism, Lorimer (2020) highlights 
the differences of opinion within far-right 
Euroscepticism. This was done by analyzing the 
themes of 102 party publications, 64 for FN and 
38 for the MSI. Lorimer also deliberately included 
documents other than party platforms or manifestos 
to detect any differences between what the parties 
said in public versus what they thought in private.

An idea espoused by both parties was the 
idea of Europe as a community of civilizations—an 
“us” threatened by “others” (Lorimer 2020). During 
the Cold War, the “others” included the USSR, 
which dominated half of the continent and was 
ideologically repugnant to the MSI and FN. After the 
collapse of the USSR, this antipathy was transferred 
to the EU by FN, who would refer to it as the 
“EUSSR.” FN perceived the EU as being antithetical 
to their idea of Europe.

A noteworthy difference between the MSI 
and FN, where the EU was concerned, was their 
assessment of the blocs’ successes and failures. 
While both parties are nationalistic in nature, their 
views of the pros and cons of the EU stem from 
their assessments of their own nations’ capabilities. 
As Lorimer explains, the MSI had a more cynical 
opinion of Italy’s strength in global affairs, which is 
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understandable as the nation had been the first of the 
Axis Powers to capitulate in the Second World War. 
For the MSI, the main benefit of the EU for Italy was 
strategic and defensive; by coming together, Europe 
(including Italy) could prioritize its collective 
security. EU membership also offered the additional 
benefit of helping address Italy’s domestic problems, 
specifically in the nation’s underdeveloped south. 
The MSI’s main criticism of the EU was that the 
union was failing to achieve these goals by being too 
focused on macroeconomics.

Lorimer notes that FN was more negative 
than the MSI in its assessment of the EU. During the 
Cold War, FN shared a positive view of European 
integration where defense was concerned, with 
then-leader Jean-Marie Le Pen calling for Europe 
to unite as one nation to better face external threats. 
FN’s turn against the EU can be explained partly 
by the end of the Cold War but also by the party’s 
assessment of French prestige. Lorimer tells us that 
FN’s view in this respect was in line with French 
national tradition, that France not only could but 
should stand on its own, projecting power on the 
world stage. While it could be said that both parties 
came to similar conclusions on the EU, a noteworthy 
difference in their assessments does exist. 

One final aspect of Euroscepticism to 
consider here is what Heinisch, McDonnell, and 
Werner (2020) call equivocal Euroscepticism. 
This variant attempts to explain why a party might 
present different messages to different groups 
of voters. Equivocal Euroscepticism combines 
elements of hard and soft Euroscepticism with 
the intention of gaining political advantage for 
the parties who practice it. Hard Euroscepticism, 
according to Heinisch, McDonnel, and Werner, is 
the principled opposition to European integration 
via the EU, which often results in calls for the 
withdrawal of the party’s member state from the 
bloc. Soft Euroscepticism is considered a more 
targeted opposition to the EU, in which parties only 
oppose the EU on specific matters. An analysis of 
the Italian party Lega Nord (LN) and the Austrian 
Freedom Party (FPÖ) illustrates the concept of 
equivocal Euroscepticism. For instance, the LN 
leader has compared the EU to the Soviet Union but 

has at no point called for Italy’s withdrawal from the 
bloc, unlike the UKIP and other hard Eurosceptic 
parties. Likewise, the FPÖ leader advocated for a 
referendum on Austria’s EU membership without 
actually committing the FPÖ to the leave position.
While the LN and FPÖ shy away from advocating 
for a Brexit-style break from the EU for their 
countries, they do take staunch positions against 
EU policy (Heinisch, McDonnell, and Werner 
2020). For example, on the matter of finance, 
both parties want to fundamentally change certain 
arrangements within the Eurozone. In the run-up 
to the 2014 European Parliament elections, the 
LN advocated for abandoning the euro altogether 
and returning to national currencies, while the 
FPÖ called for dividing the euro into northern and 
southern common currencies. Neither proposal 
was necessarily a full-hearted rejection of the EU, 
but they represented a substantive opposition to a 
specific aspect of the union, which is typical of soft 
Euroscepticism.

	 Why Do Parties Become Eurosceptic?

	 Taggart and Szczerbiak emphasize two 
important categorizations for Eurosceptic parties: 
Programmatic/goal-seeking parties and pragmatic/
office-seeking parties. The former prioritizes an 
ideological agenda, while the latter prioritizes 
electoral strategy. A party’s position on European 
integration largely depends on its approach to  
politics. Applying this to Brexit, UKIP and the  
Brexit Party (now Reform UK) could be considered 
goal-seeking parties who pursued political office 
with the goal of advancing their Eurosceptic agenda. 
The Conservative Party, meanwhile, which adopted 
a Eurosceptic agenda to prevent a segment of Tory 
voters from defecting to the UKIP or Brexit Party, 
would be deemed an office-seeking party. It should 
be no surprise that parties are more likely to become 
Eurosceptic if there is an electoral advantage to  
doing so.
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	 Brexit
	 How Did It Happen?

	 Whilst the paper up to this point has 
been dedicated to the history and varieties of 
Euroscepticism, Brexit provides a case study on how 
Euroscepticism can become mainstream. From here, 
the paper will be dedicated to the causes of Brexit and 
its uncertain economic and political impacts.
	 Support for Brexit may, in part, be attributed 
to one’s education level and parental socialization. 
It is well documented that those with lower levels of 
educational attainment tend to be less supportive of 
the European Union and its institutions. However, 
another aspect that has not been thoroughly 
scrutinized is the impact of parents on shaping 
their children’s political views. Put simply, Kuhn, 
Lancee, and Sarrasin (2021) demonstrated through 
their research that higher-educated parents tended 
to transfer their pro-EU attitudes to their children; 
conversely, children of lower-educated households 
tended to adopt the more Eurosceptic views of their 
parents. 
	 The influence of one’s financial situation 
on Eurosceptic feelings, in the UK at least, has 
been demonstrated by Fetzer (2019). The data 
shows that areas most adversely affected by the UK 
government’s austerity policies saw a sharp rise in 
support for UKIP, which, prior to 2016, was the only 
major explicitly Eurosceptic party in UK politics. In 
the aftermath of the Financial Crisis in 2008, the UK 
government implemented a series of policies referred 
to as austerity, raising taxes and cutting welfare 
spending to address its expenditure issues. While 
austerity is a matter of domestic policy, not EU policy, 
Fetzer demonstrates that it is possible to map a sharp 
rise in support for UKIP onto areas most affected by 
austerity, which can, in turn, indicate which areas of 
the UK voted to leave the EU.
	 According to Fetzer’s data, UKIP support 
in European Parliament elections rose from 15.6% 
in 2004 to 26.6% in 2014. The areas that saw the 
sharpest rise in support in that ten-year span were 
the English coastal regions, Wales, and parts of the 
Industrial Midlands. These regions—which were 
disproportionately affected by national welfare 

cuts—track very closely with those areas that saw 
the greatest voter support for the Leave campaign in 
the 2016 referendum. 

Vasilopoulou (2016), whose article was 
written before the referendum, brings other 
considerations to our attention. Vasilopoulou argues 
that, aside from the aforementioned domestic 
factors, public sentiment towards EU integration 
would be a significant determiner of the referendum 
result. He also considered partisanship and its 
ambiguous relationship to Brexit. While the 
Conservative leadership decided to be officially 
neutral due to longstanding internal division over the 
issue, this did not stop prominent figures within the 
party from taking sides, with then Prime Minister 
David Cameron supporting the Remain campaign 
and then London Mayor Boris Johnson advocating 
for leaving. The Labour Party, though officially 
dedicated to the Remain cause, also saw internal 
fracturing. Historically being the more Eurosceptic 
party, its leader at the time, Jeremy Corbyn, reflected 
this schism. While he campaigned for Remain in 
2016, he had made Eurosceptic comments in the 
past and voted to leave the EU’s predecessor, the 
European Community, in 1975. UKIP, of course, 
was firmly on the Leave side of the campaign, 
while the Liberal Democrats and the Green Party 
campaigned to stay in the EU. This matters because 
parties and party elites provide cues that voters use 
to decide how to vote.

	 Consequences of Brexit

First, considering a “Hard Brexit” scenario, 
Biscari (2019) only foresees downsides. The 
expected negative impacts of a clean break are 
three-fold, hampering foreign direct investment 
(FDI), migration, and productivity. FDI into the UK 
has been shown in empirical terms to have been 
positively influenced by EU membership. Without 
that membership, many expect foreign companies 
to leave the country to circumvent potential trade 
barriers. Similarly, data shows that EU migration to 
the UK has slowed since the referendum. And due to 
the ensuing trade uncertainty, a productivity shock 
seems increasingly likely.
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Biscari also offers some possibilities for what 
the more likely “Soft Brexit” might look like. This is 
no simple task, as several proposed models for this 
arrangement would violate the UK’s red lines for 
a deal. If the UK were to forge a relationship with 
the EU comparable to Norway’s, that would require 
the European Court of Justice (ECJ) to maintain 
its authority over the UK, and the UK would be 
expected to continue making financial contributions 
to the EU and allowing freedom of movement 
with EU members. However, these concessions 
would conflict with the nation’s autonomy and 
sovereignty. A Swiss-style relationship, too, would 
require continuing freedom of movement and 
maintaining financial contributions while adhering 
to many of the EU’s regulatory constraints. The 
Ukraine model would require the UK to submit 
to ECJ jurisdiction and EU regulations, while a 
Türkiye-style relationship would prohibit the UK 
from pursuing an independent trade policy. The 
only acceptable arrangement for the UK—besides a 
no-deal scenario, of course—may be a deal similar 
to the kind the EU has with nations outside of 
Europe, such as South Korea. In any case, the UK’s 
withdrawal from the bloc will result in some kind of 
economic shock and significant restructuring for the 
UK itself and the EU’s 27 remaining members.

	 A Brief Evaluation of the Scholarship

	 Beginning with the history of Euroscepticism 
as an ideology, Brack and Startin’s work on the rise 
of Euroscepticism leading up to the 2014 European 
Parliament elections is very convincing and widely 
accepted. As for Brexit, it is interesting that Fetzer 
and Vasilopoulou propose different theories of what 
prompted support for leaving the EU. Despite being 
a matter of domestic policy, Fetzer ties the UK’s 
austerity measures following the Financial Crisis to 
support for UKIP and the Leave campaign, while 
Vasilopoulou places more emphasis on declining 
public opinion of the EU. Vasilopoulou’s article, 
however, seems to be missing a more in-depth 
exploration of the immigration debate’s impact on 
the British public’s opinion of the EU. One of the 
main arguments in favor of Brexit was regaining full 

control of the country’s immigration policy, so it is 
sensible to believe that immigration concerns also 
bolstered support for the Leave campaign.

And lastly, concerning the economic 
consequences of Brexit, it would be worthwhile 
to elaborate on Biscari’s predictions. Slowing 
migration from the EU 27 to the UK, for example, 
would negatively impact industries that rely on 
migrant labor, though those numbers could be offset 
by domestic labor or immigration from outside the 
EU. One must consider, however, that the UK may 
not be as attractive to immigrants from outside the 
EU due to the increased difficulty they would face 
accessing EU economies. UK deregulation could 
make the UK more competitive and economically 
attractive, but it could also create the opposite 
effect, making business with its largest trading 
partners in the EU more difficult due to incompatible 
regulations. With the rules of commerce in limbo, 
businesses may incur higher transaction costs and 
face logistical challenges.

	 Conclusion

	 To surmise, this paper sought to understand 
Euroscepticism and its many iterations. To do this, 
it considered the diverse ways Euroscepticism 
has been expressed, both historically and across 
ideological divides; it analyzed what scholars 
attributed to the result of the 2016 Brexit 
referendum; and it hypothesized about the 
impending consequences of the UK’s withdrawal 
from the EU. The UK’s singular position within 
the Eurosceptic movement will continue to be the 
subject of scholarly interest as the country charts a 
new and uncertain path outside the EU.
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	 Introduction

In the complex landscape of global economic 
partnerships, the interplay between the European 
Union (EU) and individual European countries 
with African-Caribbean-Pacific (ACP) nations 
has raised questions about the equity of economic 
benefits. This paper examines the complex dynamics 
of economic partnership agreements (EPAs), 
investigating whether the benefits derived by the EU 
and individual member states from these agreements 
intentionally exhibit disproportionality in terms of 
domestic economic stimulation and overall GDP 
growth. Exploring mostly qualitative dimensions 
incorporating quantitative context when applicable 
will aid in understanding the nuanced factors 
contributing to potential inequities, shedding light on 
the intricacies of these international collaborations 
and their implications for global economic relations. 
By investigating the intricate web of diplomatic, 
historical, and economic factors, this study seeks 
to provide a comprehensive understanding of the 
complexities surrounding economic cooperation 
between the EU, European nations, and ACP 
countries. 

EPAs are contracts written up between the 
EU and individual ACP countries. These contracts 
solidify the guidelines regarding contemporary 
reciprocal trade negotiations. This can encompass 
every aspect of economic life in terms of goods and 
services traded, intellectual property rights, customs 
regimes, government procurement, investment 
regulations and protections, and competition policy. 

The EPAs between Europe and Africa, 
the Caribbean, and the Pacific Territories serve 
as a compelling case study. This intricate dance 
between Europe’s economic interests and its alleged 
commitment to providing developing nations 
with economic stimulation reveals a multifaceted 
approach to international relations. The language 

and logistics of the EPAs, examined in this 
comprehensive analysis, are shaped by a pragmatic 
consideration of domestic advancement. The 
historical context of Europe’s extensive foreign aid 
efforts plays a pivotal role in informing the strategies 
and goals of these contemporary trade agreements. 
By dissecting Europe’s foreign aid history, this 
study aims to unravel the intricate web of influences 
that guide the formulation and execution of EPAs, 
ultimately shedding light on how Europe leverages 
its partnerships to maximize economic benefits. 
The discussion is organized into five sections. The 
first section delves into the historical and theoretical 
literature on the economic and political relationship 
between the EU, including its member-states, and 
the ACP regions. The subsequent sections provide 
an overview of EU-ACP EPAs, review analysis 
methods, and discuss potential economic advantages 
of the EU, with the fifth section focusing on 
economic advantages in EU member-states as a case 
study. 

Though there is substantial research on 
these economic partnerships—and many scholars 
have even alluded to their inherent inequality—
there is still a significant lack of an empirical 
approach that will uncover the mechanisms that 
contribute to this inequality. This analysis will 
expand on previous research by examining the 
factors that truly influence Europe’s economic 
advantage rather than outlining and timelining the 
historical contexts that have led to current EPAs. 
Language and terms of agreements, general power 
dynamics between former colonizers and their 
liberated colonies, and economic power imbalances 
all have significant influence over the economic 
growth of all respective partners. Europe is a much 
more economically stable continent, whereas 
ACP countries find themselves more in need of 
a stimulated economy to tend to humanitarian 
crises and poverty issues, making it imperative 

The European Union and Economic Partnership Agreements: A 
Comprehensive Analysis of Europe’s Economic Success through EPAs 

Anaiah Lightner, Class of 2025
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to investigate the nature of these relations from a 
critical lens.  

	 Historical and Theoretical Context

The late 19th century witnessed the 
emergence of seven Western European world 
powers engaged in an unprecedented wave of 
invasion, annexation, division, and colonization of 
approximately 10% of African territories, signaling 
the onset of a period known as “New Imperialism.” 
By the mid-20th century, this imperialistic footprint 
had expanded dramatically, encompassing nearly 
90% of African lands and leaving only a handful of 
countries with their independence intact. While the 
motives behind Western Europe’s occupation might 
seem egotistically driven, a closer examination 
reveals that economic success was the pivotal factor 
shaping this imperialistic era. 

Writers of Marxist theory, such as Vladimir 
Lenin and J. A. Hobson, suggest that as the industrial 
revolution swept through Europe, transforming the 
continent into a technological powerhouse, markets 
became saturated, necessitating expansion beyond 
European borders (Rodney 1970). Other economists 
credit the so-called “scramble for Africa” for 
conflicts between European trading posts and inland 
African states which led to a fight for control over 
the flow and taxation of goods (Dun and Englebert 
2019). Private European entrepreneurs then 
demanded protection or annexation from their states 
(Press 2015). While there are other widely accepted 
theories as to the factors that provoked the scramble 
that are unrelated to economic motivations, we will 
focus our study on these related theories to provide 
further context in terms of economic partnerships. 

This quest for economic dominance led to 
Western Europe’s extensive history of colonialism, 
foreign occupation, and a profound influence 
on global trade relations. The repercussions of 
this occupation lingered for decades, sparking a 
protracted struggle for independence across African 
nations. By the 1960s, decolonization had largely 
succeeded, but newly independent African countries 
found themselves in need of both humanitarian and 
economic assistance (Oliver 2014). Initially, ACP 

countries were wary of the agreements since there 
was already access to European markets. However, 
pressure from European diplomats leveraging a 
potential loss of import duty revenues and the threat 
of billion-dollar European corporations shutting 
down local businesses twisted the arm of African 
leaders, resulting in the modern EPAs (Chimanikire 
2019). 

The shifting dynamics between Europe and 
Africa evolved into a discourse centered on free 
trade and financial aid. The inaugural agreement, 
the 1963 Yaounde Convention, solidified economic 
ties between over 20 African states (formerly under 
Belgian and French occupation) and the European 
community. Lasting for five years, the Yaounde 
Convention was succeeded by the Lome Agreement, 
a response to the shortcomings of its predecessor. 
The Lome Agreement, signed in 1975 between 
the European community and 71 ACP countries, 
prioritized the interests of Francophone nations 
within its framework, incorporating the UK in 
1973. Implemented in 1976, the Lome Convention 
underwent periodic reviews every five years, 
ultimately expiring in 2000 (Nowak 2019). 

The subsequent Cotonou Agreement, 
emerging as the successor to the Lome Agreement, 
maintained a similar model while aligning more 
closely with the guidelines and regulations of 
the World Trade Organization (WTO) regarding 
liberalized trade. This transition reflected an 
evolving global economic landscape and Europe’s 
commitment to adapting its agreements to 
contemporary international trade norms. Through 
these historical agreements, the economic 
relationship between Europe and the ACP countries 
has evolved, highlighting the intricate interplay 
between power imbalances, colonial legacies, 
economic interests, and the changing dynamics of 
global trade (Chimanikire 2019). 

The dependency theory provides some 
context as to the unbalanced power dynamics that 
arise when a less-developed country, or in our 
case multiple regions, engages in an economic 
relationship with a developed capitalist country. 
Originally developed by Raúl Prebisch, the 
dependency theory categorizes these less-developed 
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regions as the “periphery” and the developed 
capitalist regions as the “center” (Romaniuk 2017). 
The argument posits that there is a flow of resources 
from periphery nations to wealthier core states, 
ultimately benefiting the latter at the expense of 
the former. Dependency theorists, including Hans 
Singer and Raul Prebisch, noted a decline in the 
terms of trade, a ratio that reflects the number of 
units of exports that are needed to buy a single unit 
of imports, for underdeveloped countries compared 
to developed ones over time. This decline meant that 
underdeveloped nations were only able to receive 
a limited number of manufactured goods imported 
from developed countries in exchange for a set 
amount of their raw material exports. This control 
mechanism ensures that all profits in less developed 
countries are funneled directly into developed 
nations, impeding domestic reinvestment, causing 
capital flight, and ultimately hindering economic 
growth (B.N. Ghosh 2001). 

All of this foreknowledge will help guide our 
exploration into the central research question: Do 
the EU and its individual member-states’ economies 
intentionally benefit from EPAs at the expense of 
ACP countries and, if so, what factors contribute to 
this inequity? 

	 Overview of EU-ACP Economic 			 
	 Partnership Agreements

Donald Peter Chimanikire (2019) provides 
a concise yet comprehensive criticism of EPAs 
and their lack of language protecting the economic 
interests of both partners by mitigating the 
ability of Europe to unfairly profit off the ACP 
countries, specifically in sub-Saharan Africa. 
Chimanikire infers that many African nations 
have fallen dependent on European trade to stay 
afloat (Chimanikire 2019). The dependency 
theory reaffirms Chimanikire’s view, detailing the 
underlying conditions for dependency, including 
exporting firms being primarily owned by 
foreigners, exports being dominated by one—or a 
few—commodities, the export sector dominating 
the economy, imports being larger in relation to 
GDP, and mineral and petroleum products being 

produced under conditions of vertical integration, 
all of which are consistent with the factors found 
in Chimanikire’s argument (B.N. Ghosh 2001). 
Despite increased spending, the overall global share 
of EU trade with Africa has been declining. Africa’s 
key exports are mainly raw materials—notably 
crude oil. The EU focuses its trade priorities with 
South Africa, Nigeria, Libya, and Algeria as all five 
ACP nations still export raw materials to Europe 
and engage in a ready market for European goods, 
reinforcing that one of the EU’s biggest driving 
factors in terms of trade partnerships is access to raw 
materials. This aligns with the dependency theory’s 
underlying conditions. 

The most recent EPAs are, however, 
designed to encourage sustainable development in 
ACP countries, enhance regional integration within 
the ACP, and contribute to the reduction of poverty. 
As expected with an EPA, each involved nation 
should have equal negotiating power as well as be 
mutually benefitting and stimulating their economy, 
which is a clear result in terms of Europe’s access 
to desirable raw materials. For this partnership to 
function as intended, the GDPs of both EU member-
states and ACP partner countries should experience 
a more paralleled increase with a relatively balanced 
ratio of exports and imports contributing to their 
GDP growth when compared to their other foreign 
trade partners, given the EU’s predominant access to 
African trade markets. 

To the contrary, however, Chimanikire 
asserts that Africa’s economic development would 
benefit more significantly if there was an increased 
supply percentage of raw materials circulating 
through intra-regional and intra-continental markets 
instead. Chimanikire effectively concludes that the 
EU is intentionally capitalizing by limiting resources 
for its partners to engage in domestic investment 
which could develop infrastructure, create jobs, and 
overall tackle the humanitarian and poverty-related 
crises, drastically stunting their economic growth. 
Dependency theorists concurred that less developed 
nations should decrease their reliance on the world 
market. This shift aims to allow these nations to 
engage in domestic investments that align with their 
own socio-economic needs and are less influenced 
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strategies, and their role in EPAs. The authors 
highlight Europe’s disproportionate influence within 
these agreements, ultimately facilitating a nuanced 
understanding of the developmental aspects of 
regional cooperation, partnership, and trade. 

Deimante Blavasciunaite, Lina Garsviene, 
and Kristina Matuzeviciute (2020) contribute 
significantly to economic literature by investigating 
the intricate relationship between trade balance and 
economic growth, specifically within EU countries. 
Trade balance is the difference between the value 
of a country’s imports and exports over a period 
of time and can be used as a comparative tool 
(Blavasciunaite, Garsviene, Matuzeviciute 2020). 
A positive trade balance signifies a trade surplus, 
indicating that the value of exports surpasses that 
of imports. Conversely, a negative trade balance 
denotes a trade deficit, suggesting that a country 
imports more than it exports. A country with a 
substantial trade deficit essentially borrows money 
to acquire goods and services, while a country with 
a significant trade surplus essentially lends money 
to deficit countries. Expanding on the Dependency 
Theory, trade balance can be an indicator of the 
role a country plays in its foreign trade agreements, 
whether it be of the “rich center” or “poor 
periphery”. The authors present compelling evidence 
on how economic growth and trade openness are 
linked while demonstrating how these factors 
influence the economic landscape of the EU. 

Trade has traditionally played a pivotal role 
in the economies of the Caribbean, constituting 
roughly 80% of the region’s GDP in 1999, 
surpassing the trade shares of Sub-Saharan 
countries (49%) and the global average (46%). 
However, over the past few decades, the Caribbean 
has witnessed a significant decline in its share of 
world trade, a trend shared by many developing 
countries, particularly within the ACP region, with 
the Caribbean experiencing the most substantial 
decrease. Additionally, the trade balance between 
the Caribbean and the EU has deteriorated (Bilal, 
Lodge, Szepesi 2003). 

The Caribbean has consistently expressed 
the view that its favored position would have been 
the negotiation of an all-ACP EPA. Despite its 

by external demands. Poverty and economic 
stagnation are still high within the region. 

Critics of these EPAs have effectively 
called out the EU for “Balkanizing Africa” due to 
them negotiating separate agreements with regions 
of Africa rather than Africa as a whole, causing 
tensions within intra-African trade. As a result of the 
EU member-states’ involvement in the colonization 
and subsequent poor governance within these 
African countries, the EU is responsible for the 
fragile state of many African economies. The EU 
undermines the litigation process by holding access 
to government revenues as collateral if African 
countries were to lower their tariffs. This could very 
well result in the inability of African governments to 
provide basic services such as health and education. 

There is very little manufacturing that 
is physically taking place in Africa. European 
powers did not leave an industrial base in Africa 
for effective manufacturing to take place following 
their cessation of occupation in Africa, which 
begs the question: Has Europe been intentionally 
manipulating Africa’s access to economic success 
and its ability to stimulate its own economy dating 
back to the decolonization period, and, if so, in 
what other ways has/does the EU manipulate 
these Economic Trade Agreements to increase its 
economic success while stunting that of Africans? 

A major step during the developmental stages 
of these contracts is the conversations wherein both 
partners discuss the mechanisms of development in 
regard to the guidelines and expectations involving 
access to markets and resources, stipulations and 
consequences, and technical revisions aimed 
at sustaining the trade model. Europe routinely 
exercises its power over its less economically 
appraised trading partners, beginning with the 
development of a new trade agreement (Nunn and 
Price 2010). Nunn and Price’s collaborative work 
focuses on these mechanisms of development in EU-
African relations through the evolution of the Lomé 
and Cotonou Agreements. Their research draws 
on previous scholarship on development policies 
and international agreements, while their research 
question centers on understanding the evolution 
of these agreements, their impact on development 
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lobbying, regional EPAs were established, forcing 
the Caribbean to participate in trade conversations 
with the EU, which led to its involvement with 
the process as a whole. The logistics of drafting 
and executing an EPA, however, provide serious 
challenges to the Caribbean region. One major 
issue the Caribbean government cited regarding 
these regional EPAs is the difficulty in developing 
a negotiation strategy for such an economically 
diverse group of countries. With countries like 
The Bahamas having nearly 30 times the amount 
of income per capita as Haiti, finding common 
economic goals and demands proves to be incredibly 
challenging. In every legal agreement, it is essential 
for the participating members to have the capability 
to contribute to its development, actively engage in 
all stages of negotiation, and ensure the effective 
implementation and enforcement of its provisions. 
The EU, with its well-established capitalist economy 
and extensive experience in trade agreement 
negotiations, contrasts sharply with the Caribbean, 
which grapples with limited resources and weaker 
institutions. This broader context facilitates a 
reflection on the potential socio-economic outcomes 
of the ACP-EU EPAs for the Caribbean (Bilal, 
Lodge, Szepesi 2003). 

Since the amount the Pacific ACP states 
import from the EU is small and the commodity 
composition is highly variable from year to year, 
most Caribbean countries, excluding Fiji and Papua 
New Guinea, focus their trade relationships on its 
other, more invested partners, such as Australia, 
Singapore, and New Zealand. Of greater concern 
is the possible impact on government revenues of 
any reductions in import duties. Most PACPs have 
routinely relied on import duties as their major form 
of revenue collection. Any anticipated revenue loss 
depends upon the size of the trade flows and the 
existing tariff rates. Given the lack of substantial 
imports from the EU, any EPA would appear to have 
very little impact (Dearden 2010). 

	 Methodology

The chosen research design, a mixed-
methods approach, is employed due to the nuanced 

and multi-dimensional nature of the research 
question and the diverse set of objectives. The 
research question, “Do the EU and individual 
European countries intentionally benefit 
disproportionately from EPAs with ACP countries 
and, if so, what factors contribute to this inequity?” 
necessitates a comprehensive exploration of a 
multifaceted quantitative analysis. By interweaving 
the quantitative analysis with pointed qualitative 
examinations aspects, I seek to unravel the 
complexities of economic partnerships. 

To build a foundation for our analysis, 
we will engage in qualitative examinations of the 
European Parliament and individual European 
nations’ official documents regarding foreign 
trade, which will provide valuable insights into 
the motivations, challenges, and perspectives of 
those involved in shaping economic partnerships. 
Using diplomatic communications to uncover the 
underlying motivations and regulatory language 
used in the discourse surrounding economic 
partnerships can help identify the stated goals and 
strategies of involved parties. This paper’s extensive 
literature review provides a historical and theoretical 
framework, capturing historical trends and existing 
theories on economic partnerships, laying the 
groundwork for an empirical analysis. By doing 
this, we will address the central research question 
and support the claim that trade with the EU is just 
as disadvantageous to these ACP nations as it is 
beneficial to the EU. 

	 Economic Benefits for the European Union
 

Over the past three decades, the economic 
benefits accruing to the EU’s member-states from 
its EPAs with ACP countries have manifested 
across various dimensions: The EU’s engagement 
in these agreements has facilitated enhanced market 
access, fostering increased trade and investment 
opportunities for itself (Langan and Price 2020). 
The establishment of preferential trade arrangements 
has notably bolstered the EU’s economic growth by 
providing access to diverse markets and ensuring 
a stable supply of crucial resources. Additionally, 
these EPAs have contributed to the EU’s strategic 



Spring 2024 - 15

positioning in the global market; the cultivation 
of stronger economic ties with ACP nations has 
enabled the EU to diversify its trade portfolio 
and reduce dependency on specific markets. 
This diversification serves as a risk mitigation 
strategy, particularly in the face of global economic 
uncertainties. A potential rework of the EU’s current 
economic agreements is analyzed in Mark Langan 
and Sophia Price’s 2020 article Imperialisms Past 
and Present in EU Economic Relations with North 
Africa: Assessing the Deep and Comprehensive Free 
Trade Agreement. While the EU has established 
multiple DCFTAs, none of these agreements has 
been reached with ACP countries. The article 
critically examines the historical and contemporary 
dimensions of EU economic relations with North 
Africa and seeks to project what the ramifications 
of the EU’s proposed deep and comprehensive 
free trade agreements (DCFTAs) could look 
like. Drawing on research regarding imperialism 
within Europe and economic agreements, Langan 
and Price investigate DCFTAs by assessing the 
imperialistic undertones in these agreements and 
their implications for North African countries. One 
key finding pertains to the perpetuation of historical 
imbalances within the DCFTAs. The authors argue 
that, despite the ostensibly equal terms of these trade 
agreements, historical power differentials between 
the EU and North Africa persist, influencing the 
implementation and outcomes of these potential 
economic partnerships. The findings suggest 
that economic ties established during periods of 
historical imperialism continue to influence the 
power dynamics within the DCFTAs. The economic 
interdependence fostered by these agreements 
may contribute to the perpetuation of historical 
imbalances, rather than alleviating them. This insight 
underscores the need for a nuanced understanding 
of economic relationships, acknowledging the 
complex interplay between historical legacies and 
contemporary economic engagements. 

The EU commands unparalleled influence 
as the world’s largest trading bloc, spanning the 
exchange of goods and services and serving as a 
vital hub for international investments (Ommeren, 
Poletti, and Bièvre 2021). Emile van Ommeren, Arlo 

Poletti, and Dirk De Bièvre argue two pivotal factors 
have contributed to the EU’s dominance in global 
trade, with the first being centralizing trade policy 
under supranational competence empowered the 
European Commission (EC) to efficiently formulate, 
negotiate, and enforce trade relations for the entire 
bloc. This streamlined approach enhances the EU’s 
responsiveness and coherence in international 
negotiations. Secondly, the EU’s stature as a ‘great 
trade power’ is fortified by a robust framework of 
multilateral trade rules, notably embodied in the 
General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade (GATT). 
GATT advances the interests of European exporting 
constituencies, providing predictable access to 
foreign markets, which underscores its significance. 

The EU’s advanced comprehension of the 
global trade process is demonstrated through its 
approach to establishing new trading partnerships. 
Its strategy involves careful consideration of the 
economic standing of a potential trade partner to 
inform its decision to opt for a negotiation technique 
or a more formal litigation technique. The term 
“negotiation” encompasses actions where the EU 
engages with demands and presents proposals to 
its trading partner, aiming to reach an agreement 
informally. Conversely, the classification of 
“litigation” pertains to instances where the EU opts 
for the legal pathway to eliminate a trade barrier. 
Power dynamics and the economic status in the 
form of partners’ GDP per capita have significant 
influence over Europe’s decision to use litigation 
(Ommeren, Poletti, and Bievre 2021). 

Rich in insights, Ommeren, Poletti, and 
Bievre (2021) unveil the complexities of the EU’s 
role in shaping the global trade landscape and, 
subsequently, its unmatched knowledge of global 
trade. Due to Europe’s hand in the foundational 
stages of modern global trade relations and an 
explicit heightened knowledge of the intricacies of 
the global trade process, Europe has an irrefutable 
economic advantage over its partners. Despite the 
efforts of individual member states or governments 
to establish a power balance between the EU and its 
trade partners, there is an inherent advantage tied to 
the EU, its modern global trading strategy, and its 
fundamental role in shaping the contemporary trade 
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landscape, making it challenging to rebalance power 
inequities without a systemic restructuring of global 
markets. 

The European Parliament’s 2022 Report 
on the Future of European Union-Africa Trade 
Relations acknowledges this asymmetric power 
dynamic and clearly outlines its proposed 
amendments to its partnership agreements. As we’ve 
established, the EU’s extensive familiarity with trade 
proceedings causes it to be calculated in nature, 
drawing on a variety of expert opinions and foreign-
policy analyses to inform its developments within 
global trade. This report serves as a crucial resource 
in understanding the anticipated developments in 
EU-Africa trade relations from the perspective of the 
European Parliament. The European Parliament calls 
for a reevaluation of Euro-centric endeavors at the 
expense of trade partners and embraces the positive 
transition towards a partnership characterized by 
equality, reciprocity, and mutual benefit (Tobé 
2022). This surpasses the traditional donor-
recipient dynamic, allowing both parties to pursue 
their individual interests while also identifying 
shared areas for collaboration. They lobby for 
free, fair, and sustainable trade that will effectively 
facilitate sustainable and inclusive economic 
growth and development, which should contribute 
to poverty reduction. The European Parliament’s 
acknowledgment of the imbalances within the 
EU’s EPAs and its subsequent call for action may, 
however, be a major turning point in the logistical 
development of Europe’s trade model. 

	 Economic Benefits for Individual EU 	 	
	 Member-States

For a comprehensive analysis of the overall 
economic relationship between the EU and ACP, 
delving into the specific connections between 
individual EU member states and their ACP trading 
partners is crucial. Examining individual case 
studies and elucidating the historical and economic 
dynamics that mold these trade partnerships will 
enable us to articulate the direct influence that 
these trade agreements have on overall economic 

growth more effectively. In the case of France, The 
Netherlands, and Portugal, their complex trade and 
foreign relationship with Africa began during their 
occupation of Africa. The true nuanced aspect of 
their relationship, however, is their influence during 
the de-colonial transition period, wherein these 
countries were pioneers in their efforts to draft trade 
agreements. 

Rooted in statistical, analysis Luísa Freitas’s 
book, Neocolonialism: The Relationship Between 
Portugal and Angola (2005) expands on the trade 
imbalance between Portugal and Angola. This 
trade relationship resulted in a negative trade 
balance for Angola, emphasizing a dependency 
on former colonial powers. The destruction of 
Angola’s productive sector, geared toward satisfying 
international market demands, particularly for oil, 
has left the country economically imbalanced. This 
single-product focus has created scarcity in other 
sectors, mirroring colonial-era dynamics where 
former colonial powers import goods. Portugal’s 
multidimensional impact on Angola extends beyond 
economics, involving the destruction of political 
structures, cultures, religions, and languages, 
reminiscent of colonial strategies.

Current realities in Angola echo historical 
patterns, with tax deductions benefiting elites 
and investors, often tied to the former President 
dos Santos’s family. Oil and gas dominate the 
GDP, highlighting an export-driven economy, and 
maintaining a significant economic gap between 
elites and citizens. Freitas argues that Portugal’s 
historical use of “development” as a guise for 
exploitation continues has influenced Angola’s 
economic structure and perpetuates its dependence 
on international trade. 

Portugal’s economic domination persists, 
shaping Angolan national production and 
maintaining control despite the shift from direct 
to indirect influence. Investments portrayed 
as contributions to Angola’s development are 
scrutinized, revealing that Portuguese companies 
primarily benefit from these actions. Despite various 
projects and partnerships, inequality and poverty 
in Angola have surged, emphasizing the disparity 
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between the nations, particularly economically. 
Freitas contends that Portugal’s influence over 
Angola’s economic system persists, raising 
questions about the genuine impact of purported 
developmental investments.

During the final years of colonization, 
as Angola experienced growth, Portugal not 
only mirrored that growth but also consistently 
overperformed due to its consistently obtained share 
of the funds circulating through Angola’s economy. 
The proximity began to change in the final years 
of the independence wars and more abruptly after 
Angola gained independence. As the independence 
war was ending, there was a slight deviation in 
Portugal’s GDP and national income from Angola’s; 
however, following independence, this difference 
was more apparent. In the years after the separation 
of both states’ economies, both countries saw a 
decrease in growth and income. This concurrent 
decline only changed for Portugal when it became 
a member state of the EU in 1986. This suggests 
that the growth of Angola’s economic capacities 
was not just beneficial, but also interlinked with the 
improvement of Portugal’s economic standing. The 
figures below reflect the GDP per adult as well as 
the national average income of both Portugal and 
Angola from 1954 until 2018. 

Figure 1: 
Graphic elaborated by Luisa Feitas with data 
retrieved from (World Inequality Database, 2021) 

 
Figure 2: 
Graphic elaborated by Luisa Feitas with data 
retrieved from (World Inequality Database, 2021) 

Even today, Portugal is still exploiting its 
economic ties with Angola to further its economic 
gain, despite knowing the ramifications this 
will and has had on Angola’s fragile economy. 
In 2021, the Portuguese government approved 
a guarantee of a 252.5-million-euro loan to the 
Angolan National Bank to fund the development 
of a Naval Base. At face value, the loan reads as 
an investment into Angola’s infrastructure and 
subsequently its economy by providing labor and 
infrastructure. In reality, the benefactors from this 
development are overwhelmingly Portuguese, 
including Mota Engil, a Portuguese construction 
company, and the Portuguese banks via interests 
paid for the loan. Even the export partners of oil 
and gas moguls, who will have better access to 
the petrol region, see positive economic growth 
from this loan before Angola’s economy. These 
investments overwhelmingly seek to stimulate 
Portugal’s economy despite the facade that the 
Portuguese Government has vested interests in 
Angola’s infrastructure and economic development. 
Emmanuelle Lavallée and Julie Lochard (2012) find 
a similar exploitive relationship in the context of 
Franco-African trade relations post-independence, 
drawing on existing research on neo-colonialism 
and international trade between France and the sub-
Saharan African region. 

The Netherlands published a statement titled 
Africa Strategy: Government Presents Integrated 
Approach to Cooperation with Africa (2020), 
highlighting its intended partnership development 
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agenda and providing insights into its integrated 
approach to cooperation with Africa in addition to 
projecting trading development between the Dutch 
and Africa until the 2030s. The Netherlands is 
working towards intensifying its collaboration with 
Africa by increasing investments in a more targeted 
and sustainable manner. This strategic approach aims 
to position the Netherlands and the EU as appealing 
partners for African countries. The goal is to foster 
cooperation on transnational challenges such as 
migration, energy transition, security, food security, 
and most notably trade. The Africa Strategy, 
presented to the Dutch House of Representatives by 
the Minister for Foreign Trade and Development 
Cooperation, Liesje Schreinemacher, and Minister 
of Foreign Affairs Wopke Hoekstra, outlines these 
efforts to enhance engagement and partnership 
between the Netherlands and African nations 
(Government of the Netherlands 2020). This 
statement draws on policy documents and official 
statements made by the Dutch Government and 
the EU using historical knowledge to formulate an 
effective course of action. 

The complex trade and foreign relationship 
between Africa and France, The Netherlands, and 
Portugal began during the latter’s occupation of 
Africa. However, the true nuanced aspect of their 
relationship is the European countries’ influence 
during the de-colonial transition period, wherein 
these countries were pioneers in their efforts to draft 
trade agreements. 

	 Conclusion

The research on EPAs within the EU context 
reveals systematic imbalances in economic benefits 
and opportunities. Key findings indicate that, while 
EPAs have facilitated increased EU imports from 
ACP nations, the reciprocal EU imports to ACP 
countries have been less pronounced. The EU 
tends to exploit its market knowledge to dictate 
terms of agreements in a way that significantly 
boosts its economy, exacerbating existing economic 
disparities. 

These imbalances hold significant 
implications for EU-ACP economic relations. The 

research highlights the need for a more equitable 
distribution of benefits to ensure sustainable and 
inclusive development, going so far as suggesting 
that ACP nations withdraw completely from world 
markets to grow their economies. It raises questions 
about the effectiveness of current EPA structures 
in addressing the unique needs of ACP nations and 
calls for a reevaluation of the terms to foster a more 
mutually beneficial partnership.

In the broader context of international 
economic partnerships, these findings contribute to a 
nuanced understanding of the complex dependency 
structures involved. Policymakers should consider 
recalibrating EPAs to promote fair trade practices, 
address structural inequalities, and prioritize ACP 
development. 
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Coverage of the Iraq War: Voices and Frames in the New York Times 
Racheal Vargo, Class of 2024

	 Introduction

	 At the beginning of 2003, news of a potential 
U.S. invasion of Iraq inundated the pages of 
newspapers. While the perceived job of the media 
is to provide an objective account of an event that 
equally encompasses all perspectives, that may not 
have been the case in the lead-up to the Iraq war. 
Due to a combination of Bush’s rally effect and 
indexing, the Bush administration became one of  
the most frequently quoted sources in the papers. 
In fact, many papers cited Bush and other 
administration officials about intelligence regarding 
weapons of mass destruction (WMDs) and pro-war 
efforts. Additionally, because the administration was 
so frequently cited, Bush was given the ability to 
frame the war in any way he wanted, and he did so 
by developing links between the war on terror and 
Iraq. This persistent frame that the invasion of Iraq 
was an extension of 9/11 and the subsequent war on 
terror gave the public a rationale for the invasion of 
the country.
	 While many scholars have concluded that 
the media gave the American public a one-sided pro-
war perspective of the war, an examination of six 
New York Times articles demonstrates the opposite. 
However, it is important to note that the six articles 
range from January 1, 2003, to January 30, 2003, and 
do not fully encapsulate the months leading up to 
the war. Additionally, the articles were hand-picked 
rather than randomly sampled, thus creating bias. 
Nonetheless, the results are quite fascinating. While 
I expected the Bush administration and a pro-war 
frame to dominate the articles, I found the results 
were more varied: I found a mix of frames, including 
a United Nations frame, an anti-war frame, a war on 
terror frame, a WMD frame, and a pro-war frame. 
Additionally, while Bush administration officials 
were quoted, they were not cited frequently. Instead, 
many of the voices were varied as well, including 
international and U.N. voices and those of critics.  

	 Frames and Voices

The most prevalent frames were an anti-war 
frame and a United Nations frame. Following this was 
a WMD frame, a war on terror frame, and a pro-war 
frame. The articles “Modest Turnout in Pakistan for 
Anti-U.S. Demonstrations” (Rohde 2003) and, to a 
lesser degree, “Weapons Inspectors Will Ask U.N. for 
More Time in Iraq” (Sciolino 2003) demonstrate the 
anti-war frame. The anti-war frame is accomplished 
through the inclusion of international voices opposed 
to the war. For example, the international voices in 
Rohde’s article include leaders of religious parties 
that encouraged Pakistanis to protest a potential 
U.S. attack on Iraq. The main voice was that of 
Maulana Samilul Haq, one of the religious leaders 
and a Taliban supporter. While the protests were 
small, only measuring around six thousand people 
across six cities, the protests demonstrated anger 
towards the U.S. One of the reasons for the protests, 
Rohde writes, was the ‘American highhandedness’ 
regarding policies in Iraq. Sciolino’s article similarly 
demonstrates an anti-war frame, albeit to a lesser 
extent. The article states that Dr. Mohamed ElBaradei, 
Director of the U.N.’s International Atomic Energy 
Agency, and Hans Blix, Head of the U.N. Monitoring, 
Verification and Inspection Commission, both of 
whom are cited in the article, will ask the U.N. for 
more time to carry out weapons inspections to avoid 
a potential war. The two inspectors also articulated 
that war was ‘the worst scenario’ and, if war could 
be avoided, their extra time would be ‘well spent,’ 
articulating a clear anti-war position.

On the other hand, Sciolino’s article also 
demonstrates a U.N. frame, which highlights the 
lack of support of an invasion from the U.N. The 
prominent voice supporting the U.N. frame is French 
President Jacques Chirac. Chirac, who supported 
extending the inspectors’ time, stated that the 
inspectors could make “serious conclusions” that 
may sway the international community. Furthermore, 



Spring 2024 - 21

Chirac stated, “It’s the responsibility of the Security 
Council and the Security Council alone to make a 
decision regarding the report and also the requests of 
the inspectors” (Sciolino 2003).

Another U.N. frame is brought about by 
Knowlton’s article, “U.S. Says ‘Final Phase’ Begins 
on Iraq as Allies Urge More Time.” Similarly to the 
anti-war frames, international voices set the tone. 
While many welcomed the announcement that Powell, 
in the coming weeks, would offer more intelligence 
on Iraq, there was still a large amount of opposition. 
German Chancellor Gerhard Schröder stated that the 
intelligence question “must be treated in the Security 
Council and only there” (Knowlton 2003). In addition, 
the European Union’s foreign policy chief, Javier 
Solana, stated that the Security Council should remain 
“the center of gravity” (Knowlton 2003). Another voice 
was that of Australian Prime Minister John Howard, 
who stated that Powell’s presentation puts the matter 
at “the feet of the Security Council, where the matter 
belongs” (Knowlton 2003). There was also opposition 
from NATO, specifically France, Germany, Belgium, 
and Luxembourg, who prevented a request by the U.S. 
for military assistance. The four countries wanted to 
ensure inspectors had been given enough time. Bush 
administration officials Ari Fleischer, chief spokesman 
for Bush, and John Negroponte, US ambassador to the 
U.N., were briefly quoted in the article.

A third frame, brought on by Schmemann’s 
article, “Iraq Gave no New Evidence in Arms Report, 
Inspector Says,” that can be seen is the WMD frame, 
which questions whether there are WMDs in Iraq. 
The primary voices, Blix and ElBaradei, stated that 
if they had found a ‘smoking gun,’ they would have 
already reported it to the Security Council. However, 
no new evidence has been acquired. Because of 
this lack of new evidence, inspectors said there are 
not high levels of confidence that there are no more 
WMDs. However, Bush Administration official John 
Negroponte was also briefly quoted, stating that Iraq’s 
unwillingness to cooperate with inspectors was an 
attempt to deceive and should result in a material 
breach (Schmemann 2003).

A fourth frame outlined in the articles is a war 
on terror frame, which framed the invasion of Iraq as 
an extension of 9/11 and the subsequent war on terror, 

prominently seen in the article “Bush Enlarges Case 
for War by Linking Iraq with Terrorists” (Gordon 
2003). One voice of the article is President Bush, 
who stated that Iraq was hiding terrorists and that 
Hussein could give them WMDs to attack the U.S. 
The article notes that for many, “protecting the nation 
against terrorists is a far more persuasive rationale for 
going to war” (Gordon 2003). However, the article 
also includes voices critical of President Bush. For 
example, it quotes a letter from the CIA to Congress 
stating Iraq was “unlikely to orchestrate terrorist 
attacks in the United States unless Washington struck 
Iraq first” (Gordon 2003). Kenneth M. Pollack, a 
former CIA expert, was also quoted stating, “There 
is still skepticism around the world that Saddam 
would give weapons of mass destruction to terrorists” 
(Gordon 2003).
	 The final frame outlined in “Senate Presses 
White House to Disclose Evidence Against Iraq” 
(Stout 2003) demonstrates not only a pro-war frame 
but also one about transparency. The main voices 
were from the Senate Foreign Relations Committee. 
Senator Joe Biden expressed anger at U.S. allies for 
not supporting a military campaign, stating, “Every 
world leader in Europe and the Middle East knows 
he’s in material breach” (Stout 2003). In addition, 
Biden stated that the American people should be fully 
informed, demanding more clarity from the White 
House. Another voice was that of Deputy Defense 
Secretary Richard Armitage. Armitage stated that 
Powell’s presentation in Iraq in the coming weeks 
would “try to lay this out for the world” (Stout 2003). 
Powell’s presentation, which discussed evidence 
of WMDs in Iraq, was a critical piece in the U.S.’s 
attempt to go to war. Thus, in trying to ‘lay it out 
for the world,’ it was an attempt to get the U.N. to 
support an invasion of Iraq. Furthermore, he stated 
that if Hussein “doesn’t turn on the light, the lights 
will be turned on peacefully or forcibly,” meaning if 
Hussein does not come clean about WMDs, the U.S. 
will invade (Stout 2003).

	 Comparison to Other Scholars’ Findings
	
	 The findings of the six articles will be 
compared to the findings of “Whose Views Made 
the News? Media Coverage and the March to War 
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in Iraq” (Hayes and Guardino 2010) and “Shaping 
Public Opinion: The 9/11-Iraq Connection in the 
Bush Administration’s Rhetoric” (Gershkoff and 
Kushner 2005). In their study concerning media 
coverage prior to the Iraq War, Hayes and Guardino 
found that the Bush administration was the most 
cited source, followed by Iraqi, foreign, and military 
sources (73). Regarding my findings, only one of 
my articles is consistent with Hayes and Guardino’s 
findings; “Bush Enlarges Case for War by Linking 
Iraq with Terrorists” (Gordon 2003) quoted the 
Bush administration many times throughout the 
article. As for my other articles, I found that the 
Bush administration was not the main voice of the 
articles. Instead, many of the voices were foreign or 
that of weapons inspectors (U.N. officials). The Bush 
administration was quoted at varying rates and, for a 
majority of the articles, was not a dominant voice.  
	 As for Gershkoff’s and Kushner’s study, 
the authors examined Bush’s rhetoric in the months 
leading up to the Iraq war. The authors found that 
the Bush administration framed the Iraq war as an 
extension of the war on terror, linking words such 
as Iraq and Hussein with words such as terror and al 
Qaeda (528). Gordon’s article was once again the only 
article to match Gershkoff and Kushner’s findings, as 
it had a clear frame of extending the Iraq war as a war 
on terror, which could be seen not only throughout 
the article but in the title as well. However, the war 
on terror frame was not prominent among the other 
articles. The most prominent frame was an anti-war 
frame and a U.N. frame. The articles also consisted 
of other frames, including a pro-war and transparency 
frame and whether or not Iraq had WMDs. Overall, 
my findings were inconsistent with those of Hayes 
and Guardino and Gershkoff and Kushner. Only one 
article was consistent with the authors’ findings.  

	 Evaluation

	 Overall, I found that the six articles were 
inconsistent with the results of other scholars. Many 
scholars have found that the Bush Administration 
framed the Iraq war as an extension of the war on 
terror and the administration is the most quoted 
source. While only one of the articles I analyzed 

overwhelmingly quoted Bush and used the war on 
terror frame, the other five articles varied in terms of 
frames and voices quoted—I found anti-war frames, 
U.N. frames, a pro-war frame, a transparency frame, 
and a WMD frame. Additionally, many sources were 
quoted across the articles, such as U.N. officials, 
world leaders, U.S. senators, Bush, and other 
members of his administration.  
	 While most scholars acknowledge the one-
sidedness of the media leading up to the war, that 
is, the media’s tendency to predominantly cover the 
Bush administration’s views and perspectives of 
the war, this begs the question of how well the New 
York Times informed their readers. Interestingly, 
based on the six articles I analyzed, the New York 
Times actually provided a well-rounded coverage 
of the events leading up to the war, which I was not 
expecting. I thought the news would be filled with 
pro-Bush/pro-war rhetoric, but this was not the case. 
The New York Times highlighted pro-war and anti-
war perspectives, and they seemed to focus heavily 
on international opposition to the war, as well as 
promoting the idea that the U.N. Security Council 
should decide whether or not war happens. The 
New York Times also put opposing perspectives in 
conversation. For example, in the article “Iraq Gave 
no New Evidence in Arms Report, Inspector Says,” 
perspectives from Blix and ElBaradei are offered, as 
well as the opposing views of John Negroponte.  
Interestingly, and perhaps most importantly, the New 
York Times offered skepticism about the prudence of 
a potential invasion. For example, in “Bush Enlarges 
Case for War by Linking Iraq with Terrorist,” the 
article discusses Bush’s rhetoric in connecting the 
Iraq war and the war on terror. However, the article 
also articulates issues with Bush’s stance by including 
the CIA letter stating that it is unlikely Iraq would 
organize terrorist attacks. In addition, the article 
quotes a former CIA expert who also voiced his 
skepticism. Overall, the New York Times offered the 
American public a well-rounded perspective of the 
events leading up to the Iraq war. 
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	 Introduction
	
	 Voting is a fundamental right and an essential 
element of any democracy, and for citizens aged 18 
and above in the United States, participating in the 
electoral process is often regarded as a crucial civic 
responsibility. Despite representing a significant 
portion of the population, the voter turnout rates 
among the youth demographic, specifically aged 
18 to 24, consistently trail behind those of other 
age groups (File 2014). The underlying reasons 
for this disparity are multifaceted and intricate, 
encompassing factors such as inadequate interest or 
knowledge, obstacles in accessing polling stations, 
and feelings of alienation from the political process. 
To address this critical issue and foster a more 
inclusive democracy, it is imperative to examine the 
relationship between registration and voting policies 
and their influence on youth voter registration and 
turnout.
	 Numerous policies and practices are 
frequently debated in relation to youth voter turnout, 
including voter ID laws, early voting opportunities, 
and registration procedures. The examination of 
these policies throughout this paper will explore 
whether and how policies impact the accessibility, 
convenience, and awareness of the voting process 
for young voters. For instance, it will investigate 
if voter ID laws discourage young voters lacking 
the required identification, while simultaneously 
examining whether early voting opportunities 
attract those facing time constraints due to work 
or education commitments. Furthermore, the 
analysis will determine if registration procedures 
are perceived as cumbersome or time-consuming, 
potentially deterring young voters from registering.
	 One particular policy that has garnered 
significant attention is preregistration, which allows 
individuals to register to vote before reaching the 
eligible age. Preregistration represents an innovative 
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means of promoting voter participation, especially 
among young voters in the electoral process 
(Holbein and Hillygus 2016). Delving deeper into 
the specific impact of preregistration along with 
other voting policies on youth voter registration and 
turnout will contribute to a broader understanding 
of how to foster increased youth engagement in the 
democratic process.
 	
	 Literature Review

	 For several decades, political scholars and 
policy makers have been concerned about the 
declining rates of political participation among 
young Americans. Since being granted the right to 
vote in 1972, only 53 percent of 18 to 29-year-olds 
have cast ballots, and by 2000, this number had 
dropped to a historical low of 36 percent (Wolfinger 
and Rosenstone 1980). Moreover, from 2000 to 
2012, the turnout gap between 18 to 29-year-
olds and 30 to 44-year-olds averaged 14 percent, 
highlighting the significant decline in political 
engagement among the young population (CIRCLE 
2015). Low levels of turnout among young 
Americans have been attributed to various factors, 
including lower levels of resources among young 
people which can impede their ability to participate 
in the political process (Squire, Wolfinger, and 
Glass 1987). Furthermore, younger Americans are 
less likely to have the psychological affiliations 
and attachments that are thought to be critical for 
political engagement, making it challenging for them 
to connect with the issues and candidates (Timpone 
1998; Highton and Wolfinger 2001).

One significant barrier that young voters face 
is higher administrative red-tape when it comes to 
participating in the electoral process. Newly eligible 
voters may be unfamiliar with the registration 
system, including how and where to register to 
vote, making them more likely to miss registration 
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windows or be unaware of election day requirements 
(McDonald 2009). Even if these informational 
costs are relatively small, they may be enough to 
deter young voters from participating in political 
activities. Additionally, geographic mobility can 
exacerbate these costs by requiring young voters 
to re-register in a new location, making turnout 
even less likely (Highton 2000; McDonald 2008; 
Ansolabehere, Hersh, and Shepsle 2012). Overall, 
the reasons behind low youth turnout rates are varied 
and complex, with the persistent gap in voter turnout 
rates between young Americans and older citizens 
remaining stubbornly high.

Preregistration laws have been proposed as 
a solution to the low voter turnout rates of young 
Americans. These laws allow citizens under the 
age of 18 to add their names to registration rolls 
before they are eligible to vote (McDonald and 
Thornburg 2010), such as when they apply for a 
driver’s license. This process lowers the institutional 
obstacles of engaging in the political process, 
making it easier for young people to participate 
in elections. Proponents of preregistration argue 
that it will reduce the “voting costs” for young 
people and remove any barriers to voting on 
Election Day (Cherry 2011). In fact, Congressman 
Edward Markey (D-MA) introduced “The 
Gateway to Democracy Act” in the U.S. House of 
Representatives, which aimed to create a nationwide 
preregistration law. He argued that it is in the best 
interest of the country to make it as easy as possible 
for young people to go to the polls for the first time, 
and by completing the paperwork ahead of time, 
the barrier for entry on Election Day is functionally 
eliminated (U.S. Congress 2004).

While there have been few attempts 
to empirically evaluate the effectiveness of 
preregistration laws, some research indicates that it 
can increase turnout rates among young voters. In 
one study, it was found that pre-registrants in Florida 
and Hawaii were 4.7 percent more likely to vote in 
the 2008 election than those who registered after 
they turned 18 (McDonald and Thornburg 2010). 
Many politicians, journalists, and policy advocates 
have supported preregistration reforms, arguing that 
by reducing the barriers to voting the youth turnout 

will increase as a result. By filling out an application 
nearly identical to a regular voting registration form, 
minors add themselves to a queue, automatically 
activated upon reaching voting eligibility at age 
18. Pre-registrants are entered into the state’s voter 
database as a pending registration that becomes 
active when the individual becomes eligible to 
vote. Preregistration laws could encourage more 
young people to participate in the political process 
by providing them with a sense of civic duty and a 
means to become more informed about the issues 
and candidates (Lijphart 1997).

However, some scholars argue that any 
relationship between preregistration and turnout 
is spurious, an artifact of unobserved levels of 
political interest, motivation, or propensity to vote 
(Erikson 1981; Highton 1997; Martinez and Hill 
1999; Berinsky, Burns, and Traugott 2001; Highton 
2004; Ansolabehere and Konisky 2006; Kousser 
and Mullin 2007; Hanmer 2009; Keele and Minozzi 
2013; Burden and Neiheisel 2013; Burden et al. 
2014). This means that individuals particularly 
interested in politics may be more likely to 
preregister while simultaneously being more likely 
to vote, thereby creating a false relationship between 
preregistration and voter turnout. This explanation 
has been offered to account for the null findings 
that have become so common in casual analyses of 
the impact of other electoral reforms, such as early 
voting and vote-by-mail (Lijphart 1997).

Despite these concerns, there are distinct 
features of preregistration laws that should increase 
the likelihood that the reform will effectively 
increase youth turnout. Although removing obstacles 
to voting might not automatically translate into high 
turnout among the unmotivated and unengaged, 
preregistration laws could increase engagement 
among young people by encouraging them to 
register early. Preregistration laws could also 
lead to better and more targeted outreach efforts 
by political campaigns and community groups, 
which could further increase voter participation 
(Hillygus and Shields 2009; Hersh 2014). Thus, 
while the relationship between preregistration and 
voter turnout remains a contentious issue, there 
are reasons to believe that this reform could be an 
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effective way to increase youth engagement in the 
electoral process.

One benefit of preregistration is that it 
removes a barrier to participation when individuals 
are more likely to be interested in politics — during 
a political election (Freedman, Franz, and Goldstein 
2004). Even though 16-year-olds may not be eligible 
to vote in an election, they can still join the political 
system and become familiar with the process during 
a heightened salience of an electoral campaign. This 
early integration into the political system may have 
a long-term impact on political engagement, as it 
sets habitual forces in action (Plutzer 2002; Fowler 
2006; Meredith 2009) and changes a young person’s 
identity as a participant rather than an outsider, 
leading to increased efficacy, attentiveness, and 
participation in future elections (Bryan et al. 2011).

Preregistration is a type of reform that brings 
in new voters rather than retaining existing voters, 
such as early-voting laws do (Burden et al. 2014). 
It also benefits from other supporting institutions, 
such as most individuals who preregister do so 
when they apply for a driver’s license, which is a 
rite of passage for many young people that marks a 
new level of independence and responsibility. This 
“status change” signals to young people that they are 
now adults and have a responsibility to participate 
in the democratic process. Preregistration programs 
have been found to be particularly effective in 
increasing turnout among young people who may 
not have considered voting before, as it provides 
a concrete step that they can take to demonstrate 
their commitment to civic engagement (Hillygus 
and Shields 2009). Research has also found that 
preregistration programs can increase the likelihood 
that young people will remain registered to vote and 
continue to participate in elections over the long 
term.

Additionally, preregistration is reinforced 
by supporting institutions such as high schools, 
where many eligible individuals for preregistration 
programs are likely to be. Exposure to a civics 
curriculum in high school has been linked to 
increased turnout later in life (Niemi and Junn 
2005), and some states require election officials to 
hold registration drives within public high schools, 

further promoting the uptake of preregistration 
(McDonald and Thornburg 2010). Campaign efforts 
may also support preregistration, as once a young 
person is part of a state’s voter file, they are more 
likely to be targeted by candidates, parties, and 
interest groups in their campaign communications 
and mobilization efforts (Burden et al. 2014). 
Preregistration is a promising reform that can bring 
new voters into the political system, increase long-
term engagement, and build a more representative 
democracy (Hillygus and Shields 2009).
 	 It is also worth noting that preregistration 
programs can be particularly important for 
increasing voter participation among marginalized 
communities. In many cases, low-income 
communities, communities of color, and other 
historically marginalized groups face significant 
barriers to political participation (Wolfinger N. and 
Wolfinger R. 2008). Preregistration programs can 
help to reduce some of these barriers by making it 
easier for young people from these communities 
to become registered voters. By doing so, they can 
help to ensure that these communities are fully 
represented in the democratic process and that their 
voices are heard on the issues that matter most to 
them.

The effectiveness of electoral reforms can be 
influenced by various factors beyond cost reduction. 
The success of these reforms often depends on 
the broader institutional and contextual factors 
that surround the electoral process. For example, 
reforms to increase access to voting may not be 
effective if the population lacks trust in the electoral 
system or does not see the value in participating in 
the process (Erikson 1981; Berinsky, Burns, and 
Traugott 2001). Additionally, it can be challenging 
to measure the impact of specific reforms on voter 
behavior, particularly among young people, due 
to the powerful role of individual motivation in 
determining whether someone turns out to vote. 
Furthermore, it is important to recognize the 
limitations of state-level “treatment” as a way to 
assess the impact of electoral reforms (Erikson 
and Minnite 2009). It is often assumed that these 
reforms occur exogenously, meaning they are 
generated outside the control of vested parties; 
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however, research has suggested that election laws 
are endogenous to political participation (Erikson 
and Minnite 2009; Hanmer 2009) and are instead 
often influenced by the interests and actions of 
political actors (Neiheisel and Burden 2012; Keele 
and Minozzi 2013). Therefore, studies that rely on 
state-level treatments struggle to capture the full 
complexity of the relationship between electoral 
reforms and political participation.

Overall, the declining rates of political 
participation among young Americans have been 
a persistent concern for political scholars and 
policymakers. Low levels of political engagement 
among young people have been attributed to 
various factors, including lower levels of resources, 
psychological affiliations, and attachments. One 
significant barrier that young voters face is higher 
transaction costs when it comes to participating 
in the electoral process. Preregistration laws have 
been proposed as a solution to this issue, allowing 
citizens under the age of 18 to add their names to 
registration rolls before they are eligible to vote. 
Although the relationship between preregistration 
and voter turnout remains a contentious issue, there 
are reasons to believe that this reform could be an 
effective way to increase youth engagement in the 
electoral process. Preregistration laws encourage 
more young people to participate in the political 
process by providing them with a sense of civic duty 
and a means to become more informed about the 
issues and candidates.

	 Methodology
	
	 This study employs a robust methodology 
to analyze the influence of state-level voting and 
registration policies on youth voter registration. 
By examining youth individuals aged 18-24, this 
research seeks to explain any possible relationship 
between voting policies and young voters’ electoral 
engagement during the 2016, 2018, and 2020 
elections. To do this, extensive data leveraged from 
The Book of States, the Center for Information and 
Research on Civic Learning (CIRCLE), and the U.S. 

Census Bureau’s Voting and Registration is utilized.1 

	 In this study, the dependent variables consist 
of voter registration and voter turnout among youth, 
while the independent variables are classified into 
three distinct dimensions of policy restrictions: 1)
registration requirements, 2) voting restrictions, and 
3) absentee restrictions. Each dimension is 
comprised of three variables that capture the nuances 
of each state’s approach to voting accessibility 
and is assigned a value ranging from one to four 
based on the degree of restriction. The value of 
one denotes states with no policy restrictions for 
that dimension, the value of two signifies states 
with one policy restricting access to the dimension, 
three indicates states with two of the policies 
increasing barriers, and four represents states in 
which all observed policies are in place to restrict 
the dimension’s accessibility. This scoring system 
enables a systematic analysis of the relationship 
between state-level voting policies and youth 
electoral participation, shedding light on the efficacy 
of various policy measures in promoting civic 
engagement among young voters.
	 To analyze the specific policies influencing 
youth electoral participation more effectively, 
this study has established three dimensions, 
each focusing on three distinct policies, to 
comprehensively examine the various electoral 
restrictions. In the registration restrictions 
dimension, the analysis considers the availability 
of same-day registration, the option for online 
registration, and the implementation of automatic 
voter registration. Within the voting restrictions 
dimension, the study evaluates the presence 
of early voting provisions, the requirement for 
voter identification, and the necessity of photo 
identification for voting. Lastly, the absentee 
restrictions dimension encompasses the need for an 
excuse to obtain an absentee ballot, the availability 
of permanent absentee status, and the requirement 
of a witness or notary signature for absentee ballot 

1   It should be noted that values gathered from the U.S. Census Bu-
reau are part of the Current Population Survey (CPS) that the Bureau 
updates monthly. Further information regarding the CPS can be found 
at: https://www.census.gov/topics/public-sector/voting/technical-doc-
umentation.html
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acceptance.
	 The data analysis in this study consists of 
several stages, starting with a univariate analysis 
to provide a comprehensive overview of the 
dataset. Central tendency measures, such as mean, 
median, and mode, will be calculated for both 
dependent variables, voter registration and voter 
turnout amongst youth, to understand the overall 
patterns of youth electoral engagement in the 
study. These measures will provide insights into 
the typical levels of registration and turnout among 
young voters in the United States. Additionally, 
dispersion measures, including the range, variance, 
and standard deviation, will be calculated for the 
dependent variables to assess the variability and 
dispersion of electoral engagement among young 
voters across states. These measures will help 
identify any significant differences in youth electoral 
participation between states with varying voting 
policies.
	 Following the univariate analysis, a bivariate 
analysis will be employed in order to explore 
the relationships between the independent and 
dependent variables. Cross-tabulation will be used 
to display the joint distribution of the categorical 
independent variables (dimensions of policy 
restrictions) and the categorical dependent variables 
(voter registration and voter turnout amongst 
youth, categorized into different levels based on 
percentage). This will provide a comprehensive 
view of how youth electoral engagement varies 
across different voting policy dimensions. Chi-
square tests will be conducted to determine if 
there is a significant association between voting 
policies and youth electoral engagement. This test 
will help evaluate the null hypothesis that there is 
no relationship between voting policy dimensions 
and youth electoral participation, allowing me to 
determine whether the observed relationship is 
due to chance or an actual effect of the policies. 
These bivariate analyses will help determine the 
relationship between state-level voting policies and 
youth electoral participation and provide insights 
into the potential effects of various policy measures 
on promoting civic engagement among young 
voters. The findings can then be used to inform 

policy recommendations aimed at increasing youth 
electoral engagement.
	 Building upon the univariate and bivariate 
analyses, a multivariate analysis will be conducted 
to examine the combined effects of multiple 
independent variables on the dependent variables 
(voter registration and turnout amongst youth). This 
approach will enable a deeper understanding of the 
complex relationships between state-level voting 
policies and youth electoral engagement while 
controlling for potential confounding factors that 
may influence these relationships. In the multivariate 
analysis, cross-tabulation with control variables will 
be employed, with voter registration and turnout 
amongst youth as the dependent variables, and the 
dimensions of policy restrictions and other relevant 
control variables as the independent variables. 
The control variable will be an examination of the 
dominant political party in the state, which has 
been identified as a potential influence on electoral 
participation through previous literature. This 
analysis will help assess the relative importance 
and contribution of each independent variable on 
the dependent variables while controlling for the 
effect that external variables may have on the model. 
This approach will provide a more comprehensive 
understanding of the complex interplay between 
voting policies and other factors that shape youth 
electoral engagement. Furthermore, it will aid in 
identifying the most effective policy measures for 
promoting civic engagement among young voters 
and uncover any potential interactions between the 
variables that could offer insights into the nuanced 
effects of voting policies on different subgroups of 
the youth population.
 
	 Data Analysis 
	 Univariate

	 In this section, I analyze the distribution 
of youth voter registration and voter turnout in 
all 50 states of the United States for the years of 
2016, 2018, and 2020. Table 1 below presents the 
distribution of youth registration and voter turnout 
as percentages of a provided dataset. On average, 
52.1% of the youth population is registered to vote, 
with the highest coming from New Jersey in 2020 
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with 78.3% of the youth population registered to 
vote, and the lowest coming from Hawaii in 2018 
with only 26.8% of the youth population registered. 
The median youth registration rate is 52%, 
indicating that half of the observations have a youth 
registration rate at or above this value. The standard 
deviation of 8.18 suggests a moderate variability 
in youth registration rates across the dataset, and 
the 33.33rd percentile value of 48% and the 66.67th 
percentile value of 55.3% provides additional insight 
into the distribution of youth registration rates.
	 In terms of youth voter turnout, the mean is 
39.9%, with a range of 48 percentage points between 
the highest turnout of 2020 Minnesota at 67.5% 
and the lowest of 2018 Idaho at 19.9%. The median 
youth voter turnout is 39.5%, suggesting a relatively 
symmetrical distribution around the central value. 
The standard deviation of 10.4 indicates a greater 
variability in youth voter turnout compared to 
registration rates. The 33.33rd percentile value of 
34.7% and the 66.67th percentile value of 45.3% 
further describes the distribution of youth voter 
turnout. This suggests that the differences in youth 
voter turnout across states are more pronounced than 
the variability in registration rates, emphasizing the 
need for further investigation into the factors driving 
these disparities.

	 Bivariate
	

In this comprehensive bivariate analysis, 
I examine the relationship between various 
dimensions of electoral restrictions—registration 
requirements, voting restrictions, and absentee 
restrictions—and both youth voter registration rates 
and youth voter turnout.

Exploring the impact of potential registration 
restrictions on youth voters—such as the availability 
of same-day registration, the option for online 
registration, the implementation of automatic 
voter registration, and their impact on youth voter 
registration rates—Table 2 categorizes states 
based on the level of registered youth voters: 42 
states in the LOW registration category, 42 states 
in the MED category, and 57 states in the HIGH 

category.2 Table 2 also categorizes the registration 
restrictions dimension based on the severity of the 
state’s restrictions: 19 states in the 1 category, which 
represents states with no registration restrictions; 
31 states in the 2 category, which represents states 
with 1 registration restriction; 80 states in the 3 
category which represents states with 2 registration 
restrictions, and 11 states in the 4 category which 
represents states with all policies restricting 
registration ease.
	  A chi-squared (χ²) test was performed, 
yielding a χ² value of 9.27 with 6 degrees of freedom 
(df) and a p-value of 0.159. As the p-value is 
greater than the commonly used significance level 
of 0.05, we fail to reject the null hypothesis, which 
states that there is no relationship between the two 
categorical variables, suggesting no statistically 
significant evidence of association between 
Dimension of Registration Restrictions and % of 
Youth Registered Voters. Furthermore, the nominal 
measure of association, Cramer’s V, which yielded 
.181, indicates a weak association between the two 
variables, though the lack of significance from the 
chi-squared test means that this weak association 
may not be reliable
	 This next section further explores the impact 
that registration restrictions have, looking at youth 
voter turnout rates after adjusting for registration 
rates. Table 3 categorizes states based on the level 
of youth who voted: 44 states in the LOW turnout 
category, 48 states in the MED category, and 49 
in the HIGH category. Table 3 also categorizes the 
registration restrictions dimension based on the 
severity of the state’s restrictions: 19 states in the 
1 category representing states with no registration 
restrictions, 31 states in the 2 category representing 
states with 1 registration restriction, 80 states in the 
3 category representing states with 2 registration 
restrictions, and 11 states in the 4 category 
representing states with all policies restricting 
registration ease.

2   It should be noted that both Table 2 and Table 3 are only 
evaluating 141 states out of the 150-state dataset. This is due to the 
following states not including a full listing of registration restriction 
statistics in The Book of States. Maine (2020), Maryland (2020), 
Massachusetts (2020), North Carolina (2016, 2018, 2020), North 
Dakota (2016, 2018, 2020).
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	 A chi-squared (χ²) test was performed, 
resulting in a χ² value of 13.4 with 6 degrees of 
freedom (df) and a p-value of 0.037. As the p-value 
is less than the commonly used significance level of 
0.05, we reject the null hypothesis, which states that 
there is no relationship between the two categorical 
variables. This suggests a statistically significant 
association between the Dimension of Registration 
Restrictions and % of Youth Voters. Furthermore, 
the nominal measure of association, Cramer’s V, 
which yielded 0.218, indicates a weak to moderate 
association between the two variables.
	 Overall, this analysis of registration 
restrictions and their impact on youth voter turnout 
rates indicates that there is a relationship between 
these two factors. The findings suggest that as 
registration restrictions increase, it may have 
some impact on youth voter turnout, although the 
association is weak to moderate. This means that 
while registration restrictions may play a role in 
influencing youth voter turnout, there are likely 
other factors at play that also contribute to the 
differences in turnout rates among states. However, 
policymakers and election officials should consider 
the impact that registration restrictions have on 
youth voter turnout when designing policies and 
practices to promote civic engagement among young 
people.
	 In this section, we examine the association 
between voting restrictions—specifically whether 
there are early voting provisions, the requirement 
for voter identification, and the necessity of photo 
identification for voting—and their influence on 
youth registration rates. Table 4 categorizes states 
based on the level of registered youth voters, with 
43 states in the LOW category, 41 states in the MED 
category, and 60 states in the high category.3 Table 
4 also categorizes the voting restrictions dimension 
based on the severity of the state’s restrictions: 38 
states in the 1 category representing states with 
no voting restrictions, 48 states in the 2 category 
representing states with 1 voting restriction, 53 

3   It should be noted that both Table 4 and Table 5 are only 
evaluating 144 states out of the 150 state dataset. This is due to the 
following states not including a full listing of registration restriction 
statistics in The Book of States. Oregon (2016, 2018, 2020), and 
Washington (2016, 2018, 2020).

states in the 3 category representing states with 2 
voting restrictions, and 5 states in the 4 category 
representing states with all policies restricting voting 
ease.
	 A chi-squared (χ²) test was performed, 
resulting in a χ² value of 6.44 with 6 degrees of 
freedom (df) and a p-value of 0.375. As the p-value 
is greater than the commonly used significance level 
of 0.05, we fail to reject the null hypothesis, which 
states that there is no relationship between the two 
categorical variables, suggesting no statistically 
significant evidence of association between the 
Dimension of Voting Restrictions and % of Youth 
Registered Voters. Furthermore, the nominal 
measure of association, Cramer’s V, which yielded 
0.150, indicates a weak association between the two 
variables. However, the lack of significance from 
the chi-squared test means that this weak association 
may not be reliable.
	 In this section, we investigate the impact 
of voting restrictions on youth voter turnout. Table 
5 displays the distribution of states with different 
levels of youth voter turnout, with 44 states in the 
LOW category, 48 in the MED category, and 52 in 
the HIGH category. The table shows some variation 
in youth voter turnout rates across restriction 
categories, which could suggest a potential 
relationship between the level of voting restrictions 
and youth voter turnout. However, the Chi-square 
test (χ² = 4.40, df = 6, p = 0.623) and Cramer’s 
V value of 0.124 do not support a statistically 
significant association between these variables. This 
finding suggests that voting restrictions may not play 
a significant role in influencing youth voter turnout.

This section explores the potential impact 
of absentee restrictions—specifically the impact of 
requiring an excuse to obtain an absentee ballot, the 
availability of permanent absentee statuses, and  
the requirement of a witness or notary signature for 
an absentee ballot to be accepted—on youth voter 
registration rates. Table 6 categorizes states based on 
the level of registered youth voters, with 42 states in 
the LOW category, 37 in the MED category, and 59  
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in the HIGH category.4 The table also categorizes the 
absentee restrictions dimension based on the severity 
of the state’s restrictions: 25 states in the 1 category 
representing states with no absentee restrictions, 
43 states in the 2 category representing states with 
1 absentee restriction, 51 states in the 3 category 
representing states with 2 absentee restrictions, and 
19 states in the 4 category representing states with 
all policies restricting absentee voting.
	 A chi-squared (χ²) test was performed, 
yielding a χ² value of 12.4 with 6 degrees of freedom 
(df) and a p-value of 0.053. Although the p-value is 
slightly greater than the commonly used significance 
level of 0.05, it is very close to this threshold, 
indicating that the relationship between the two 
variables may be worth further investigation. In this 
case, we cautiously accept the potential association 
between the Dimension of Absentee Restrictions and 
% of Youth Registered Voters, while acknowledging 
that more robust evidence would be desirable 
to establish a stronger conclusion. Furthermore, 
the nominal measure of association, Cramer’s V, 
which yielded 0.212, indicates a weak to moderate 
association between the two variables, suggesting 
that absentee restrictions might have an impact on 
youth voter registration rates.
	 Lastly, Table 7 explores the relationship 
between the degree pf absentee restrictions and 
youth voter turnout. Table 7 displays the distribution 
of states based on percentages of youth voter 
turnout, with 43 states placed in the LOW category, 
45 states in the MED category, and 50 states in the 
HIGH category. The table shows a difference in 
youth voter percentages among various absentee 
restriction categories, which initially suggests a 
possible relationship between the level of absentee 
restrictions and youth voter turnout. However, 
upon further examination using a chi-squared test, 
the results yield a χ² value of 5.98 with 6 degrees 
of freedom (df) and a p-value of 0.425. As the 
p-value is much greater than the commonly used 

4   It should be noted that both Table 6 and Table 7 are only evaluating 
138 states out of the 150 state dataset. This is due to the following 
states not including a full listing of registration restriction statistics 
in The Book of States. Colorado (2016, 2018, 2020), Hawaii (2020), 
Oregon (2016, 2018, 2020), South Dakota (2016), Utah (2020), Wash-
ington (2016, 2018, 2020).

significance level of 0.05, we fail to reject the null 
hypothesis, which states that there is no relationship 
between the two categorical variables. This suggests 
no statistically significant evidence of association 
between the Dimension of Absentee Restrictions 
and % of Youth Voters. Furthermore, the nominal 
measure of association, Cramer’s V, which yielded 
0.147, indicates a weak association between the two 
variables. The lack of significance from the chi-
squared test means that this weak association may 
not be reliable, suggesting that the level of absentee 
restrictions may not significantly affect youth voter 
turnout. 

	 Multivariate 

In this comprehensive multivariate analysis, 
I take the original contingency tables as presented 
in the bivariate analyses and examine the changes 
in the relationships when adding control variables. 
In this first set of control variables, I assess whether 
political affiliation of states has an impact on the 
relationship between registration restrictions—
defined as the availability of same-day registration, 
the option for online registration, and the 
implementation of automatic voter registration—and 
youth voter registration rates.
	 In Table 8, the multivariate contingency 
table is divided into three distinct sections: one 
for RED states, representing states that voted for 
a Republican candidate; one for BLUE states, 
representing states that voted for a Democrat 
candidate; and one showing the total impact. These 
sections display the observed counts and percentages 
within columns for each combination of RED v. 
BLUE and registration restrictions. The chi-square 
test was employed separately for RED, BLUE, and 
total, in order to determine if there is a significant 
association between registration restrictions and 
the percentage of youth registered voters for each 
state’s political affiliation. With p-values of 0.242 
for RED, 0.733 for BLUE, and 0.159 for total, 
all exceeding the typical significance level of 
0.05, there is no evidence to suggest a significant 
association between the dimension of registration 
restrictions and the percentage of youth registered 
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voters when controlling for political affiliation. 
Additionally, Cramer’s V values of 0.232 for RED, 
0.164 for BLUE, and 0.159 for total, provides a 
measure of strength of the association between the 
values, which suggests that although there may be 
some relationship between the two variables, it is 
not strong or consistent enough to draw a definitive 
conclusion. Overall, this implies that the political 
affiliation of states does not play a significant role in 
the relationship between registration restrictions and 
youth voter registration rates.

In Table 9, the chi-square test was employed 
separately for RED, BLUE, and the total, in order 
to determine if there is a significant relationship 
between registration restrictions and the percentage 
of youth voters for each state’s political affiliation. 
With p-values of 0.240 for RED, 0.276 for 
BLUE, and 0.037 for total, the results reveal 
no evidence to suggest a significant association 
between the dimension of registration restrictions 
and the percentage of youth voters for RED and 
BLUE states, as both p-values exceed the typical 
significance level of 0.05. However, the total p-value 
is below the 0.05 significance threshold, indicating 
a significant association between registration 
restrictions and the percentage of youth voters when 
considering both RED and BLUE states together. 
Additionally, Cramer’s V values of 0.232 for RED, 
0.237 for BLUE, and 0.218 for total provide a 
measure of the strength of the association between 
the values, which suggests that although there may 
be some relationship between the two variables, it is 
not strong or consistent enough to draw a definitive 
conclusion. Overall, this implies that the political 
affiliation of states does not play a significant role in 
the relationship between registration restrictions and 
youth voter participation rates.
	 In Table 10, the multivariate contingency 
table is divided into three distinct sections: one 
for RED states, representing states that voted for 
a Republican candidate; one for BLUE states, 
representing states that voted for a Democrat 
candidate; and one showing the total impact. These 
sections display the observed counts and percentages 
within columns for each combination of RED v. 
BLUE and voting restrictions. The chi-square test 

was employed separately for RED, BLUE, and the 
total, in order to determine if there is a significant 
association between voting restrictions and the 
percentage of youth registered voters for each state’s 
political affiliation. The p-values of 0.253 for BLUE 
and 0.375 for total indicate that there is no evidence 
to suggest a significant association between the 
dimension of voting restrictions and the percentage 
of youth registered voters for BLUE states, as both 
p-values exceed the typical significance level of 
0.05. Additionally, Cramer’s V values of 0.247 
for BLUE and 0.150 for total provide a measure 
of the strength of the association between the 
values. For BLUE states, the Cramer’s V value 
of 0.247 suggests a weak association between the 
two variables. The Cramer’s V value of 0.150 for 
the total also suggests a weak association between 
the two variables. The absence of a p-value and 
Cramer’s V value for RED states suggests that the 
chi-square rest and measure of association could 
not be computed due to the presence of unreadable 
values in the contingency table.
	 In Table 11, the multivariate contingency 
table is divided into three distinct sections, which 
display the observed counts and percentages within 
columns for each combination of RED v. BLUE 
and voting restrictions. The chi-square test was 
employed separately for RED, BLUE, and the 
total, in order to determine if there is a significant 
association between voting restrictions and the 
percentage of youth registered voters for each state’s 
political affiliation. The p-values of 0.253 for BLUE 
and 0.375 for total indicate that there is no evidence 
to suggest a significant association between the 
dimension of voting restrictions and the percentage 
of youth registered voters for BLUE states, as both 
p-values exceed the typical significance level of 
0.05. Additionally, Cramer’s V values of 0.247 
for BLUE and 0.150 for total provide a measure 
of the strength of the association between the 
values. For BLUE states, the Cramer’s V value 
of 0.247 suggests a weak association between the 
two variables. The Cramer’s V value of 0.150 for 
the total also suggests a weak association between 
the two variables. The absence of a p-value and 
Cramer’s V value for RED states suggests that the 



Spring 2024 - 33

chi-square test and measure of association could 
not be computed due to the presence of unreadable 
values in the contingency table.
	 In Table 12, the chi-square test was 
employed separately for RED, BLUE, and the 
total, in order to determine if there is a significant 
relationship between absentee restrictions and the 
percentage of youth-registered voters for each 
state’s political affiliation. With p-values of 0.183 
for RED, 0.058 for BLUE, and 0.053 for total, the 
results reveal no evidence to suggest a significant 
association between the dimension of absentee 
restrictions and the percentage of youth registered 
voters for RED states, as the p-value exceeds the 
typical significance level of 0.05. However, the 
p-values for BLUE and total are both close to the 
0.05 significance threshold, indicating a borderline 
significant association between absentee restrictions 
and the percentage of youth registered voters for 
BLUE states and when considering both RED and 
BLUE states together. Additionally, Cramer’s V 
values of 0.238 for RED, 0.319 for BLUE, and 
0.212 for total provide a measure of the strength of 
the association between the values, which suggests 
that there may be a weak to moderate relationship 
between the two variables, especially in BLUE 
states, although it is not strong enough to draw a 
definitive conclusion. Overall, this implies that 
the political affiliation of states may play a role in 
the relationship between absentee restrictions and 
youth voter registration rates, particularly for BLUE 
states. While the p-values for BLUE and total do not 
conclusively suggest a significant association, they 
are close enough to warrant further investigation.
	 In Table 13, the chi-square test was 
employed separately for RED, BLUE, and the 
total, in order to determine if there is a significant 
relationship between absentee restrictions and the 
percentage of youth voters for each state’s political 
affiliation. With p-values of 0.258 for RED, 0.232 
for BLUE, and 0.425 for total, the results reveal 
no evidence to suggest a significant association 
between the dimension of absentee restrictions and 
the percentage of youth voters for RED, BLUE, 
and both states combined, as all p-values exceed 
the typical significance level of 0.05. Additionally, 

Cramer’s V values of 0.223 for RED, 0.260 for 
BLUE, and 0.147 for total provide a measure of the 
strength of the association between the values. These 
values suggest a weak association between the two 
variables for RED and BLUE states and an even 
weaker association when considering both RED and 
BLUE states together. Overall, this table implies 
that the political affiliation of states does not play a 
significant role in the relationship between absentee 
restrictions and youth voter participation rates.

	 Conclusion

	 Youth voter engagement has been a subject 
of interest for numerous political science scholars 
as it plays a pivotal role in shaping the future of 
democratic processes. Investigating the influence 
of policy restrictions on youth voter engagement is 
essential to understanding the barriers young voters 
face and developing strategies to foster a more 
inclusive electoral system. By examining data over 
time and comparing the findings across various 
states, this research sought to minimize biases 
and limitations associated with studying a single 
jurisdiction or time period.
	 The data collected in this research reveals 
a nuanced relationship between policy restrictions 
and youth voter engagement. The main aim of this 
study was to determine whether the hypothesis—
that registration, voting, and absentee restrictions 
substantially impact youth voter registration 
and turnout—can be validated. In the univariate 
and bivariate analyses, certain associations were 
identified; however, the multivariate analysis 
exposed a more intricate relationship, especially in 
states with a Democratic leaning. This complexity 
underscores the importance of examining multiple 
factors when assessing the influence of policy 
restrictions on the engagement of young voters in 
the electoral process.
	 Although the results are mixed, it can be 
concluded that policy restrictions, particularly in the 
realms of registration and absentee voting, do indeed 
have an impact on youth voter engagement, albeit 
in a complex and multifaceted manner. Proportional 
systems, such as those observed in BLUE states, 
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were found to be associated with higher levels 
of youth voter registration in comparison to non-
proportional systems. Nevertheless, it is essential to 
recognize that these restrictions are not the exclusive 
driving force behind youth voter participation. The 
multivariate analysis underscores the presence of 
other contributing factors that influence the level of 
engagement among young voters.

Furthermore, it is important to acknowledge 
that several findings in this study produced p-values 
higher than the statistically significant threshold 
of 0.05. Given the nature of the research, which 
evaluates states individually and only considers 
three years of election data, obtaining statistically 
significant values would necessitate the presence 
of an exceptionally distinct relationship. This 
contrasts with datasets that examine a larger number 
of individual data points, which can identify more 
nuanced relationships. Consequently, future research 
should continue to investigate the connection 
between registration, voting, and absentee 
restrictions in relation to youth voter registration 
and turnout. In doing so, it is vital to consider the 
interplay with factors such as political affiliation, 
socioeconomic status, and the unique characteristics 
of rural and urban states. By addressing these 
complexities, scholars and policymakers can better 
identify and overcome the obstacles faced by young 
voters, ultimately promoting a more inclusive and 
representative democratic process.

Overall, this study sheds light on the 
multifaceted relationship between policy restrictions 
and youth voter engagement, contributing to the 
broader understanding of how various factors 
interact to shape the electoral participation of 
young voters. As the future of democracy rests 
on the shoulders of the younger generations, it 
is imperative for researchers and policymakers 
to continue investigating the complex interplay 
of factors that influence their participation in the 
democratic process. By identifying and addressing 
these barriers, we can work towards creating an 
electoral system that truly represents the diverse 
interests and aspirations of all citizens, ensuring a 
vibrant and inclusive democracy for years to come.



Spring 2024 - 35



36 - Levitas



Spring 2024 - 37



38 - Levitas



Spring 2024 - 39



40 - Levitas



Spring 2024 - 41



42 - Levitas



Spring 2024 - 43



44 - Levitas



Spring 2024 - 45



46 - Levitas



Spring 2024 - 47



48 - Levitas



Spring 2024 - 49



50 - Levitas



Spring 2024 - 51



52 - Levitas



Spring 2024 - 53



54 - Levitas

References

Ansolabehere, Stephen, and David M. Konisky. 
2006. “The Introduction of Voter 
Registration and Its Effects on Turnout.” 
Political Analysis 14(1): 83-100. https://
www.jstor.org/stable/25791836.

Ansolabehere, Stephen, Eitan Hersh, and Kenneth 
Shepsle. 2012. “Movers, Stayers, and 
Registation: Why Age Is Correlated with 
Registration in the U.S.” Quarterly Journal 
of Political Science 7(4): 333-63. https://doi.
org/10.1561/100.00011112.

Berinsky, Adam J., Nancy Burns, and Michael W. 
Traugott. 2001. “Who Votes by Mail? A 
Dynamic Model of the Individual-Level 
Consequences of Voting-by-Mail Systems.” 
Public Opinion Quarterly 65(2): 178-97. 
https://www.jstor.org/stable/3078801.

Bryan, Christopher J., Gregory M. Walton, 
Todd Rogers, and Carol S. Dweck. 2011. 
“Motivating Voter Turnout by Invoking the 
Self.” Proceedings of the National Academy 
of Sciences 108(31): 12653-56. https://doi.
org/10.1073/pnas.110334310.

Burden, Barry C., and Jacob R. Neiheisel. 2013. 
“Election Administration and the Pure Effect 
of Voter Registration on Turnout.” Political 
Research Quarterly 66(1): 77-90. https://
www.jstor.org/stable/23563590.

Burden, Barry C., David T. Canon, Kenneth R. 
Mayer, and Donald P. Moynihan. 2014. 
“Election Laws, Mobilization, and Turnout: 
The Unanticipated Consequences of Election 
Reform.” American Journal of Political 
Science 58(1): 95-108. https://www.jstor.org/
stable/24363471.

Center for Information and Research on Civic 
Learning and Engagement (CIRCLE). 2015. 
“2014 Youth Turnout and Registration Rates 
Lowest Ever Recorded.” Tufts Tisch College. 
https://circle.tufts.edu/latest-research/2014-
youth-turnout-and-registration-rates-lowest-
ever-recorded.

Cherry, Ceridwen. 2011. “Increasing Youth 
Participation: The Case for a National Voter 
Preregistration Law.” University of Michigan 
Journal of Law Reform 45: 481-515.

Erikson, Robert S. 1981. “Why Do People Vote? 
Because They Are Registered.” American 
Politics Research 9(3): 259-76. https://doi.
org/10.1177/1532673X8100900301.

Erikson, Robert S., and Lorraine C. Minnite. 
2009. “Modeling Problems in the Voter 
Identification-Voter Turnout Debate.” 
Election Law Journal 8(2): 85-101. http://
doi.org/10.1089/elj.2008.0017.

File, Thom. 2014. “Young-Adult Voting: An 
Analysis of Presidential Elections, 1964-
2012.” U.S. Census Bureau, Current 
Population Reports. P20-573. https://www.
census.gov/content/dam/Census/library/
publications/2014/demo/p20-573.pdf.

Fowler, James H. 2006. “Habitual Voting and 
Behavioral Turnout.” Journal of Politics 
68(2): 335-44. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-
2508.2006.00410.x.

Freedman, Paul, Michael Franz, and Kenneth 
Goldstein. 2004. “Campaign Advertising 
and Democratic Citizenship.” American 
Journal of Political Science 48(4): 723-41. 
10.2307/1519930.

Governments, Council of State. 2016. “Book of 
States 2016.” Council of State Governments. 
230-4. ISBN: 0872927024.

Governments, Council of State. 2018 “Book of 
States 2018.” Council of State Governments. 
230-4. ISBN: 0872927148.

Governments, Council of State. 2020. “Book of 
States 2020.” Council of State Governments. 
230-4. ISBN: 0872927229.

Hanmer, Michael J. 2009. Discount Voting: Voter 
Registration Reforms and Their Effects. New 
York: Cambridge University Press.

Hersh, Eitan. 2014. The Perceived Voter: Strategies 
and Policy Levers in the Ground Campaign.

Highton, Benjamin. 1997. “Easy Registration 
and Voter Turnout.” Journal of Politics 
59(2): 565-75. https://doi.org/10.1017/
S0022381600053585.



Spring 2024 - 55

Highton, Benjamin. 2000. “Residential 
Mobility, Community Mobility, and 
Electoral Participation.” Political 
Behavior 22(2): 109-20. https://doi.
org/10.1023/A:1006651130422.

Highton, Benjamin. 2004. “Voter Registration and 
Turnout in the United States.” Perspectives 
on Politics 2(3): 507-15. https://www.jstor.
org/stable/3688813.

Highton, Benjamin, and Wolfinger, Raymond E. 
2001. “The Political Implications of Higher 
Turnout.” British Journal of Political Science 
31(1): 179-223. https://doi.org/10.1017/
S0007123401210084.

Hillygus, D. Sunshine, and Todd G. Shields. 2009. 
The Persuadable Voter: Wedge Issues 
in Presidential Campaigns. Princeton 
University Press.

Holbein, B. John, and D. Sunshine Hillygus. 2016. 
“Making Young Voters: The Impact of 
Preregistration on Youth Turnout.” American 
Journal of Political Science 60(2): 364-382. 
https://www.jstor.org/stable/24877627. 

Keele, Luke, and William Minozzi. 2013. “How 
Much Is Minnesota Like Wisconsin? 
Assumptions and Counterfactuals in Casual 
Inference with Observational Data” Political 
Analysis 21(2): 193-216. doi:10.1093/pan/
mps041.

Kousser, Thad, and Megan Mullin. 2007. “Does 
Voting by Mail Increase Participation? 
Using Matching to Analyze a Natural 
Experiment.” Political Analysis 15(4): 428-
45. doi:10.1093/pan/mpm014.

Lijpart, Arend. 1997. “Unequal Participation: 
Democracy’s Unresolved Dilemma.” 
American Political Science Review 91(1): 
1-14. https://doi.org/10.2307/2952255.

Martinez, Michael D., and David Hill. 1999. “Did 
Motor Voter Work?” American Politics 
Research 27(3): 296-315. https://doi.org/10.1
177/1532673X99027003002.

Meredith, Marc. 2009. “Persistence in Political 
Participation.” Quarterly Journal of Political 
Science 4(3): 187-209. https://doi.org/ 
10.1561/100.00009015.

McDonald, Michael P. 2008. “Portable Voter 
Registration.” Political Behavior 30(4): 491-
501. https://www.jstor.org/stable/40213330.

McDonald, Michael P. 2009. “Voter Preregistration 
Programs.” Washington, DC: Making Voting 
Work Project.

McDonald, Michael P., and Matthew Thornburg. 
2010. “Registering the Youth through Voter 
Participation.” New York University Journal 
of Legislation and Public Policy 13: 551-72. 

Neiheisel, Jacob R., and Barry C. Burden. 2012. 
“The Impact of Election Day Registration 
on Voter Turnout and Election Outcomes.” 
American Politics Research 40(4): 636-64. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/1532673X11432470.

Niemi, Richard G., and Jane Junn. 2005. Civic 
Education: What Makes Students Learn. 
New Haven, CT: Yale University Press.

Plutzer, Eric. 2002. “Becoming a Habitual Voter: 
Inertia, Resources, and Growth in Young 
Adulthood.” American Political Science 
Review 96(1): 41-56. doi:10.1017/
S0003055402004227.

Squire, Peverill, Raymond E. Wolfinger, and David 
P. Glass. 1987. “Residential Mobility and 
Voter Turnout.” American Political Science 
Review 81(1): 45-65. doi:10.2307/1960778.

Timpone, Richard J. 1998. “Structure, Behavior, 
and Voter Turnout in the United States.” 
American Political Science Review 92(1): 
145-58. https://doi.org/10.2307/2585934.

U.S. Congress. 2004. U.S. Congressional Record. 
108th Congress. Vol. 150, No. 103. 

Wolfinger, Nicholas H., and Raymond E. Wolfinger. 
2008. “Family Structure and Voter Turnout.” 
Social Forces 86(4): 1513-28. https://www.
jstor.org/stable/20430819.

Wolfinger, Raymond E., and Steven J. Rosenstone. 
1980. Who Votes? New Haven, CT: Yale 
University Press.



56 - Levitas

“Why don’t they go back and help fix the totally 
broken and crime infested places from which 
they came?” is not a quote that seems to be fitting 
language for a president to use when speaking 
about other elected officials (Quealy 2021). Donald 
Trump defied convention throughout his campaign 
and presidency. His victory in 2016 was enabled by 
white conservative men who were angry because 
they felt as though their rightful place in society had 
been stolen from them. Trump recognized this unrest 
and used it to energize his base with an augmented 
image of masculinity and nostalgia. During his 2016 
presidential campaign and resulting administration, 
Trump’s demagogic neo-populism strategically 
employed hypermasculinity and traditional gender 
roles to amplify fear and resentment and energize 
conservative, in particular white, men. 

	 Definitions

	 Before analyzing how Trump 
used masculinity, it must first be defined. 
Hypermasculinity is based on macho stereotypes 
and can be considered a reaction to gender equality 
more than a return to patriarchy (Smith and Higgins 
2020, 549-550). Under this definition, Trump’s 
hypermasculinity is partially about pushing back 
against women being in positions of political 
power, such as Hillary Clinton and Nancy Pelosi. 
There are three variables which combine to create 
hypermasculine behaviors and attitudes: “first, a 
callous sexual attitude towards women; second … 
the belief that violence is a manly preserve; and 
thirdly, an attitude of excitement towards danger” 
(Smith and Higgins 2020, 550). Trump exhibits each 
of these traits in abundance. 

The next term to define is manliness. Harvey 
Mansfield wrote a book in defense of manliness. 
In it, there does not seem to be a clear, singular 
definition. One line that comes close is, “a manly 
man asserts himself so that he and the justice he 
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demands are not overlooked” (Mansfield 2006, x). 
In his argument, manliness seems to be more of an 
abstract concept than a definable term. Generally, 
his book argues that manliness is a quality that 
cultivates assertion, courtesy, and virtue. While 
extolling his virtues, Tom Klingenstein (2022), 
chairman of the Claremont Institute, called Trump a 
“manly man” in the present time where “manhood is 
being stripped of its masculinity.”

Trump has also repeatedly been called a 
demagogue. Demagoguery is “polarizing propaganda 
that motivates members of an in-group to hate and 
scapegoat some outgroup(s)” (Patricia Roberts-
Miller qtd in Johnson 2017, 231). Trump’s rhetoric 
encourages his followers (the in-group) to blame 
immigrants, progressives, and establishment 
politicians (the out-group) for their problems. A prime 
example of this is Trump’s infamous statement on 
immigrants: “They’re sending people that have lots 
of problems, and they’re bringing those problems 
with us. They’re bringing drugs. They’re bringing 
crime. They’re bringing rapists” (Donald Trump qtd 
in Johnson 2017, 242). By using this kind of rhetoric, 
he draws on the anger of his followers and positions 
himself as the person who can make their lives better. 

Another important word when describing 
Trump’s leadership tactics is populism. Populism 
is fueled by emotion, “and its dominant emotion is 
outrage at what is being done to ‘us,’ the little guy” 
(Kimmel 2017, 64). Trump’s populism calls to white 
conservative Americans by validating their pain and 
promising to put them back on top. Without this 
audience, his movement would fall flat. 

	 The Mythic Past

	 Trump’s audience consists primarily of 
conservative, especially white, men. Many of these 
men long for a mythic past in which white men 
were powerful breadwinners. This bygone era 
simply never existed. It is based in nostalgia, art, and 
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advertisements from the 1950’s rather than factual 
history (Kelly 2017, 73). The amalgamation calls to 
mind images of patriarchal breadwinners returning 
home from a long day at work to be greeted by 
their lovely housewives with a martini in hand and 
dinner on the table. An abstract time with so-called 
traditional gender roles frees Trump’s audience from 
having to explicitly define the period they miss. Even 
staunch Trump supporters cannot exactly define or 
agree on the period to which they want to return. 
When interviewed at the 2016 Republican National 
Convention, one man said that the “turning point 
for our country was 1913 when we passed the 17th 
Amendment” (Daily Show 0:12). A woman said that 
America was great “when it was founded” (Daily 
Show 0:28). Other answers to being asked about 
when America was great included “immediately 
post-World War II… mid- ‘40s, ‘50s,” “the ‘80s 
were pretty good,” and “America became great when 
the Founding Fathers put pen on paper in 1776 and 
decided to build a country based on laws” (Daily 
Show 0:38, 1:10, 1:22). This desire to return to a 
non-existent time comprised of an amalgamation of 
American moments serves as an underlying tenant 
of social conservativism. More extreme conservative 
movements, like the alt-right, take this idea and bring 
it to the forefront of their platforms while also fusing 
it with victimhood and betrayal (Kelly 2017, 73). 

Gender dynamics like this may have existed 
at some point in history, but conservatives usually 
evoke the abstract feelings of those times without 
having to pinpoint a specific era. This allows them to 
revel in the nostalgia without having to acknowledge 
the negative social aspects associated with those 
gender and political dynamics. This creates an 
opening for Trump to manipulate the desire to return 
to a simpler time. Because Trump is a demagogue, 
he can “simply say that life was once better and 
that society has somehow lost its way, thereby 
naturalizing an anachronistic gender and racial 
hierarchy as history’s default setting” without having 
to grapple with the messiness of history (Kelly 
2017, 73). The desire to go back to this non-existent, 
bygone era is exemplified throughout Trump’s 
campaign. 

Nostalgia also lies in the core of Trump’s 

message which can clearly be seen through his 
campaign slogan “Make America Great Again” or 
MAGA. This slogan implies three things: one, that 
America was at one point “great;” two, that it is no 
longer “great;” and three, that America’s “greatness” 
was forcibly and intentionally taken away. This 
opens the window to understanding why this slogan 
energized white conservative men. Conservative 
men feel as though their power was stolen from 
them. By extension, they feel as though America, 
the country of their forefathers and their birthright, 
was stolen from them. By connecting political 
correctness and America’s former identity as a 
strong, manly nation, “Trump posits that Americans 
have become so obsessed with pleasing everyone 
that they have lost their identity” (Johnson 2017, 
240). Another perspective suggests that white men 
may think that the derailment of American culture 
must be because of internal enemies (usually Jewish 
people) because of the strength of America’s white 
past when dealing with external enemies (Kelly 
2017, 73-74). Regardless of the cause of America’s 
supposed identity crisis, conservative voters felt as 
though Trump was the only one who would both 
listen to their plight and do something about it. 
His sympathy is encapsulated in this quote from 
the kickoff rally for his 2020 reelection campaign; 
“our political opponents look down with hatred 
on our values and with utter disdain for the people 
whose lives they want to ruin” (Haberman et al. 
2019). With this context added, it makes sense that 
Trump was able to swoop in and offer salvation to 
white conservatives with the promise of taking back 
their jobs, their masculinity, their power, and their 
country. 

	 Cultural Reminders

September 11, 2001, serves as a concrete 
reminder of what white men feel America has lost. 
Not only were we too weak as a country to prevent 
such an attack, but the attackers themselves were also 
paragons of manliness and masculinity. Mansfield 
(2006, 11) argues that “with the disaster of September 
11, 2001, Americans were sharply reminded that it is 
sometimes necessary to fight, and that in the business 
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of government, fighting comes before caring.” 
After 9/11, American culture swerved to value 
strong masculinity and in-group dynamics. Because 
outsiders had broken through American defenses, 
only truly “American” people could be trusted. The 
implication, of course, was that only white Americans 
were truly American. Everyone else, especially 
Brown people, would not put America and American 
interests first. This type of thinking led to shockwaves 
of racism and islamophobia we are still feeling the 
impacts of today. At the time, some conservative 
radio commentators argued that the Pentagon and 
the Twin Towers were vulnerable to attack because 
“liberal women in positions of power had feminized 
and homosexualized much of America” (Kelly 2017, 
70). In other words, America had become too weak 
to defend itself. In reaction to this, conservative 
white men, and others in American culture, felt the 
need to strengthen old-school styles of masculinity. 
This cultural shift was shown by the resurgence of 
manly action protagonists, such as Indiana Jones, in 
1980s action film revivals (Kelly 2017, 70). They 
felt like the country had been violated, so they 
attempted to regain power and protection by turning 
to manliness and masculinity as shows of strength. 
Trump referenced this during a tweet by calling on the 
American people to “get tough and smart U.S., or we 
won’t have a country anymore” (Quealy 2021).

The conservative attitude towards regaining 
power is paradoxical; they want to reclaim America 
for white Americans while also vehemently denying 
any ideological, personal, or political ties to white 
supremacy. By denying any connections to white 
supremacy, conservatives absolve themselves and 
their movement of any potential social consequences 
of saying potentially objectionable things. They can 
cloak their racial unrest and disquiet in “just asking 
questions.” This same concern for their image and 
capacity for deniability is not shown by more extreme 
conservative movements.

	 The Alt-Right

The alt-right in America, especially, has no 
qualms about aligning itself with white supremacy. 
The alt-right makes up another core faction of 

Trump’s base. They express their white supremacist 
views through tattoos, clothing, and political 
demonstrations. Unlike the coded language of social 
conservatives, the alt-right are willing and enthusiastic 
about explicitly laying out their ideology. Arguably 
the most popular slogan for white supremacists and 
the alt-right is colloquially known as the 14 words; 
“we must secure the existence of our people and a 
future for white children” (“14 Words”). This is a 
much more overt and distilled version of the idea that 
“America is no longer a white country” and white 
people must work to take it back (Kimmel 2017, 
229). The alt-right defines themselves by being more 
extreme than social conservatives. Along with being 
more extreme, the alt-right is not a traditional political 
movement in the way that social conservatives are. 
The alt-right is more of a small network of digital 
social hubs than an organized political movement 
(Kelley 2017, 69). In being online, the alt-right proves 
that “durable forms of social inequality achieve 
resilience by becoming flexible” (Messerschmidt 
and Bridges 2019, 459). Their ideas are more easily 
distilled and flow into the mainstream more quickly 
because they exist mainly online. Also because they 
exist mainly online, it is easier to evangelize about 
their cause and radicalize others. 

A transitional movement between societal 
thinking and the alt-right is called the “alt-light,” 
and it promotes an anti-progressive version of 
neoliberalism (Kelley 2017, 75). The alt-light goes 
directly up to the line of overt white supremacy 
without crossing it. By existing in gaming sub-
threads on Reddit, the alt-light serves as a first step 
to learning about alt-right ideology because of the 
casual and fairly unrestricted interactions with 
others. Reddit offers an ideal platform for this type 
of information dissemination because of the lack of 
enforced community guidelines and the anonymity 
offered by being behind a screen. The process of 
learning about alt-right ideology is referred to as 
the need to “unplug,” “redpill,” or “uncuck” (Kelly 
2017, 74). Each of these terms in some way refers to 
disconnecting from mainstream societal notions and 
learning what “they don’t want you to know.” Redpill, 
specifically, refers to The Matrix and awakening from 
living in the simulation. Uncuck refers to a popular 
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trope in pornography “in which a man watches his 
wife or girlfriend have sex with another man, who 
usually but not always is black” (Kelly 2017, 75). 
In order to become uncucked or redpilled, one must 
work to undo liberal brainwashing and refocus on 
their toxic masculinity. 

One crucial idea the alt-right has in common 
with social conservatives is that they must work to 
take the country back from the people who have 
intentionally derailed it. Men have historically 
placed their identities and self-worth in being the 
breadwinners and providers of their families; it is 
impossible for them to fulfill their perceived duty in 
the current economic climate (Kimmel 2017, 202). 
Their socialization instilled a sense of duty to their 
families. It also affects how they raise their children.

	 Gendered Expectations

Boys are raised within a rigid set of 
expectations which instructs them to be tough, 
aggressive, unemotional, and in control (Kivel 2019, 
16). This constrictive set of expectations governs the 
way boys interact with the world and others. Kivel 
calls this social structure the Act-Like-a-Man box 
because “it feels like a box, a 24-hour-a-day, seven-
day-a-week box that society tells boys they must fit 
themselves into” (Kivel 2019, 16). When a boy steps 
outside of this box, he is pushed back in through 
verbal or physical abuse from others. Most of this 
abuse comes in the form of attacking his masculinity 
with words like “wimp,” “girl,” “sissy,” “mama’s 
boy,” “fag,” and “bitch” (Kivel 2019, 17). As shown 
by these examples, stepping outside the box leads to 
attacking the boy’s masculinity by insinuating that 
he is homosexual or feminine. These expectations 
extend beyond childhood. Boys raised within the box 
become men who enforce the continuation of the 
box by raising their sons within the box and thereby 
perpetuating a cycle of masculinity. 

These expectations then lead men to have 
strong feelings about which direction the country 
should move in. When children are raised to be tough 
and aggressive, they become men who expect the 
country to be strong and masculine. The alt-right 
feels as though the country is moving in the wrong 

direction because of men who have become sensitive 
“snowflakes” and women who have taken over men’s 
roles. The people who have thrown America off-track 
are thought of as degenerates.

Historically, degenerates were either 
immoral or unpatriotic; however, “in alt-right 
spheres, degeneracy fuses both these threads to 
signal progressivism and modernity as an assault on 
a supposed white past” (Kelly 2017, 73). Because 
progressives are immoral and unpatriotic, their actions 
can be read as cloaked in modernity and science while 
working under the surface to derail the country and 
weaken masculinity.

	 Alt-Right Success and Ideology

Alt-right success is not measured by 
numbers of participants unlike many other political 
movements. Rather, their success is measured by 
“their ever-increasing dissemination of extreme right-
wing ideals and their ability to project an updated 
rhetoric of anti-left antagonism” (Kelly 2017, 76). 
Their ideology has three main components which 
then percolate into the mainstream and become more 
acceptable. 

The first component is that the alt-right is 
ferociously and radically procapitalist (Kimmel 2017, 
252). This ties back into multiple different facets of 
conservative and alt-right ideas. One such facet is the 
idea that white men feel that they have been robbed 
of the ability to prove their masculinity through 
work. For example, farmers all over the country have 
been forced to sell their family farms as corporations 
push small businesses out of agriculture. These men 
have suddenly lost their dignity and masculinity. 
Many men turned their anger onto some faceless 
government bureaucracy which failed to help them or 
a corporation who squeezed them out of the industry 
(Kimmel 2017, 246). Being procapitalist means that 
the alt-right supports and validates the pain of people 
who have had their income, dignity, and masculinity 
taken from them. 

The second component is that the extreme 
right is wholeheartedly patriotic (Kimmel 2017, 
247). The problem with this is that the America they 
love and idealize is not the America in which they 
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currently live. This is perfectly exemplified by an 
exchange from The Daily Show video referenced 
earlier. When asked to name when America was great, 
one man said “well, we’re always great. The people 
are great.” The interviewer then pressed, “so America 
is great right now. We did it.” The man responded 
by with “no, we didn’t do it” (Daily Show 1:12). By 
placing patriotism in the forefront of their identity, 
the alt-right paints itself into a corner of cognitive 
dissonance. America is great, but not right now. 
We’ve always been great, but people are trying to 
take it away from us. The contradiction of thinking 
between radical patriotism for America and the 
America of the present allows them to feel good about 
their ideology while also substantiating their claims 
that the country is being stolen and weakened. This 
component perfectly meshes with Trump’s ideology 
and masculine presentation. 

The third component is that the alt-right 
genuinely believes themselves to be “the true heirs of 
the real America” (Kimmel 2017, 254). Its members 
believe their birthright is to be in charge of American 
society, government, and economy. If America is their 
birthright, then the very existence of immigrants in 
America is a threat to white men and their way of life. 
Their understanding is that immigrants can and will 
steal their jobs, their women, and their way of life. 
By pushing back against this perceived threat, white 
men can assert their manliness by standing up for 
virtue and justice, thereby regaining their birthright, 
against authority, a faceless bureaucracy which 
has ignored their complaints and left them behind 
(Mansfield 2006, 53). White men represent strength 
and manliness, and America is their birthright, so the 
weakening of white men is the weakening of America 
itself. 

The alt-right’s existence is a reaction to this 
perceived weakening and feminization. Trump offers 
salvation from weakness, passiveness, and femininity. 
His campaign promised to redefine the country and 
validate the masculinity of white men. Trump’s very 
existence in his unapologetic white masculinity gives 
millions of white American men the courage and 
license to “take to the streets to reaffirm the taken-for-
grantedness of white male prerogative in American 
civic life” (Kusz 2017, 118). Trump’s outlandish 

behavior, such as fixating on Hillary Clinton during 
part of his re-election speech, normalizes white men 
standing up for their value and proving that they 
have been victimized and cast aside (Haberman et al. 
2019). According to Mansfield, this assertion proves 
their manliness; “manliness is an assertion of a man’s 
worth because his worth does not go without saying” 
(Mansfield 2006, 53). White men feel as though they 
have been taken for granted, and Trump gives them 
the power to prove their worth and regain some of 
the power that has been stripped away from them. 
Trump’s words and behavior have become so normal 
that they no longer shock (Smith and Higgins 2020, 
540). His brash masculinity, though difficult to define, 
fades into the background through the overwhelming 
force of its constant presence. 

	 Trump’s Masculinity

Narrowing down a definition of Trump’s 
particular brand of masculinity is a near-impossible 
task because his masculinity changes from situation 
to situation. Trump’s shifting masculinity can be 
called a dominating masculinity. A dominating 
masculinity is one that involves “commanding and 
controlling interactions to exercise power and control 
over people and events” (Messerschmidt and Bridges 
2019, 457). Structuring his masculinity in this manner 
allows Trump to take control of every situation and 
manipulate it to his whims. It also makes him seem 
intoxicatingly powerful and strong to conservative 
men who feel as though their dignity has been stolen 
from them. They can idolize and emulate Trump as 
a person without having to get into the messy details 
of his humanity like serial infidelity and business 
failings. Trump’s ability to take control makes him not 
only masculine, but also manly. Mansfield (2006, 16) 
claims that confidence and the ability to command are 
what people actually like about manliness. Trump’s 
ability to control situations and command people 
exemplifies his dominating masculinity. 

A dominating masculinity is the ideal of what 
boys inside the Act-Like-a-Man Box are taught to 
become. Trump fits squarely within the Act-Like-
a-Man Box because he is perceived as aggressive, 
tough, competitive, takes charge, intimidating, rich, 
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successful, and popular with women (Kivel 2019, 
17). Boys are raised to emulate these qualities while 
cultivating anger and suppressing their emotions. 
Trump expresses an abundance of anger compared 
to almost any other emotion. These traits, again, 
help enable conservatives in holding Trump up as a 
paragon of masculinity, power, and success. Because 
of this, Trump is able to use masculinity, manliness, 
and power to energize and validate white conservative 
men regardless of the form his masculinity takes. 
Once they have been validated and inspired into 
standing up for their masculinity and dignity, young 
white men are comfortable asserting “in a way 
they define as manly, the idea that white men’s 
prerogatives and interests should unquestionably sit at 
the center of American civic life” (Kusz 2017, 118). 
By exemplifying traditional masculinity and gender 
roles, Trump encourages conservative men to do the 
same. 

Trump’s Hypermasculinity

Let us return to the three variables which 
comprise hypermasculinity: a callous sexual 
attitude towards women, the belief that violence 
is a manly preserve, and an attitude of excitement 
towards danger (Smith and Higgins 2020, 550). 
After attempting to pin down Trump’s masculinity, 
these three factors provide a deeper understanding 
of his style of dominating masculinity. Trump 
treats women as objects and nuisances. This can be 
easily seen in his treatment of women on Twitter 
and in real life. Trump calls women “crazy” while 
criticizing their vanity when women critique him. 
Megyn Kelly asked Trump about his previous 
comments denigrating women during the first GOP 
debate because he had previously called women, 
“fat pigs, dogs, slobs, and disgusting animals” 
(Johnson 2017, 240). These comments show 
Trump’s disregard for women goes further than 
simple humor; Trump believes that women are 
fundamentally lesser than men. 

Trump exhibits the second factor anytime 
he enters a confrontation on Twitter or makes 
comments about military strength in comparison 
to other countries. Trump positions himself as a 

political outsider who is not afraid to confront 
establishment politicians, celebrities, or other 
militaries. In doing so, he reaffirms his place as a 
populist leader and claims that he is speaking and 
standing up for “the people.” The third factor can 
be seen in Trump’s tweets about Hurricane Harvey 
in 2017. Tweeting with glee, words in all capital 
letters, and exclamation points, Trump praised the 
spirit of the people in Houston, touted the rescue 
operations, and bragged about the strength of 
Hurricane Harvey (Smith and Higgins 2020, 552). 
Trump performed hypermasculinity to capture the 
attention of conservatives and encourage their own 
masculinities.

Trump also used his hypermasculinity to 
prop up his demagoguery. During the campaign, 
Trump repeatedly enforced the notion that America 
had grown weak and complacent. By doing so, he 
created the opportunity for himself to step into the 
role of its savior and protector. This manufactured 
precarity also encouraged the self-identification of 
victimhood for the well-off and privileged (Johnson 
2017, 230). White men are still well off within 
society. However, they feel as though their position 
in society is precarious and slipping from their grasp. 
Trump offers validation and understanding for their 
victimhood while then promising a solution. In this 
solution, Trump positions himself as America’s 
protector through a hybrid masculinity of both a 
“patriarchal masculine protector toward his wife 
and other members of the patriarchal household. 
But simultaneously, Trump presents himself as a 
compassionate, caring, and kind-hearted benevolent 
protector” (Messerschmidt and Bridges 2019, 458). 
His hypermasculinity is fluid and helps him present a 
multifaceted image to the public. 

Trump’s Dominating Masculinity

This fluid, dominating masculinity centers 
on six features: it cultivates domination over others, 
it serves the interests of corporations, it serves his 
individual needs as president, it is exemplified 
through a dominating militaristic foreign policy, it is 
also used domestically to favor the repressive arm of 
the state, and it attempts to control public discourse 
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(Messerschmidt and Bridges 2019, 458-459). These 
characteristics work together to form Trump’s white 
masculinity. As a by-product of Trump being in the 
highest publicly elected office in America, Trump’s 
brand of masculinity percolated down through 
society to spread throughout conservatives and the 
alt-right. They were not radically different to begin 
with, which eased the process. Like the alt-right, 
Trump is ferociously procapitalist, wholeheartedly 
patriotic, and genuinely believes himself to be 
a true heir to the America of his forefathers. To 
conservative men, “Trump represents a brash, guilt-
free, successful, non-deferential, unconstrained, and 
unapologetic way of being white and male that feels 
good to anxious whites” (Kusz 2017, 117). Trump 
provides an unapologetic example of masculine 
whiteness for conservative men to emulate. In this 
unrestrained masculinity, Trump can reinforce his 
own power while condemning those he deems to be 
weak, unworthy, or unpatriotic.

	 Trump Against the World

One of the ways Trump controls public 
discourse is by belittling and demeaning his 
opponents. A vivid example of this is Trump’s 
condemnation of Colin Kaepernick when he knelt 
during the national anthem to “protest police brutality 
and continued racial injustice” (Kusz 2017, 120). 
Kaepernick’s protest led to backlash from many sides, 
Trump included. Trump tweeted that kneeling during 
the national anthem was unpatriotic and disrespectful 
to the people who have fought and died for America 
(Smith and Higgins 2020, 552-553). He further 
implied that NFL fans would refuse to go to games 
unless there were consequences such as suspension or 
termination for players who protested. This calls back 
to his position as the leader of a populist movement 
and emphasizes that he speaks for “the people” 
(Smith and Higgins 2020, 553). He also implied that 
his dislike meant that others felt the same and would 
follow his actions in this matter. In reminding the 
readers of his leadership and dislike for Kaepernick, 
Trump reiterated his position as leader of the in-group 
and Kaepernick’s position firmly in the out-group. 
Trump’s tactics were successful in some measure. 

Colin Kaepernick was “dropped by the 49ers at the 
start of 2017 and has not played professionally since” 
(Smith and Higgins 2020, 552). This is an example 
of Trump’s demagoguery and populism being used to 
affirm his masculinity by condemning others.

A significant component of the way that 
Trump interacts with the world is by demeaning 
those he deems to be unworthy. In doing so, Trump 
continues to perpetuate traditional gender norms. 
This can be compared to the way boys are made fun 
of when they step outside the Act-Like-a-Man Box. 
When boys, or the men that Trump is criticizing, step 
outside the box, they are pushed back in the box with 
verbal or physical abuse (Kivel 2019, 16). The verbal 
abuse usually centers around weakness, femininity, 
and homosexuality. Trump referred to competitors 
as “weak, low energy, losers, inept, or a wimp” 
(Messerschmidt and Bridges 2019, 457). In doing 
so, Trump others his opponents while cementing 
himself as superior, dominating, and masculine. By 
calling his opponents childish names such as “Sleepy 
Joe [Biden],” “Lyin’ Ted [Cruz],” and “Little Marco 
Rubio,” Trump all at once strengthens his masculinity, 
weakens their masculinity, and validates masculine 
stereotypes (Quealy 2021). Trump’s condemnation of 
other men acts as a force to push boys and men back 
inside the box while reestablishing the need for the 
box and perpetuating gender norms. 

As previously mentioned, this type of 
behavior would have been unthinkable from a 
serious presidential candidate or the president, 
himself in the past. However, Trump has normalized 
hypermasculinity in the White House so fully that 
his antics no longer shock (Smith and Higgins 
2020, 560). Similarly, the main goal of the alt-right 
is to normalize their beliefs and inject them into 
mainstream politics. 

	 Contradictions in Image

Trump’s masculinity exemplifies 
contradictions. He positions himself as the 
patriarch while also being caring, benevolent, and 
compassionate. He is at once, both a protector 
and a predator as shown by the notorious Access 
Hollywood tape where Trump was recorded saying 
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“you can do anything, whatever you want. Grab them 
by the pussy” (Kusz 2017, 118). He is authoritative 
and commanding but also manly. Manliness, recall, 
is commanding because confidence and the ability to 
command is part of what people like about manliness. 
However, manliness is not a claim of authority, but 
an assertion of virtue against authority (Mansfield 
2006, 56). Therefore, Trump’s manliness is, in 
itself, a contradiction. By positioning himself as a 
manly populist leader standing up for the everyman, 
Trump, an elite himself, feeds into the narrative that 
some elite establishment is controlling the media 
and the government in order to crush white men. 
The contradictions inherent in Trump’s masculinity 
feed into the fluidity of his masculinity. It changes 
depending on the needs of the situation and what will 
benefit him the most. 

	 Campaign Rallies

Campaign rallies for Trump function as 
a support for his masculinity, a support for his 
followers’ masculinity, and a homosocial event 
where his followers can solidify their beliefs. Here, 
Trump supporters can strengthen their place in the 
in-group while further intensifying their hatred of the 
out-group (Kusz 2017, 120). A central component of 
demagogic neo-populism is understanding your place 
in the in-group versus out-group dynamic. Campaign 
rallies provide space for this while also providing a 
place for white Americans to bask in their whiteness 
and entertain fantasies of taking their country back. 
They also provide clear delineations between the in-
group, white men, and the out-group, everyone else. 
Trump rallies offer a place for “anxious white men to 
retreat to homosocial places of leisure where they can 
not only be free to do and say what they please, but 
where they can bond with other white men” (Kusz 
2018, 120-121). The camaraderie of these campaign 
events shows the value of alt-right spaces to white 
men. Alt-right spaces, similarly to Trump rallies, 
provide places where conservative men are told 
that their whiteness, maleness, and masculinity are 
valuable, appreciated, and important. This affirmation 
and validation are part of what allowed Trump to 
come to power in the first place.

	 Why It Worked

Trump could only use masculinity to energize 
the Right because white men felt as though no one 
else was listening to their complaints. These men 
wanted to return to a mythic, non-existent, bygone 
era where white masculinity was at the center of the 
wheel. They look around today and see what appears 
to be a gender-neutral society governing their actions 
rather than a gentlemanly code of conduct and their 
own morality guiding society (Mansfield 2006, 5). 
If society is gender-neutral, men can no longer get 
ahead. This leads to men feeling betrayed because 
the advantages their fathers were entitled to have 
been stolen away. Because men put their identity in 
being breadwinners, they were suddenly left without a 
clear role in society. The lower middle class has “lost 
the most over the past half century” (Kimmel 2017, 
22). Trump used this by reflecting their downward 
mobility back at them and promising to fix it.

Rather than blaming the rich who cut jobs 
and moved companies overseas to increase profits, 
conservative white men began to blame minorities 
(Kimmel 2017, 203). Trump offered salvation from 
this cycle of frustration, betrayal, and helplessness. He 
promised to strengthen the country to protect them, 
save society so degenerates would not brainwash 
their children, and fix their grievances to restore their 
masculinity and dignity. Trump saw an opportunity in 
this unrest and used it to get elected to the presidency, 
the highest elected office in the country. Without the 
malcontent masses, Trump could never have won. 

This is not to say that increasing gender 
equality or affirmative action is at fault for Trump’s 
victory in 2016. Progress is necessary to dismantle 
oppression, and dismantling oppression is necessary 
for protecting humanity. However, white men felt 
as though they were left behind in the march for 
progress. This led to unrest which allowed Trump’s 
demagogic neo-populism to manipulate and energize 
conservative white men.

In conclusion, Trump’s demagogic neo-
populism drew on existing gender and racial unrest 
in order to energize conservative white men so 
that he could win the White House in 2016. Trump 
could only use gender and racial discomfort to 
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fuel his campaign because the attitudes already 
existed in society. The alt-right and conservative 
men left open the window for demagoguery by 
focusing on centering victimhood, anger, and white 
supremacy. Trump saw this opportunity and used his 
masculinity to provide an example for conservative 
men to emulate. Trump’s masculinity is difficult 
to pin down because it shifts and changes to best 
fit the situation he is in. This dominating form of 
masculinity allows Trump to better control situations 
and people. By understanding Trump’s masculinity, 
we can better understand how his demagogic neo-
populist doctrine took advantage of gender unrest 
and traditional gender roles to win the 2016 election.
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	 Abstract

	 In recent years, Russia has used various 
measures to influence American politics. One group 
that has been targeted is conservative America. This 
essay examines two channels through which Russia 
infiltrates American politics: religion and guns. As 
Russia tries to situate itself as a conservative global 
power, many citizens and religious leaders on the 
Religious Right have considered Russia and Putin an 
ally. Russia also has connections with conservative 
organizations, such as the Home School Legal 
Defense Association and the World Congress of 
Families. As for guns, Russia has culminated years’ 
worth of connections to target the National Rifle 
Association to assert its influence. This type of 
influence and infiltration can have damaging effects 
on America and its democracy.

	 Introduction

	 The 2016 election was not the first time 
Russia interfered with United States elections, and 
this interference goes back to the Cold War. During 
these years, the Soviet Union strategized a global 
campaign called ‘active measures’, in which the 
United States was the prime target (Jones 2019). 
The goal was to influence United States elections. 
This interference started with the 1964 election, 
with the Soviet Union organizing a disinformation 
campaign against Republican Barry Goldwater 
(Jones 2019). In the 1968 election, the Soviet Union 
offered Democrat Hubert Humphrey direct help in 
his campaign, even offering money, to defeat his 
opponent, Richard Nixon (Jones 2019). In the 1976 
Democratic presidential nominations, the Soviet 
Union favored Jimmy Carter over Henry Jackson. As 
a result, the Soviet Union tried to discredit Jackson, 
falsely claiming Jackson was a closet gay. In the 
form of forged FBI papers, these claims were made 
by the Soviet Union to American newspapers (Jones 
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2019). In 1984, the Soviet Union focused on ensuring 
that Ronald Reagan did not serve another term. The 
Soviets bolstered their efforts in many ways, working 
with groups such as the Communist Party of the 
United States, the United States Peace Council, and 
the National Council of American-Soviet Friendship 
(Jones 2019).
	 While Russia has been interfering in 
presidential elections in the past years, they have 
expanded its reach into other sectors of the United 
States, such as non-governmental organizations and 
civil society. In order to achieve this multifaceted 
influence, Russia relies on “information warfare, 
cyber operations, destabilization of political 
movements, and direct targeting of voters” (Lamond 
2018). However, Russia no longer seeks to influence 
or support the Democratic Party. Specifically, Russia 
has had an increasing influence in conservative 
America. This is not just limited to politicians. For 
example, in their study, Hjorth and Adler-Nissen 
(2019) found that “ideologically conservative users 
are significantly more likely to follow disinformation 
accounts, compared to liberal users” (69). The study 
also discusses that conservatives “retweeted Russian 
troll accounts 31 times more often than liberals in 
the 2016 election campaign” (69). 
	 These types of interference can result in 
many consequences. Russian interference can lead 
to an increase in far-right and extremist groups 
(Butt and Byman 2020). Consequently, this can 
lead to increased violence, which divides society, 
increases polarization, and undermines social 
cohesion (Butt and Byman 2020). Consequently, 
this can “undermine U.S. foreign and domestic 
policy” and contribute “to a decline in American 
global power and influence” (Jones 2019). By using 
these methods, Russia has created distrust within the 
American public (Wigell 2021). This distrust causes 
democracy to be viewed as unmanageable and 
corrupt (Wigell 2021). Furthermore, it decreases the 
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appeal of democracy while increasing the appeal of 
other forms of government, such as authoritarianism 
(Butt and Byman 2020).
	 However, there are other ways, not just 
through digital means, in which Russia seeks 
to influence American politics. In recent years, 
Russia has created an inseparable relationship 
with the church, which acts as an arm of the state. 
Therefore, Russia can use religion and religious 
organizations through the church to access, infiltrate 
and connect with conservatives in the United 
States. Russia also uses prominent conservative 
issues and organizations, such as the National 
Rifle Association, in order to assert its influence in 
American politics. 

	 Religion: Church and State

	 Before examining how Russia uses religion 
to infiltrate American politics, it is essential to 
understand the relationship between Russia’s Church 
and State. The Orthodox Church is a highly influential 
institution in Russia and abroad. Orthodox Christian 
is the predominant religion in Russia, with around 
sixty-three percent of the population identifying 
as such (United States Department of State 2021). 
Legally, the Russian Orthodox Church has provisions 
for its so-called ‘special role,’ in “history and the 
formation and development of its spirituality and 
culture” (United States Department of State 2021). 
Of course, given the church’s prominence, the 
government works closely with the Russian Orthodox 
Church, more closely than Russia’s other religious 
organizations (United States Department of State 
2021).
	 The leader of the Russian Orthodox Church 
is the profoundly conservative Patriarch Kirill, who 
allegedly was a former KGB agent (Jenkins 2017). 
Kirill is closely aligned with Putin, to the dismay 
of many. For example, Pope Francis stated that 
Kirill was turning into Putin’s altar boy (Horowitz 
2022). Perhaps this raises the question of the close 
alliance between the church and state. One reason 
comes from Kirill himself, who wanted to expand 
the church’s influence (Horowitz 2022). Kirill was 
able to “sell the concept of traditional values, the 

concept of Russkiy Mir [greater Russian world], to 
Putin, who was looking for conservative ideology” 
(Horowitz 2022).
	 In 2011, Kirill called for a more 
complementary relationship between the Russian 
Orthodox Church and the Russian state (Horowitz 
2022). Over time, the distinction between the 
Orthodox Church and the state became less defined 
as the government began “speaking about traditional 
values” (Horowitz 2022). However, due to this 
relationship, the Orthodox Church has ended up 
in “captivity” (Horowitz 2022). Perhaps both 
institutions have an influence on each other, as 
many church officials have ties to political elites in 
the government. However, the government asserts 
its influence on the church more than the church 
on the state. In other words, the church most likely 
does what the state wants it to do. For example, 
the Orthodox Church has many functions, such 
as “dissemination of information in the interests 
of the Kremlin, support of pro-Kremlin political 
projects, collection of information and high-
ranking politicians, support of military conflicts 
in the interests of the Russian Federation, and 
traffic of illegal goods” (Robert Lansing Institute 
2020). Since the church acts as an extension of the 
state, the church assists in the spread of the pro-
Kremlin agenda and anything else that will benefit 
the Kremlin’s image. The Orthodox Church has 
also been known to support the government in 
controversial military conflicts. For example, the 
church preached religious and spiritual reasons for 
the 2014 invasion of Ukraine (Horowitz 2022). As a 
result, the Russian government can use the Orthodox 
Church as an institution of influence.

	 Russia as a Global Conservative Power

	 At first glance, it may seem odd that an 
alliance between the US Religious Right and the 
Russian Religious Right seems possible, especially 
given the previous examples demonstrating 
Republicans’ distaste for the Soviet Union. However, 
two events pushed these two groups together. 
	 Under the Obama Administration, the 
Democratic president tilted the country towards the 
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left, especially in regard to issues such as same-sex 
marriage (Helderman and Hamburger 2017). This 
caused frustration and alienation in many of those 
on the right, especially the Religious Right, who had 
traditional views on marriage. A few years earlier, 
Vladimir Putin was back in office, but this time 
with a noticeable twist in conservative ideologies, 
thus tilting the country towards the right (Robinson 
2020). While there are many types of conservatism 
in Russia, one relevant type of what some scholars 
call Orthodox/Slavophile Conservatism (Robinson 
2020). This idea dates back to 1815 with Aleksandr 
Sturdza, who argued that the only belief to carry 
out Christian values and principles is Orthodoxy 
(Robinson 2020). However, this idea is still 
persistent in present-day Russia. The idea is that the 
West is in moral decline, and it is “Russia’s mission 
to save the West from itself by preserving religious 
faith and true values of Christianity” (Robinson 
2020, 15). This is exacerbated by the post-Soviet 
Union religious revival and ‘Orthodox boom’ 
(Michel 2018). Those who were frustrated under the 
Obama Administration looked towards Russia and 
Putin as an ally (Helderman and Hamburger 2017). 
This could also explain the pro-Russian rhetoric 
in recent years (Helderman and Hamburger 2017). 
Putin wanted himself and Russia to be seen as the 
world leader in conservatism, thus placing Russia to 
be seen as the “go-to country for Western classical 
conservatives” (Robinson 2020, 11).
	 According to Robinson (2020), this mission 
gives Russia an international agenda. In order 
to engage in and achieve this agenda, Russia 
has created a transnational approach, seeking to 
influence the right across the globe, including 
the United States. He goes on to explain that the 
Orthodox/Slavophile conservatism views Russia 
in a broader Christian civilization. Because of this, 
some scholars view a struggle between “the forces 
of liberalism and the forces of tradition within both 
communities” (17). In other words, conservatives in 
Russia and the United States share similar enemies 
and beliefs, making Russian influence a central goal 
to achieve. Russia has already succeeded in some 
aspects. For example, American conservatives and 
the Religious Right increasingly consider Russia as 

a model (Jenkins 2017). Many see social policies, 
such as LGBTQ+ rights, women’s rights, and 
marriage, being traditionally played out in Russia, 
and many conservatives want this too (Yousef 2020). 
Nevertheless, there are still many ways in which 
Russia has influenced the Religious Right. 
 
	 Conversions

	 Plenty of evidence illustrates the relationship 
between the Religious Right and Russia. One way 
Russia is influencing the United States is through 
Orthodoxy itself. Sarah Riccardi-Swartz’s twelve-
month study looked at how “socially conservative 
views of morality factor into the decision process 
for American converts to the Russian Orthodox 
Church outside of Russia (ROCOR)” (2018). Partly 
due to Putin’s emphasis on conservatism, this can 
influence those in the United States. Riccardi-
Swartz found that the converts found a “politically 
conservative ideological haven” in Russia. For 
example, the converts agreed with the anti-LGBTQ+ 
sentiment and legislation in Russia. The study also 
found that these converts believed morality to be 
lacking, almost absent, in the United States, and 
they wanted morality to be restored by any means 
possible. Interestingly, she finds that this conversion 
could be viewed as a political act, combining both 
the spirituality and political ideology of Putin and 
the Orthodox Church. This demonstrates how 
politically tied the Church and state in Russia are. 
While some may think Russia seeks to influence 
the political elites of the United States, influencing 
the population is effective as well. The Religious 
Right has had a presence in politics in recent years, 
especially in regard to the Republican Party. For 
example, President Trump may have received over 
eighty percent of the white evangelical vote in the 
2016 election (McVicar 2018). Russia could use 
disinformation tactics and other active measures to 
sway support for another Republican candidate.

	 Religious Leaders

	 Another way to influence the Religious Right 
is through religious leaders. In the United States, the 
Religious Right looks toward the Republican Party, 
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while the Russian Orthodox Church looks toward 
Putin. Perhaps these shared beliefs and ‘enemies’ 
made cooperation between the two a necessary 
means. One of the Orthodox Church’s top diplomats, 
Metropolitan Hilarion, has visited the United States 
on many occasions, meeting with conservative 
religious leaders. In 2011, Metropolitan Hilarion 
met George W. Bush and gave a speech at Catholic 
University of America and Ballas Theological 
Seminary, two prominent religious institutions 
(Burgess 2018). A few years later, in 2014, he was 
back in the United States, attending influential 
Evangelical and Southern Baptist Minister Billy 
Graham’s 96th birthday party (Burgess 2018). This 
relationship between Russia and the Grahams would 
be an important one.
	 Franklin Graham, son of Billy Graham, 
also has connections to Russia’s Orthodox Church. 
Franklin Graham, a supporter of Trump, has 
already established connections with Russia and the 
Orthodox Church, even meeting with Putin for forty-
five minutes in 2015 (Helderman and Hamburger 
2017). Franklin had nothing short of praise for 
the Russian leader, stating Putin was “protecting 
traditional Christianity” (Michel 2017). However, 
there may be a political motive behind Graham’s 
relationship with Russia. Graham has stated that 
the Obama Administration has contradicted God’s 
teachings by pushing LGBTQ+ agenda, further 
stating that Russian morality is greater than that 
of the United States because of not passing pro-
LBGTQ+ policies and agenda (Jenkins 2017). It 
is clear that Graham’s political motive was against 
President Obama.
	 Another project to come out of Graham’s 
relationship with Orthodoxy was the World Summit in 
Defense of Persecuted Christians, held in Washington, 
DC, in 2016 (Burgess 2018). A key speaker at 
the event was Republican Vice President Mike 
Pence (Jenkins 2017). This illustrates not only the 
connection between religious leaders of the United 
States and Russia but also how these connections 
reached the highest levels of leadership in the United 
States.
	 Religious leaders having these kinds of 
relationships can be dangerous. People like Franklin 

Graham are very influential in the religious realm 
and, at the same time, can be influential in the 
political realm. Religious leaders can mobilize many 
people, including at the polls. As demonstrated with 
the converts, the Religious Right can contribute a 
significant portion to the vote. Religious leaders can 
also be used as pawns by the Russians, with leaders 
constantly praising the country and further enabling 
Russian influence.

	 Homeschooling

	 In addition, Russia is seeking to influence is 
through homeschooling. While homeschooling is a 
recent trend in Russia, it is apparently a Christian 
Right practice in America (Stoeckl 2020). One of 
the most prominent homeschooling organizations 
in the United States is the Home School Legal 
Defense Association (HSLDA), which happens to be 
a right-leaning religious group. A legislative analyst 
who works for the Coalition for Reasonable Home 
Education states that the HSLDA “has pretty much 
always existed in part to create that next generation 
of soldiers for the religious right to train up kids to 
take over in politics” (Michel 2019). It is  
clear to see why Russia would seek to influence 
through this organization.
	 The HSLDA global outreach director, 
Michael Donnelly, attended the 2014 World 
Congress of Families conference in Moscow and 
met with Russian Orthodox leaders (Michel 2019). 
The HSLDA also sponsored the Global Home 
Education Conference in Moscow, which included 
several Russians who were sanctioned by the United 
States (Michel 2019). 
	 The HSLDA is yet another way in which 
Russians look to infiltrate American politics. 
However creative the approach may be, perhaps 
the most influential organization for engaging in 
American politics is the World Congress of Families.

	 World Congress of Families

	 Conservative historian, Allan Carlson, 
received a phone call from Russian sociologist 
Anatoly Antonov, who wanted to discuss some of 
Carlson’s well-known work about family policy 
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(Michel 2018). From January 15-22, 1995, Carlson 
traveled to Russia. While he was there, he met 
Ivan Shevchenko. Shevchenko, the chairman of the 
Orthodox Brotherhood of Scientists and Specialists, 
wanted assistance in “organizing/recruiting for an 
international conference” (Michel 2018). Carlson 
also confessed he wanted a 

	 “conference of fairly compatible ‘profamily’ 
groups from across the globe, to serve as a kind of 
informal Congress of Families with the purpose 
of (1) defining the common pressures on families 
in modern countries, vis-à-vis state and economy, 
and (2) drafting an ‘appeal’ or ‘declaration’ to the 
governments of the world, including common 
demands” (Michel 2018). 

	 This meeting laid the groundwork for 
what would become the World Congress of 
Families (WCF), a “transnational nongovernment 
organization that promotes a traditional, 
heterosexual family model and conservative 
gender roles” (Stoeckl 2020, 223). However, some 
designate the WCF as an LGBTQ+ hate group, 
with the goal of “halting the spread of LGBT rights 
overseas in the name of the defense of the ‘natural 
family’” (Barthélemy 2018). Interestingly, while 
Russia is considered a central component of the 
WCF, initially, the Orthodox Church was not. It was 
not until 2006, when the WCF became associated 
with the Moscow Patriarchate’s Commission 
for the Family, Protection of Motherhood and 
Childhood, that the Orthodox church would increase 
involvement in the WCF (Stoeckl 2020). 
	 Over time, the WCF would see participation 
from many elites in Russia. After its founding, the 
two main sponsors of the WCF were Konstantin 
Malofeev and Vladimir Yakunin, both of whom 
have connections with the Orthodox Church as 
well as the Kremlin (Stoeckl 2020). Malofeev 
eventually became the vice director of the World 
Russian People’s Congress, which operated under 
the Orthodox Church (Stoeckl 2020). In attendance 
at WCF-related events has been Russian politician 
Yelena Mizulina, who has championed anti-
LGBTQ+ rights (Stoeckl 2020). These connections 
demonstrate not only how closely aligned the WCF 

is to the Orthodox Church but also how closely 
connected the church is to the Russian state. As a 
result, the church can be seen as another political 
actor for Russia, another extension of the state that 
the government can use in active measures and 
influence campaigns. 
	 Another figure who has gained considerable 
influence in the WCF is Alexey Komov, a business 
consultant turned representative of the organization. 
Having been introduced to the WCF in 2008, 
he can be credited for the increased activity and 
“intensification of Russia activity inside the 
WCF” (Stoeckl 2020, 228). Komov not only has 
influence within the WCF but abroad as well, with 
connections to the HSLDA and Alliance Defending 
Freedom, two prominent conservative organizations 
in the United States (Barthélemy 2018). This 
also demonstrates Russia’s potential influence on 
America. Connecting with prominent organizations 
such as the Alliance Defending Freedom is another 
way the Russians seek to access entry points into 
American politics. 
	 Interestingly, the WCF is not theological in 
content; its policies do not match up with traditional 
Orthodoxy views. For example, traditional 
Orthodoxy champions celibacy and asceticism, not 
the family policy promoted by the WCF (Stoeckl 
2020). This illustrates that the Orthodox Church 
saw an opening for influence as well. Given the 
close relationship the Russian chapter of the WCF 
has with its American counterpart, as well as the 
relationship between church and state, the church 
viewed their partnership as a way to influence 
American politics. The WCF most likely draws in 
many influential, religious, American conservatives. 
As a result, the WCF offers another direct 
connection between powerful Russians and powerful 
conservative Americans.
	 Many people were moved by the post-Soviet 
Union’s religious revival. One such American 
Tennessee lawyer, G. Kline Preston IV, was amazed 
and attracted to Putin through the building of 
churches and the return of Christianity (Michel 
2018). Throughout his various trips to Russia, he 
met a man named Alexander Torshin. Preston would 
eventually be the connecting link that led to another 
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influence campaign on the United States. 

	 National Rifle Association

	 Another way in which Russia seeks to 
influence the United States is through the National 
Rifle Association (NRA). The NRA is a gun rights 
advocacy group with considerable influence in 
lobbying politicians, especially the Republican 
Party. As a result, Russia was able to take advantage 
of this close relationship. There are numerous 
reports that the NRA received funding from 
Russia, leaving some to conclude that the NRA is a 
‘foreign asset’ to Russia (Mak 2019, Senate Finance 
Committee 2019). However, this relationship did 
not happen overnight. Over the years, Russia has 
deepened its ties with the NRA, dating back to 2011.
	 In 2011, David Keene, former president 
of the NRA, was introduced to Russian senator 
Alexander Torshin (Helderman and Hamburger 
2017). Torshin, who had close ties with Vladimir 
Putin, would become a top official at the Russian 
Central Bank, holding the title of deputy governor 
(Helderman and Hamburger). However, Torshin had 
another close contact: Maria Butina. Butina was a 
special assistant to Torshin (Clifton and Follman 
2018). Seeking to create a pro-gun movement in 
Russia, Butina established Right to Bear Arms 
in 2011 (Clifton and Follman 2018). From here, 
Torshin, Butina, and various members of the NRA 
had numerous contacts and meetings. Both parties 
would attend the other’s conventions. For example, 
in 2012, there was an NRA convention in Moscow, 
followed by a convention in Houston a year later 
attended by Torshin (Clifton and Follman 2018). 
In 2013, Butina and Torshin invited David Keene 
to a fashion show that was sponsored by Right to 
Bear Arms. The show focused on clothing designed 
for carrying concealed weapons (Helderman 
and Hamburger 2017). Another significant and 
controversial event occurred in 2015.
	 In December, NRA representatives including 
David Keene, Pete Brownell (future NRA president), 
Joe Gregory, Jim Liberatore, Arnold and Hilary 
Goldschlager, and David Clarke traveled to Russia 
to attend a “meeting with senior Russian government 

officials,” tour “Russian arms manufacturing 
companies and meet Right to Bear Arms members 
(Senate Finance Committee 2019, 17). Not in 
attendance was NRA President Allan Cors. Initially, 
this caused panic. The trip would not happen unless 
it included senior levels of the NRA, as it would 
“demonstrate Torshin’s American connections to the 
Russian government” (Senate Finance Committee 
2019, 25). Brownell, under pressure, eventually 
replaced Cors, thus demonstrating that there were 
still high-ranking representatives on the trip (Senate 
Finance Committee 2019). Out of desperation to get 
high-ranking officials, Butina also offered to arrange 
a meeting with ‘Russia’s highest leader,’ most likely 
Putin (Senate Finance Committee 2019).
	 Using the NRA was the first step in infiltrating 
American politics. While Butina and Torshin have 
a gun rights organization in Moscow, it was mainly 
used to create a connection with the NRA. As he 
testified to the House Intelligence Committee, Glenn 
Simpson stated, “The most absurd [thing] about this 
is that, you know, Vladimir Putin is not in favor of 
universal gun ownership for Russians. And so it’s 
all a big charade, basically” (Clifton and Follman 
2018). Ties with the NRA served as another motive 
for Butina and Torshin, specifically in order to gain 
access and deepen their ties with other conservative 
organizations. In an email, Butina lays out her 
strategy, stating that “a major U.S. political party 
would likely obtain control over the U.S. government 
after the 2016 elections” and the party “is traditionally 
associated with negative and aggressive foreign 
policy, particularly in regards to Russia. However, 
“now with the right to negotiate seems best to build 
relations” (United States Department of Justice 2018, 
5-6). Butina later goes on to write that the “central 
place and influence in the party” is the NRA, which 
she notes is “the largest sponsor of the elections 
to the U.S. Congress, as well as a sponsor of the 
CPAC conference and other events (United States 
Department of Justice 2018, 6). Butina and Torshin 
succeeded in this aspect. As a result of ties with the 
NRA, Butina was able to attend events with the 
Council for National Policy, the National Sporting 
Good Wholesalers Association, the National Prayer 
Breakfast, and the Safari Club International (Senate 
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Finance Committee 2019). Organizations such as the 
Council for National Policy are highly prestigious. 
The membership-based organization meetings 
occur only three times a year behind closed doors 
(McVicar 2018). Not only did Butina gain access 
to these events, she and Torshin were also able to 
make connections with Republican Party leaders and 
candidates. By establishing “back-channel lines of 
communication” within conservative organizations, 
“these lines could be used by the Russian Federation 
to penetrate the U.S. national decision-making 
apparatus to advance the agenda of the Russian 
Federation” (United States Department of Justice 
2018, 4).
	 This idea of penetrating the decision-
making apparatus explains the accusations that 
Russia funneled money through the NRA. These 
accusations resulted in an FBI investigation focusing 
on whether or not Torshin used the NRA to funnel 
money to Donald Trump’s 2016 presidential 
campaign (Meyer 2018). This money may also 
have been funneled through “entities not required to 
disclose their funding sources” (Meyer 2018). The 
NRA was Trump’s largest donor, giving around $30 
million during his campaign (Meyer 2018).

	 Conclusion

	 Russia has used two channels to influence 
conservative America. The lines of separation 
between the church and state have been 
indistinguishable in recent years. The Russian 
Orthodox Church acts as an extension of the 
Russian state, as it does whatever the state wants 
it to. While conservatives used to look at Russia 
with disdain, they now view Russia and Putin 
as an ally. As the United States tilted left under 
the Obama Administration, Putin tilted Russia 
to the right, causing many frustrated under the 
Obama Administration to view Russia as an ally in 
conservatism. As a result of this, there have been 
some American conversions to Russian Orthodox. 
These converts, who converted as a political act, 
view Russia as a ‘political haven,’ as they believe 
morality exists at higher rates in Russia than in the 
United States. However, it is not just the public 

who are influenced by Russia and Orthodoxy but 
religious leaders as well. American religious leaders, 
such as Franklin Graham, have ties to powerful 
and influential members of the Orthodox church 
and the Russian government. Russia also uses the 
prominent right-wing group Home School Legal 
Defense Association in order to advance its interests. 
Despite homeschooling not being a widely prevalent 
practice in Russia, Russia will seek to infiltrate the 
organization, as it will give them access to influential 
conservative Americans. Similarly with the World 
Congress of Families, the Russians seek to infiltrate 
the organization to have access to influential 
American conservatives and organizations. As for 
guns, Russians have cultivated connections with the 
NRA to allow them to gain access to high-profile 
Republicans and conservative organizations, as well 
as funnel money through the organization to use 
during the 2016 election for Donald Trump. 
	 These influence campaigns pose a harmful 
consequence for America and its democracy. 
Many wealthy democracies have faltered in recent 
years, including the United States. Its citizens are 
displaying tendencies that are less aligned with 
democracy and more aligned with authoritarianism. 
However, influence campaigns can play a part in 
this. Russia has sought to influence the United 
States for various reasons. These campaigns can 
pit Americans against each other and create a sense 
that democracy is nonfunctional. This results in the 
idea that authoritarianism is better than democracy, 
which Russia seeks to achieve. These campaigns can 
also move policy in favor of Russia. For example, 
an infiltration of the NRA led to access to prominent 
conservative meetings, as well as money used to 
support Donald Trump. Having Trump elected was 
a way to serve Russian interests. If nothing is done 
to stop Russian influence campaigns, it can lead 
to a decrease in democracy, as well as democratic 
deconsolidation.   
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	 Introduction
	
	 Article II Section II of the United States 
(U.S.) Constitution dictates that the President “shall 
have Power, by and with the Advice and Consent of 
the Senate, to make Treaties, provided two thirds of 
the Senators present concur” (Bradley 2014, 486—
footnote 4). Article VI declares that “all treaties 
made… under the authority of the United States, shall 
be the supreme Law of the Land; and the Judges in 
every State shall be bound thereby, any Thing in the 
Constitution or Laws of any State to the Contrary 
notwithstanding” (ibid. footnote 5). The former is 
referred to as the “Treaty Power,” and the latter both 
strengthens and constrains the force of a treaty. The 
breadth of the power and its relation to the Elastic 
Clause (Article 1 Section 8 Clause 18 of the U.S. 
Constitution)—which grants Congress the ability to 
make laws deemed “necessary and proper” to execute 
its enumerated powers—has long been a matter of 
dispute, especially given the Tenth Amendment, 
which states that “the powers not delegated to the 
United States by the Constitution, nor prohibited by it 
to the States, are reserved to the States respectively, or 
to the people” (Glennon and Sloane 2016, 55). 
	 The controversy primarily rests on the topic 
of federalism. There are two primary forms of 
federalism within the U.S. government. The first is 
dual-layer (or layer cake) federalism, in which “each 
tier of government pursues its own programmes in 
its own relatively separate and clearly demarcated 
sphere of competence or jurisprudence” (Entwistle 
et al. 2012, 310). As such, there is “little need for 
intergovernmental coordination” (ibid. 311). The 
second, referred to as marble cake federalism, 
consists of a cooperative system in which there is 
an “intermingling of roles and responsibilities such 
that different sectors are governed in some way by 
more than one and perhaps all tiers of government 
at the same time” (ibid.). These two systems are 
irreconcilable, which poses a serious problem for 
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constitutional scholars; while the Tenth Amendment, 
commonly cited by layer cake proponents, “reserves 
some authority to the constitutive states, or to the 
people,” the U.S. operationally governs “through 
sectors or ‘industries’… embracing both government 
and non-government actors with overlapping rather 
than discrete jurisdictions” (Bradley 2014, 486; 
Entwistle et al. 2012, 311). In other words, the U.S. is 
fundamentally marble cake in terms of operation.  
	 The Court has weighed in on the connection 
between the Treaty Power and federalism several 
times, including in Bond v. United States (2014). 
The majority of the Court supposedly avoided 
the Constitutional question concerning the range 
of Congress’s Treaty Power to intrude on 10th 
Amendment divisions. However, Justice Scalia’s 
concurring opinion provides the most pernicious 
Constitutional interpretation of the case and deals 
a devastating blow to proponents of marble cake 
federalism. Should this concurrence become typical 
federalist jurisprudence, the ability of the United 
States to effectively participate in international 
treaties would be nil. 

Background

	 Missouri v. Holland (1920) is arguably the 
most important Treaty Power decision ever issued by 
the Court. The Migratory Bird Treaty Act of 1918, 
designed to protect birds migrating between the 
U.S. and Canada, “prohibited the killing, capturing 
or selling any of the migratory birds included in the 
terms of the treaty except as permitted by [specified] 
regulations” (Strasser 2015, 311-2). Congress 
justified the passing of such a treaty, despite previous 
rulings holding that the regulation of game fowl 
falls under state police power, using the Necessary 
and Proper Clause to extend their Article II Treaty 
Power. Missouri sued, claiming a 10th Amendment 
violation (Glennon and Sloane 2016). Two federal 
district courts sided with Missouri (Strasser 2015; 
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Bradley 2014). Justice Holmes delivered the majority 
opinion (Glennon and Sloane 2016; Strasser 2015; 
Rosenkranz 2014). 
	 The Court ruled that “one could not simply 
cite the 10th Amendment to establish the treaty’s 
unconstitutionality” (Strasser 2015, 312). In the 
single most famous sentence from his opinion, 
Holmes held that “if the treaty is valid there can be no 
dispute about the validity of the statute under Article 
I, [Section] 8, as a necessary and proper means to 
execute the powers of the Government” (ibid. 313; 
Rosenkranz 2014, 286-7; Bradley 2014, 488). In 
other words, under Holmes’s opinion, “the national 
government has more authority to regulate state and 
local matters when using the Treaty Power than when 
acting pursuant to Congress’s domestic legislative 
authority” (Bradley 2014, 487). Holmes further 
clarified that, per the Supremacy Clause, “treaties are 
declared to be [the supreme law of the land] when 
made under the authority of the United States” (qtd. 
in Strasser 2015, 313). This power allows Congress to 
protect “certain kinds of national interests… even if 
[their] protection or promotion… does not clearly fall 
within an existing enumerated power;” treaties trump 
state laws (Strasser 2015, 314). Some scholars have 
suggested that this decision resulted in an “increase 
[in] the legislative powers of Congress” through 
the signing of a treaty (Rosenkranz 2014, 287). In 
their view, the decision resulted in a questionable 
extension of the Treaty Power that allows the 
national government to unconstitutionally increase its 
authority. 
	 Congress then used their newly extended 
Treaty Power to pass the Chemical Weapons 
Convention Implementation Act of 1998 (CWA), 
an enforcement mechanism for the 1993 Chemical 
Weapons Convention (CWC) (Strasser 2015). The 
CWC is “a multilateral treaty signed in 1993 that 
is designed to address the global threat posed by 
chemical weapons” (Sloss 2015, 1583). It “requires 
the parties to prohibit certain activities set forth 
in the Convention” (Glennon and Sloane 2016, 
68). These activities, outlined in Section 229, are 
“the development, possession, or use of chemical 
weapons, which the CWC defines as ‘toxic chemicals 
and their precursors,’ which, in turn, it defines 

broadly as ‘any chemical which through its chemical 
action on life processes can cause death, temporary 
incapacitation or permanent harm to humans to 
animals. This includes all such chemicals, regardless 
of their origin or method of production, and whether 
they are produced in facilities, in munitions or 
elsewhere’” (ibid.). 
	 When the Court first agreed to hear Bond 
v. United States (2014), it appeared to be a direct 
challenge to Holland (1920). However, the path 
this case took the Court was tortuous. There was 
an original case, Bond v. United States (2011), 
investigating whether Bond had standing to bring a 
10th Amendment challenge to the CWA. Carol Anne 
Bond, “a microbiologist in Pennsylvania who worked 
for a chemical manufacturer,” had “learned that her 
husband had impregnated Myrlinda Haynes, her 
(former) friend” (Bradley 2014, 491; Strasser 2015, 
339). Enraged, she began harassing Haynes, “making 
threatening phone calls,” and was “prosecuted under 
state law” (Bradley 2014, 491). After this strategy 
failed, “her thoughts [then] ran right to potassium 
dichromate and 10-chloro-10H-phenoxarsine” as a 
means of poisoning Haynes (Rosenkranz 2014, 285). 
She “ordered one chemical (potassium dichromate) 
on the Internet [and] stole [the] second chemical 
from her workplace” (Nickles 2015, 68). “On at 
least twenty-four occasions between November 
2006 and June 2007,” she then “applied these 
chemicals to [Haynes’s] house, car and mailbox in 
an effort to cause her injury” (Glennon and Sloane 
2016, 69; Bradley 2014, 491). Specifically, she 
“applied these chemicals several times, increasing 
the likelihood both that her intended victim and 
that other unintended victims would suffer adverse 
consequences resulting from the exposure” (Strasser 
2015, 340). “Because the chemicals were readily 
noticeable, however, Haynes avoided them except 
on one occasion” (Glennon and Sloane 2016, 69). 
Haynes had reported the mysterious substance she 
continually found on her property to the authorities, 
“who dismissed [her] discovery of white dust on 
her car, doorknob, and mailbox (Gerken 2014, 87). 
On the one occasion in which she did not avoid 
the chemicals, Haynes “suffered a minor burn to 
her thumb” (Glennon and Sloane 2016, 69). The 
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local authorities eventually referred Haynes to the 
postal service, “which set up surveillance and filmed 
Bond stealing from Haynes’s mailbox and stuffing 
chemicals into her car muffler” (ibid.). 
	 Bond was “indicted… for mail fraud” and 
“accused of violating the [CWA]” (ibid.; Strasser 
2015, 339). She “entered into a conditional plea 
bargain that accepted guilt while preserving her 
right to appeal, and she was sentenced to six years 
in prison and five years of supervised release” 
(Bradley 2014, 491). She brought a constitutional 
challenge against Section 229 of the CWA, arguing 
that “the application… exceeded the federal 
government’s authority to regulate state and local 
matters, in violation of the Tenth Amendment of the 
Constitution” (ibid.). The Third Circuit ruled that “a 
private party lacks standing to claim that the Federal 
Government is impinging on state sovereignty 
in violation of the Tenth Amendment, absent the 
involvement of a state or its officers as a party or 
parties,” a position supported by the government 
(Strasser 2015, 309). On appeal to the Supreme Court, 
“the government reversed course and confessed 
error” (Rosenkranz 2014, 286). The Supreme Court 
unanimously reversed the Third Circuit’s decision, 
holding that “Bond had standing to raise this 
federalism argument,” as “federalism protects not 
only the states, but also individual liberty” (Bradley 
2014, 491). However, they “expressly declined to 
address the merits of Bond’s appeal;” that was to be 
saved for another case (Strasser 2015, 341). 
	 Considering the case on its merits on remand, 
the Third Circuit conceded that “treaty-implementing 
legislation ought not, by virtue of that status alone, 
stand immune from scrutiny under principles of 
federalism” (Bradley 2014, 491). However, they 
concluded that because of “the devastation chemical 
weapons can cause and the corresponding impetus for 
international collaboration to take steps against their 
use,” there could be no doubt that “the Convention 
falls within the Treaty Power’s core” (Strasser 2015, 
342). They then relied on Holland (1920) to justify 
the legislative implementation of the treaty (Bradley 
2014; Strasser 2015; Rosenkranz 2014). Bond 
appealed to the Supreme Court. 
	 With the case before the Court, there were 

two primary legal issues: The first was whether 
Section 229 could be applied to local poisoning cases 
(Bradley 2014, Rosenkranz 2014, Bond v. United 
States 2014). The second, only approached if the first 
is answered in the affirmative, was if Congress’s use 
of the Treaty Power to prosecute a local poisoning 
case violated the 10th Amendment (Bond v. United 
States 2014). 
	
	 Analysis of the Decision

	 The Court ruled unanimously in Bond’s favor. 
In Chief Justice Roberts’s majority opinion, joined 
by Justices Kennedy, Breyer, Kagan, Sotomayor, 
and Ginsburg, the Court applied “a doctrine known 
as constitutional avoidance, under which the court 
refrains from deciding a constitutional question if a 
case can be resolved through statutory interpretation” 
(Greenhouse 2021, 12). According to Roberts, the 
CWA was not specifically intended to usurp the 
states’ control over local criminal activity, and the 
act thus does not cover Bond’s actions; she cannot 
be charged under it. In Part I, Roberts outlines the 
history of the ratification of the CWA (Section A) and 
the case itself (Section B). In Part II, he justifies the 
use of constitutional avoidance after describing the 
constitutional issue (the 10th Amendment vs. Treaty 
Power) at stake. 
	 The crux of the majority’s argument occurs 
in Part III. In Section A, Roberts, using precedents 
such as Gregory v. Ashcroft (1991) and United 
States v. Bass (1971), argues that “it is appropriate 
to refer to basic principles of federalism embodied 
in the Constitution to resolve ambiguity in a federal 
statute.” The ambiguity in question is the definition 
of the term “chemical weapon.” Section B seeks to 
reconcile this ambiguity through an analysis of the 
ordinary meaning of the term, which clearly does not 
extend to the “kitchen cupboard;” the CWA could 
not conceivably be applied to “common household 
substances.” Moreover, as defined in Webster’s Third 
New International Dictionary, a weapon is “[a]n 
instrument of offensive or defensive combat,” which 
would not apply to the chemicals used by Bond. 
Roberts concludes that “if statute 229 reached Bond’s 
conduct, it would mark a… serious reallocation of 
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criminal law enforcement authority between the 
Federal Government and the States.” Because the 
CWA does not present a clear intention to do so, the 
Court simply presumes it was not meant to extend 
to Bond’s actions. The Third Circuit’s judgment was 
reversed, and the case was remanded for further 
proceedings. 
	 In his succinct concurrence in the judgment, 
Justice Alito held that Bond’s actions were covered by 
the CWC, deferring to Justice Scalia’s opinion on this 
point. He notes that the CWC is “not self-executing,” 
meaning that it “does not have domestic effect 
without congressional action.” Insofar as the treaty 
requires Congress to control true chemical weapons, 
which is a power reserved for the states (per the 10th 
Amendment), it extends beyond the proper scope 
of Congress’s Treaty Power. Section 229 therefore 
cannot stand unless it is tied to an enumerated power 
of Congress (outlined in Article I Section 8). The 
government has provided no such justification, and 
the majority therefore came to the correct judgment. 
	 Justice Thomas, joined by Justice Scalia, also 
concurred in the judgment. Justice Alito joined Parts 
I, II, and III of the argument. Thomas provides a clear 
limitation for the Treaty Power, asserting that it “can 
be used to arrange intercourse with other nations, 
but not to regulate purely domestic affairs.” In Part 
I, he turns to the definition of treaty in founding-
era dictionaries, practices under the Articles of 
Confederation, and common practices at the time of 
the founding to justify his interpretation. In Section 
A of Part II, he refers to the ratification debates and 
writings of Madison and Hamilton in the Federalist 
Papers to justify the limitation of the Treaty Power to 
purely international affairs. In Section B, he addresses 
the counterargument that the Treaty Power was not 
given enumerated limits; the federal government was 
given flexibility, not absolute power. Section C argues 
that Representative James Hillhouse’s analysis of 
the limited scope of the Treaty Power and Thomas 
Jefferson’s Senate Manual of Parliamentary Procedure 
prove that the Treaty Power was purely international 
in scope in post-ratification times. Part III examines 
the Court’s precedent on Treaty Power and even 
uses Holland (1920), insofar as it was an agreement 
with Great Britain, to recognize the fundamental 

limitations of the Treaty Power. 
	 Justice Scalia, joined by Justice Thomas, 
wrote yet another concurrence in the judgment. 
Justice Alito joined Part I of the opinion. Scalia was 
amused by the minor crime the national government 
used to bring forward its case, and he concluded 
that Section 229 was unconstitutional. In Part I, he 
addressed the statutory question. Section A correctly 
notes that the act provides its own definition of 
chemical weapon, which extends to the substances 
used by Bond. Section B questions the precedents 
used by the Court, including Gregory (1991), which 
rely on ambiguous statutes. In Section C, Scalia 
claims that the Court’s amendment of the statute, in 
forcing those who own harmful toxins to “ponder the 
totality of the circumstances in order to determine 
whether his conduct is a felony,” has rendered it 
“broad and unintelligible.” Part II addresses the 
constitutional question. In Section A, he argues 
that the Elastic Clause, when combined with the 
Treaty Power, does not give Congress the authority 
to implement non-self-enforcing treaties. Section B 
contains the true force of his argument, however; 
the limits of the Treaty Power are clearly delineated. 
Treaties that are to be legislatively enforced must be 
tied to an enumerated power of Congress. Otherwise, 
the national government would be able to encroach on 
states’ rights simply by drafting a treaty with another 
nation. He relies on Federalist No. 33, which includes 
an example of an antipolygamy convention that 
gives the national government power over the law of 
intestacy, to illustrate this point.

	 Significance

	 Justice Scalia was so amused at the federal 
government’s use of a case in which “a husband’s 
paramour suffered a minor thumb burn at the hands 
of a betrayed wife” that he was largely ignorant of the 
pernicious nature of his constitutional interpretation, 
which threatens the very essence of the Treaty 
Power itself (Bond v. United States 2014). In his 
layer cake textualist interpretation, he exhibited an 
almost complete disregard for the original intent for 
the ratification of Article II Section II. The historical 
context is best seen in the argument of Alexander 
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Hamilton in Federalist 22, who explained that “the 
treaties of the United States, under the [Articles of 
Confederation] are liable to infractions of the thirteen 
[states]… The faith, the reputation, the peace of 
the whole union, are thus continually at the mercy 
of the prejudices, the passions, and the interests of 
every member of which it is composed” (qtd. in 
Glennon and Sloane 2016, 52). Hamilton concluded 
his analysis by asking two final, thought-provoking 
questions: “Is it possible that foreign nations can 
either respect or confide in such a government? Is 
it possible that the people of America will longer 
consent to trust their honor, their happiness, their 
safety, on so precarious a foundation?” (ibid.). The 
immediate dangers of a prima facie acceptance 
of Justice Scalia’s interpretation become apparent 
under this framework; the U.S. will no longer hold 
any sort of negotiating power when it comes to 
an international agreement, as it lacks the proper 
enforcement authorities over the states. In addition, 
the American people, realizing the sheer absurdity 
of such a proposition, will begin to question the 
government’s ability to properly protect them. The 
states have been afforded too much power, and the 
Supremacy Clause is robbed of any substantive 
meaning.

   Dean Nickles (2015) rightfully concludes that, 
despite Justice Scalia’s arguments to the contrary, 
“the Necessary and Proper Clause and treaty-
making power, however, should also be sufficient on 
their own, barring other constitutional constraints, 
to permit Congress to pass laws carrying out the 
obligations of treaties” (72). As he astutely notes, 
“without the assurance (and likelihood) of treaty 
obligations being enforced, the power to make treaties 
would be hindered (72-73). While Justice Scalia is 
concerned about the erosion of states’ rights, he does 
not stop to consider that the limitations he proposes 
would inevitably result in a fundamental loss of 
federal and international authority. With Congress 
only able to enact treaties that fall within the meager 
list of enumerated powers, there would certainly be 
a harkening back to the days of bilateral agreements 
that Justice Scalia appears so fond of in his opinion 
(Bond v. United States 2014). His interpretation also 
largely ignores (or, perhaps more accurately, guts) the 

Elastic Clause, as the Treaty Power, which is afforded 
to the legislature in Article II, becomes severely 
limited in scope. Congress is no longer able to rely 
on a proper extension of authority to make the U.S. 
a respectable global citizen, instead being forced to 
defer to the individual states. In terms of ratifying 
and implementing treaties, the executive is rendered 
as incredibly weak as it was under the Articles of 
Confederation.

Heather Gerken (2014), realizing the layer 
cake nature of Justice Scalia’s opinion, was dismayed 
by his approach to federalism. She masterfully 
describes a federalist paradigm that encompasses 
Scalia’s jurisprudence: the “tale told by those who 
believe in state sovereignty,” as the name suggests, 
grants almost unilateral power to the states over 
the national government (85). Gerken realizes 
that “the market touches virtually everything and 
interconnected regulatory regimes can sweep almost 
anything into Article I’s ambit” and advocates for 
a new marble cake federalist doctrine (102). As 
she argues, federalism must recognize the “vibrant, 
interactive relationships” between the state and 
national governments (87). Thus, the layer cake 
approach advocated by Scalia, which attempts to 
“keep federal and state officers separate,” denies 
reality and instead pursues a dysfunctional form 
of government that does not support a relational 
interpretation of federalism (115). He is chasing 
a pipe dream instead of rooting his decision in 
practicality.  While this may prove quite pleasing 
to the states, it would wreak havoc on the existing 
cooperative systems that allow the U.S. to actually 
function. Gerken’s marble cake conceptualization 
would be both far more practical and allow for the 
upholding of the Constitution in a collaborative 
process that also preserves the international reputation 
of the U.S. 
	 Nicholas Rosenkranz (2014) presents a 
different perspective on the argument; he believes that 
Justice Holmes’s opinion in Holland (1920) issued a 
“pernicious suggestion that a treaty can increase the 
legislative power of Congress” (305). A true states’ 
rights advocate, he was extremely disappointed that 
the three concurring justices were not in the majority. 
However, he retains hope that Holland (1920) “may 
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yet be overruled” (306). He ultimately believes that 
“the Necessary and Proper Clause does not empower 
Congress to implement treaties,” but rather to consent 
to their signing (ibid.). Rosenkranz does not address 
the fundamental question that arises under such an 
interpretation: What is the point of signing a treaty if 
you are not able to enforce it? As Nickles recognizes, 
this question would become a common one within the 
international sphere, and “other nations would hesitate 
to make treaties with the United States if [they were] 
unable to trust that the United States would actually 
enforce the agreed upon terms” (73). The U.S. would 
be alienated due to the tyranny of the masses (of 
states) imposed under Justice Scalia’s interpretation, 
and isolationism would inevitably follow. 
	 Rosenkranz also agrees with Justice Scalia’s 
assertion that the crux of Holmes’s argument does 
not rest on constitutional grounds but rather uses 
an overly broad interpretation of the Elastic Clause. 
However, this runs contrary to Justice Marshall’s 
opinion in McCulloch v. Maryland (1918), in which 
he proclaimed, “let the end be legitimate, let it be 
within the scope of the constitution, and all means 
which are appropriate, which are plainly adapted to 
that end, which are not prohibited, but consist with the 
letter and spirit of the constitution, are constitutional” 
(qtd. in Nickles 2015, 74). And, seeing as non-self-
executing treaties require the “acquiescence of the 
President, two-thirds of the Senate, and the passage 
of a statute by Congress,” there are numerous 
safeguards in place to help prevent an overexpansive 
interpretation of the Elastic Clause that runs contrary 
to constitutional principles (ibid.). Justice Scalia’s 
worry of Congress’s use of the Treaty Power to 
acquire a “general police power” seems exceptionally 
silly under these circumstances (ibid.; Bond v. United 
States 2014). Justice Scalia’s opinion therefore 
weakens the Elastic Clause in sheer contradiction 
of precedent; there seems to be no part of the 
Constitution immune from his attenuation witch hunt.   
	 Mark Strasser (2015) addresses another 
fundamental flaw of Rosenkranz’s argument, 
venturing deeper into it than Rosenkranz seems 
willing to. In his interpretation, overruling Holland 
(1920) would “severely [undermine] the interests 
of the nation as a whole” because it would “unduly 

limit the federal government’s ability to prosecute 
individuals who use chemical or biological agents to 
harm others in the United States or unduly handcuff 
the federal government’s ability to engage in foreign 
relations or promote national interests” (348). By 
zooming out from the burned thumb, Strasser is able 
to examine the importance of the treaty as a whole, 
and he thus recognizes the pernicious implications of 
Scalia’s concurrence. Instead of limiting the Treaty 
Power, the national government must retain the 
right to “enter into agreements to promote national 
and international goals” (ibid.). Scalia’s layer cake 
interpretation would deny this fundamental role.  

As has been suggested above, Scalia’s 
concurrence, if adopted as law, would have disastrous 
consequences on U.S. foreign affairs. Rosenkranz 
is so obsessed with the thought that “a treaty can 
exceed [Congress’s] enumerated powers and violate 
the Tenth Amendment” that he neglects to consider 
the implications of his unwavering support for states’ 
rights on international commitments (297). This also 
says nothing about how, for his and Scalia’s darkest 
nightmares to come true, current jurisprudence on the 
Elastic Clause—see above—would need to be thrown 
out the window. In their baseless worry, Rosenkranz 
and Scalia severely hinder, if not altogether 
eliminate, the U.S.’s ability to engage in international 
agreements.  

This hindrance is perhaps best explained in 
terms of the general lack of enforcement accorded to 
the national government under this conceptualization. 
The national government would appear unbelievably 
weak on the international stage, as it “would be 
forced to rely on the states to implement the nation’s 
treaty obligations” (Sloss 2015, 1602). Furthermore, 
due to the largely increasing category of non-self-
executing treaties, this would become commonplace 
under Justice Scalia’s state sovereigntist rule (ibid.). 
Looking specifically at the facts of Bond (2014), 
David Sloss (2015) argues that “a decision to rely 
on state governments to implement the CWC”—as 
Justice Scalia wishes—”would have required the 
federal government to invent a novel mechanism 
to encourage states to enact new laws quite unlike 
preexisting state laws” (1604). In this layer cake 
system, the national government would be rendered 
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subservient to the fickle whims of the individual 
states. Should the Court rule that “the exercise of 
the Treaty Power will” no longer “be upheld as long 
as the means adopted is reasonably related to the 
promotion of important national interests,” states 
will be allowed to wantonly disregard national 
agreements with no fear of retribution (Strasser 2015, 
321). Congress will prove trapped within its narrow 
enumerated powers.

Curtis Bradley (2014) is most concerned 
about the implication of Justice Scalia’s (and 
Thomas’s) concurrence on human rights treaties, 
seeing as they “do not involve traditional cross-border 
or reciprocal commitments among nations” (495). 
The potentially disastrous effects on human rights are 
therefore clear. Gregory Van Houten (2016) provides 
one such example in his analysis of 18 U.S.C. Section 
2423(c), one of the travel statutes of the PROTECT 
Act. The statute, in response to child sex tourism, 
“criminalizes traveling in foreign commerce and 
engaging in illicit sexual conduct abroad” (179). The 
act is directly tied to the Optional Protocol, which 
“mandates that each signatory nation ‘shall ensure 
that… [sexual exploitation offenses are]… covered 
under its criminal or penal law, whether the offenses 
are committed domestically or transnationally” 
(ibid. 206). Employing the logic from Justice 
Scalia’s concurrence, Van Houten believes that “the 
government would likely have to point to the Foreign 
Commerce Clause, another enumerated power” to 
justify 18 U.S.C. Section 2423(c) (212). This would 
prove necessary because the esteemed justice would 
“reject the government’s contention that Congress 
had authority via the Necessary and Proper Clause 
to enact 18 U.S.C. Section 2423(c)” (213). A far 
superior strategy would be a marble cake system that 
recognized the importance of protecting children 
and encouraged cooperation among the national 
government and the states. Alas, the protection of 
children is not an enumerated power and, under a 
layer cake interpretation of the 10th Amendment, is 
therefore reserved solely for the states.   

In summation, accepting Justice Scalia’s 
constitutional interpretation would render the 
national government weak and ineffective in terms 
of implementing treaties, making any approval a 

meaningless signature. In his ahistorical crusade 
to protect states’ rights, he leaves the national 
government with no enforcement recourse in the face 
of state refusal to abide by the terms of international 
agreements. As the number of treaties considered to 
be non-self-enforcing grows, Scalia advocates for 
a shackling of the United States’ ability to act as a 
responsible global citizen in direct contradiction of 
Article I Section 8 Clause 18. The consequences on 
human rights alone (including child sex tourism) 
should be enough to make us run away in fear.     

Conclusion

	 In the majority decision, the Court attempted 
to ignore the federalism-sized elephant in the room 
through constitutional avoidance. However, the 
three justices concurring in the judgment were more 
than comfortable to provide their constitutional 
interpretation concerning the relationship between 
the 10th Amendment and the Treaty Power. Should 
Justice Scalia’s concurrence—the most pernicious 
one—become modern jurisprudence, the ability of the 
U.S. to enter into international agreements would be 
wobbled. Scalia’s unwavering layer cake federalism 
would severely limit the United States to the point 
of only entering bilateral treaties and would render 
the country incapable of legitimate enforcement of 
most provisions. As can be seen through the example 
of child sex tourism, this would have devastating 
consequences. 
	 In his misinterpretation of the 10th 
Amendment, Scalia effectively rejects any notion 
of marble cake federalism. Rather than create a 
cooperative system that limits the acquisition, 
possession, and use of chemical weapons, the national 
government would have no ability to enforce its treaty 
obligations, and individual penalties would waver 
due to varying state statutes. The United States and its 
incredibly weak enforcement power would become 
a laughingstock within the international sphere 
under such a rigid system, and inefficiency would 
run rampant. Unless the U.S. adopts an exclusively 
isolationist foreign policy, Justice Scalia’s reasoning 
must be abandoned.  
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