
“There is no reason to trust insiders in the elections industry.” - Jimmy Carter 
 
August 8th update: More reports from various states will soon be uploaded here, along 
with the data. As of now, we have responded at length to our critics here. Please note that this 
is a living document (more data becomes available to us every day.) We appreciate those 
readers who are now inspecting their own countries. Please let us know if you need any 
additional help with your efforts. In regards to peer review, we will seek publication in an 
academic journal at a later time. Rather than keeping the information to ourselves, we wanted 
people to engage with the data. Please contact us if you have any questions or suggestions: 
a.geijsel@tilburguniversity.edu, cortes@stanford.edu. If you are able to help us in our effort, 

please visit our GoFundMe. Thank you. 
 
 
Following our main initial report, here are the main take-aways from our extensive investigation:  
 

1. Clinton overperformed the polls only in states that are vulnerable to electronic hacking.  
2. Clinton’s strong performance can be traced to strong performance with 

African-Americans, but that doesn’t tell the full story: Even when we adjust for this 
alternative explanation in all sorts of ways, Clinton still performed better in states that are 
most vulnerable to electronic hacking (to reduce overfitting and multicollinearity we 
suggest trying models that merge Latinos/Asians and dropping European-Americans 
who are indirectly represented in resulting models.) 

a. Download data on Clinton’s popular vote %, Census 2010 ethnic breakdowns by 
state, and paper/no paper trail.  

3. Exit polls were particularly “off” in states that were most vulnerable to electronic hacking.  
4. Clinton’s performance boost in these types of states did not occur in 2008 (Obama did 

not benefit either.)  
5. It is easy to do a close inspection of some states, such as Louisiana. All of the machines 

in use in Louisiana are the AVC Advantage machines, which Princeton Computer 
Science Professor Andrew Appel describes as hackable. Our close analysis of Louisiana 
revealed anomalies that favored Clinton in 85% of the counties. The Republicans did 
seem not benefit from the statistical anomaly in any of the counties.  

a. Download Republican data: Note the flatness of the curves (results in smaller 
precincts are similar to results in larger precincts)  

b. Download Democratic data: Note the steepness of the curves (results in larger 
precincts tend to favor Clinton).  

c. Note that according to polls, Clinton was expected to get around 60%. The official 
result showed her at 71%.  

d. This doesn’t seem to reflect racial factors (the pattern shows up heavily White 
counties and in heavily African-American counties), and it doesn’t reflect urban 
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vs. rural divide since large cities can often have small precincts and small towns 
can often have big precincts  

e. Potential explanation: One theory that others have advanced for this is that, if 
anyone were to attempt to hack electronic voting machines, they may choose to 
do it in larger precincts (lots of votes.) Overall, one would expect that, within the 
same geographical area (a county), the vote should be similar at larger and 
smaller precincts. However, this principle is violated for larger precincts only in 
the Democratic race.  

6. Two of the three main voting machine companies (Dominion Voting and Hart Intercivic, 
through H.I.G. Capital) are donors to the Clinton Foundation [Check Guccifer 2.0’s 
spreadsheet.] This brings up issues of private companies being involved in public 
elections. It does NOT mean the companies hacked the vote. Anyone with 
knowledge and access could potentially influence the machines (see report from 
Professor Appel.) 

 
We will have more to say about the rest of the states soon (we will show data at the level of 
detail that we did for Louisiana.) Other states do not provide their data in as user-friendly form 
as Louisiana.  
 
Note that the WashPo has become interested in the idea that Russia  could hack our elections  
 
Obama administration grows concerned regarding the possibility of hacked voting machines  
 
Politico story on the issue 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

http://madisonvoices.com/pdffiles/2008_2012_ElectionsResultsAnomaliesAndAnalysis_V1.5.pdf
https://guccifer2.files.wordpress.com/2016/06/clinton-foundation-donors-25k.xlsx
https://guccifer2.files.wordpress.com/2016/06/clinton-foundation-donors-25k.xlsx
https://www.washingtonpost.com/posteverything/wp/2016/07/27/by-november-russian-hackers-could-target-voting-machines/?hpid=hp_no-name_opinion-card-a%3Ahomepage%2Fstory
https://www.washingtonpost.com/posteverything/wp/2016/07/27/by-november-russian-hackers-could-target-voting-machines/?hpid=hp_no-name_opinion-card-a%3Ahomepage%2Fstory
https://www.washingtonpost.com/posteverything/wp/2016/07/27/by-november-russian-hackers-could-target-voting-machines/?hpid=hp_no-name_opinion-card-a%3Ahomepage%2Fstory
http://www.nytimes.com/glogin?URI=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.nytimes.com%2F2016%2F08%2F04%2Fus%2Fpolitics%2Fus-seeks-to-protect-voting-system-against-cyberattacks.html%3F_r%3D0
http://www.politico.com/magazine/story/2016/08/2016-elections-russia-hack-how-to-hack-an-election-in-seven-minutes-214144


Analysis of polls of likely voters:  
 
The following analysis examines discrepancies in polls of likely voters once compared to the 
official results. These data are available on Real Clear Politics. We will upload them onto this 
document very soon.  
 
The benefit of this kind of analysis is that it sidesteps the controversy around exit polls. These 
pre-election polls of likely voters cover almost all the primary states. There 337 polls listed by 
Real Clear Politics represent 139,231 voters across 34 primary states. 
 
We found that while the polls were quite successful at predicting Clinton’s numbers in states 
with paper trails (just a statistically inconsequential 1% difference), Clinton over-performed by an 
average of 9% in the states that use electronic voting machines but fail to provide paper 
evidence of this vote: 
 

 
 
Thus, pollsters were quite accurate in predicting the outcome, but only in states where fraud is 
hardest to hide. This situation is completely flipped in the states where the placed vote cannot 
be verified, as the vote only ever existed in the machines. 
 
 
 
 
 



Louisiana example 
 
It is quite possible that the vote in these states was, in fact, manipulated. Studies conducted by 
teams of computer scientists at Princeton, NYU, and UCSD show that the machines from all 
major companies, such as the AVC Advantage made by Sequoia (now owned by Dominion), 
have severe security issues and are very vulnerable to network viruses. Despite this fact, there 
is very little state or federal regulation of the machines, and regulations regarding intellectual 
property have often prevented independent research. 
 
As described above, Louisiana uses the hackable AVC Advantage machine. When we looked at 
the results of the Republican primaries, we did not observe that any candidate kept gaining a 
larger and larger share of the vote at larger precincts (meaning the lines were relatively stable 
as precinct size increased). However, when we looked at the Democratic primaries, we 
observed severe abnormalities. Namely, the share of votes that Hillary Clinton received kept 
increasing (leading to a whopping 25%). This type of statistical abnormality is seen in almost 
every parish (county). It does not appear in any parish for the Republican primary: 

 

https://citp.princeton.edu/research/voting/


 
 
As such, in Louisiana, a state with solely electronic voting, Sen. Sanders is the only candidate in 
either party to face an overwhelming disadvantage at larger precincts. Again, this does not 
simply reflect an urban vs. rural distinction. There are large precincts in small towns and small 
precincts in big cities. 
 
Why would voters in larger precincts favor one candidate over the other by such a wide margin? 
We have been unable to come up with a reasonable psychological or sociological reason that 
would apply only to voters voting in the Democratic primary. 
 

 
 
 
 
 



Graspable state-by-state comparisons 
 

One of our readers, C. F., requested a more intuitive version of the analysis whereby we 
“adjust” for explanations such as ethnicity and political ideology: A side-by-side comparisons of 
states. Not only is this a great way to identify pairs of states that are similar, but which differ in 
their level of electoral fraud risk, it really gets at the key concept behind the idea of “adjusting” 
for different factors.  
 

Thus: All of the following pairs of states are highly similar in terms of the percent of 
African-Americans and the percent of liberals (which is a concept measured by Gallup in 2015”). 
As such, a key difference within the following pairs of states is that they differ on their level of 
risk for electoral fraud and, as expected, also on their level of support for Secretary Clinton.  
 

Similar “Blue” States: Illinois (mild risk) and New Jersey (high risk) 
 
 Illinois and New Jersey are two of the most populous states in the country. 
Homeownership rates are similar across both states, as is the percentage of 
African-American-owned businesses. Indeed, both states have roughly the same percentage of 
African-Americans, and the same percentage of liberals. Both have the same level of income 
inequality. However, while New Jersey is at high risk of electoral fraud, Illinois is only at mild 
risk. Interestingly, Secretary Clinton won Illinois at 51%, but trounced Senator Sanders in New 
Jersey with 63%.  
 

Similar “Red” States: Oklahoma (low risk) and Kentucky (high risk) 
 
 Oklahoma and Kentucky are both mid-sized, landlocked Southern states. They do not 
receive much attention on the national stage. The percentage of African-Americans and of 
liberals across the two states is very close. Yet, while Oklahoma is at low risk of electoral fraud, 
Kentucky is at high risk. Secretary Clinton did about 5% better in Kentucky than in Oklahoma.  
 

Similar Midwest States: Michigan (low risk) and Ohio (mild risk) 
 
 Michigan and Ohio are both major Midwestern states. They are both often described as 
the “heartland” of America. In the wake of once bustling economies, people in both states have 
felt squeezed as traditional manufacturing jobs have evaporated over the past decades. 
Politically, the percentage of people who identify as liberals is very similar across the two states, 
and the percentage of African-Americans is almost identical. Yet, while Michigan is at low risk of 
electoral fraud, Ohio is at mild risk. As our core idea would predict, Secretary Clinton did better 
in Ohio than in Michigan: 8 points better.  
 

Similar Mountain States: New Mexico (low risk) and Arizona (mild risk) 
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 While Arizona is more populous than New Mexico, the states are both in the Mountain 
region, occupy similar amounts of land, border one another, have a high percentage of 
Hispanics/Latinos (compared to most other states), have similar incomes per capita, and similar 
levels of poverty. Both states have a small percentage of African-American voters and about 
25% of their populations identify as liberal. However, electoral fraud is more difficult in New 
Mexico than it is in Arizona (which has officially admitted electoral fraud). Intriguingly, Secretary 
Clinton did about 3% better in Arizona than in highly similar New Mexico.  
 

Similar Atlantic States: North Carolina (mild risk) and Virginia (high risk) 
 
 North Carolina and Virginia are “sibling” states. They border one another, have a healthy 
rivalry, and are both situated in the the middle of the East Coast. The population in each state is 
about 20% African-American and 20% liberal. Firms owned by African-Americans are around 
10% in each state. Both states hold around 200 people per square mile. However, while North 
Carolina is only at mild risk of election fraud, Virginia is at high risk. Intriguingly, Secretary 
Clinton’s edge in Virginia was perhaps around 12% higher than her win in North Carolina.  
 
 Thus, state-by-state comparisons from different regions of the country illustrate what it 
means to adjust for an alternative explanation: It means to find similar states in the dataset and 
looking for the differences in the explanation under scrutiny (in this case: states at risk of 
electoral fraud.) When we carry out this analysis, it appears as if Secretary Clinton does better 
in states wherein the risk of electoral fraud is at high.  
 

  % African- 
Americans 

% 
Liberals 

% Clinton 
Popular Vote 

in Official 
Result 

% Clinton 
Delegates 

Risk of 
 electoral 

fraud 

Similar “Blue” 
States 

Illinois 15 26 51 51 Mild (some 
hackable 

machines) 

New 
Jersey 

14 26 63 63 High (very 
hackable 

machines) 

Similar “Red” 
States 

Oklahoma 7 17 41 44 Low 
(paper 
ballot) 

Kentucky 8 19 47 50 High 

Similar 
Midwest 

Michigan 14 23 48 48 Low 
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Ohio 12 20 56 56 Mild 

Similar 
Mountain 

States 

New 
Mexico 

2 26 51 52 Low 

Arizona 4 22 56 56 Mild 

Similar 
Atlantic 
States 

N. 
Carolina 

22 20 54 56 Mild 

Virginia 20 22 64 65 High 

 
 
 
Addressing the role of race/ethnicity when treating % delegates as the 
outcome 
 

 
In regards to the core data, we have been criticized for how we conducted our analysis 

of alternative explanations. Specifically, many readers criticized us for focusing on non-Hispanic 
Whites, rather than African-Americans. Indeed, African-American have long been strong 
supporters of Secretary Clinton as well as former President Clinton. As such, here, we focused 
on the percentage of African-Americans living in the state (as measured by the latest Census in 
2010). We did not focus on the percentage of African-American Democratic voters because a lot 
of primaries are open to non-Democrats. We know of no publically accessible data that would 
allow us to account for the ethnic/racial composition of the people who actually voted using a 
Democratic ballot. Thus, we must settle for general statewide measures of the percentage of 
African-Americans.  
 

First off, as should be expected, the data validate two obvious aspects of the electoral 
map: The the greater the percentage of African-Americans, the more support for Secretary 
Clinton. And, the more Democratic the state, the less support for Secretary Clinton. Indeed, 
Clinton swept the South (which has the highest proportion of African-Americans) while Sanders 
swept the nation’s most solidly White and Democratic states (e.g., Vermont, Oregon, 
Minnesota).  
 

But now comes the most important point: Once we adjust for the role of 
African-Americans and political ideology, does the risk of electoral fraud continue to play a role 
in explaining support for Secretary Clinton? One important aspect which we failed to touch in 
our initial analysis is to check and correct for outliers (data points far from the average). Outliers 
are known to exert undue influence within small datasets such as ours (we only have 36 states 
with primaries).  
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Thus, we checked to see whether a formal analysis “Cook’s distance”, would suggest 
that we must exclude any outlier states when attempting to correct for alternative explanations. 
Indeed, the analysis found that Alabama and Vermont were exercising an abnormally high 
influence on the process of “adjusting” for different explanations. In other words, if we didn’t 
exclude these states, the results would probably be inaccurate. Thus, based on our findings 
after applying  "Cook's distance" we dropped Alabama and Vermont from the analysis.  
 

When we do this, we are essentially cleaning up our data, to make it easier to analyze 
and more reliable. So, what do we find? The numbers show that even when adjusting for the 
percentage of African-Americans in the state and the role of political ideology, as the risk of 
electoral fraud increases, so too does the claimed level of support for Secretary Clinton. 

 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 Some critics will now ask, why didn’t we adjust for all the other ethnicities? Unfortunately, 
there are only 36 states in the primaries, and when doing this kind of analysis it is often 
recommended that each alternative explanation have at least 10 data points (i.e., states.) As 
such, we are necessarily limited. However, interested readers will note that we tried out many 
exploratory models. In a nutshell, we found that our risk variable seemed robust to alternative 
explanations, including age, gender, other races/ethnicities, urbanization (i.e. rural-city), 
population density, Southern/non-Southern states, election performance, and even personality 
differences between states. Specifics:  
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-,571 ,017 ,008 

a. Dependent Variable: % of delegates for Clinton 

  

Because of the number of alternative variables that have included in our SPSS file. We 
shall use a big number of variables at the same time (more than the recommended 
number). Therefore, we must ignore the numbers we used last time (because of overfit), 
instead we will look at the Zero-order variance. 
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  

  

Coefficientsa 



Model Unstandardized 

Coefficients 

Standardiz

ed 

Coefficients 

t Sig

. 

Correlations 

B Std. 

Error 

Beta Zero

-ord

er 

Parti

al 

Part 

1 (Constant) -41,83

9 

169,16

5 
  -,247 ,80

8 
      

Average of 

Democratic 

national election 

wins, 1992-2012 

-,515 28,292 -,006 -,018 ,98

6 

-,25

4 

-,005 -,00

2 

Democratic 

advantage 

1,427 ,639 1,260 2,23

3 

,04

1 

-,12

2 

,500 ,24

1 

% Conservative ,453 1,291 ,222 ,351 ,73

0 

,298 ,090 ,03

8 

% Liberal 

(Gallup) 

-5,051 1,293 -2,022 -3,90

6 

,00

1 

-,39

6 

-,710 -,42

2 

GINI-index 1,071 1,578 ,158 ,679 ,50

8 

,430 ,173 ,07

3 

Economic 

confidence 

,736 ,320 ,584 2,30

1 

,03

6 

-,01

1 

,511 ,24

9 

Wellbeing 

(Gallup) 

2,791 2,345 ,257 1,19

0 

,25

3 

,066 ,294 ,12

9 

State population -5,605

E-007 

,000 -,392 -1,77

0 

,09

7 

,208 -,416 -,19

1 

Population 

Density 

,000 ,010 -,003 -,011 ,99

1 

-,03

0 

-,003 -,00

1 

Percent of 

people living in 

a city 

,143 ,334 ,173 ,428 ,67

5 

-,00

8 

,110 ,04

6 



State election 

performance 

2008 

-,296 ,363 -,204 -,816 ,42

8 

-,16

4 

-,206 -,08

8 

State election 

performance 

2010 

-,158 ,416 -,119 -,379 ,71

0 

-,26

3 

-,097 -,04

1 

Aggreeableness 1,844 3,514 ,099 ,525 ,60

7 

,245 ,134 ,05

7 

Conscientiousne

ss 

-,879 2,527 -,071 -,348 ,73

3 

,198 -,089 -,03

8 

Extraverssion 4,159 2,954 ,283 1,40

8 

,17

9 

,222 ,342 ,15

2 

Neuroticism ,302 3,833 ,023 ,079 ,93

8 

,092 ,020 ,00

8 

Openness 9,531 4,343 ,544 2,19

5 

,04

4 

-,04

6 

,493 ,23

7 

a. Dependent Variable: % of delegates for Clinton 
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Model Unstandardized 

Coefficients 

Standardize
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Coefficients 

t Sig. Correlations 

B Std. 

Error 

Beta Zero-

order 

Partia
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Part 

1 (Constant) 53,028 5,571   9,519 ,000       

State uses 

DRE 

system 

,340 3,827 ,015 ,089 ,930 ,476 ,017 ,011 

DRE-VVP

AT 

9,694 4,086 ,438 2,372 ,025 ,681 ,409 ,301 

Open 

primaries 

12,794 9,083 ,578 1,409 ,170 ,314 ,257 ,178 

(semi-) 

Open 

primaries 

-3,725 3,384 -,441 -1,10

1 

,280 ,227 -,204 -,13

9 

Southern 

states 

6,317 3,458 ,288 1,827 ,078 ,567 ,326 ,231 

a. Dependent Variable: % of delegates for Clinton 

  

  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
 
Among these alternatives, there are a number of variables that will score high 
explanatory values as well. However one must watch that these are not different 



measurements of the same thing, for example Hispanic (census 2010) and Hispanic 
(projection 2014). 
As a rule of thumb, we shall cut off all the variables that have a Zero-order value below 
0,400. 
The variables (explanations) that do not meet this margin include: 
 - Percent of Asians 2010 and  2014 
 - Percent of Hispanic 2010 and 2014 
 - Percent of Natives 2010 and 2014 
 - Average democratic wins in previous elections 
 - Democratic advantage 
 - % of conservatives 
 - % of liberals 
 - Personality 
 - Economic confidence 
 - Wellbeing 
 - Overall population 
 - Population density 
 - Percent of people living in the city (i.e. Urbanization) 
 - Election quality performance 2008 and 2010 
 - Open primaries (with and without including semi open-closed primaries) 
 
  
Examples in practice 
We believe that these alternative explanations are not sufficient enough to explain the 
differences between states. For that reason, until proven otherwise, we feel that these 
are unable to account for the differences in delegates that we found. 
To exemplify this, we’ll show the results of including two of these alternatives instead of 
the variable ‘risk for election fraud’. 
The first one is based on a claim we have often come across, namely that whether a 
primary was open or closed, would severely affect the results. 
The second one is based on a question we received through an email from G.V., who 
mentioned that Bernie Sanders had bigger wins in the rural areas but lost in the cities. 
Open primaries versus closed primaries 
A small clarification: Considering that certain primaries have either a semi-closed, or a 
semi-open, system of voting. The variable had four points: 
 1. Closed primary 
 2. Semi-closed primary 
 3. Semi-open primary 
 4. Open primary 



The difference in these groups lie mostly in the possibility to still register on the same 
day as the election. Whereas with closed primaries, one has to register in advance. 

Model Summaryb 

Mode

l 

R R 

Squar

e 

Adjuste

d R 

Square 

Std. 

Error of 

the 

Estimate 

Change Statistics 

R 

Square 

Change 

F 

Change 

df1 df2 Sig. F 

Change 

1 ,834a ,695 ,675 6,2979 ,695 35,310 2 31 ,000 

a. Predictors: (Constant), (semi-) Open primaries, Percent of African Am. 2010 

b. Dependent Variable: % of delegates for Clinton 
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a. Dependent Variable: % of delegates for Clinton 

  

  



  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  

As one can see, the significance is 0,505; this is far above the desired 0,05 (or less) one 
would want to find. To exemplify this in a pie chart, the explanatory values would be as 
followed: 
  
As one can see, whether a primary is open or closed does not predict whether there will 
be a change in support, once we control for the amount of African Americans within a 
state. 
 
If one looks at the scatter plots, one shall see that there it cannot be explained by 
abnormal interactions. 
 
Rural states versus city states 
 
We were quite intrigued by the second question. For it was not something we originally 
thought of including into our analysis. However, it did seem like a plausible explanation. 
A problem we faced with the inclusion of this was finding a generally accepted 
measurement for urbanization. Therefore we decided to include two variables, namely 
the population density in a state, and the percentage of people living within a cities. 
The results of these were as followed: 
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1 ,833a ,693 ,673 6,3164 ,693 35,012 2 31 ,000 

a. Predictors: (Constant), Population Density, Percent of African Am. 2010 



b. Dependent Variable: % of delegates for Clinton 
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,000       

Percent of 

African 

Am. 2010 

,953 ,114 ,834 8,368 ,000 ,831 ,833 ,833 

Population 

Density 

-,002 ,004 -,052 -,520 ,607 -,007 -,093 -,05

2 

a. Dependent Variable: % of delegates for Clinton 

  

 

Model Summaryb 

Mode
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Squar
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d R 

Square 
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Error of 

the 

Estimate 

Change Statistics 

R 

Square 

Change 

F 

Change 

df1 df2 Sig. F 

Change 

1 ,832a ,692 ,672 6,3324 ,692 34,757 2 31 ,000 

a. Predictors: (Constant), Percent of people living in a city, Percent of African Am. 2010 

b. Dependent Variable: % of delegates for Clinton 

  

 



Coefficientsa 

Model Unstandardized 

Coefficients 

Standardiz

ed 

Coefficients 

t Sig. Correlations 

B Std. 

Error 

Beta Zero-

order 

Partia

l 

Part 

1 (Constant) 41,581 6,462   6,43

4 

,000       

Percent of 

African Am. 

2010 

,950 ,114 ,832 8,33

7 

,000 ,831 ,832 ,832 

Percent of 

people 

living in a 

city 

,027 ,082 ,033 ,335 ,740 ,011 ,060 ,033 

a. Dependent Variable: % of delegates for Clinton 

  

As one can see, as in the previous example with ‘open primaries’, the values we find for 
the sig’s are again far above what we would wish to see if the variable were to have 
influence on the amount of delegates. Being even a weaker explanation than ‘Open 
primaries’. Similarly, the plots are evenly spread as is the case with ‘Open primaries’. 
Alternatives that were significant 
The variables that did score above the 0.400 rule of thumb, are the following: 
 - Percent of women 
 - Percent of African Americans 2010 and 2014 
 - Percent of non-Hispanic whites 2010 and 2014 
 - GINI-index for wealth inequality 
 - states uses DRE-systems 
 - DRE-VVPAT (i.e. paper trail or not) 
 - Southern states 
 - Risk for election fraud [zero-order = 0,645] 
  
We can divide these variables into four groups: 



Voting procedures Location Demographics Wealth 

Risk for election 
fraud Southern states Women GINI-index 

Usage of 
DRE-systems  African Americans 2010   

Paper trail or not  African American 2014   

   
non-Hispanic whites 
2010   

   
non-Hispanic whites 
2014   

        

  
The three variables that we believe provide the best explanation for the amount of 
delegates that were given to either Hillary Clinton or Bernie Sanders, are the Risk for 
election fraud, the amount of African Americans (as per census 2010), and the wealth 
inequality found within a state as measured by the GINI-index.* 

* We believe that the value found in Southern states is best explained by the presence of African Americans. 
This is  taking in mind that the measurements we used for political ideology  (e.g. the democratic advantage, 
and conservative views within a state) provided poor explanatory values. 
The reason we chose African Americans is because of its high explanatory values. We felt that a census 
provided a  more valid measurement than a projection, therefore we chose 2010 over 2014. 
 
  

These three variables provides us with the following data analyzed through the use of a 
multi-linear regression. 
  
  
  
  

Model Summaryb 
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1 ,89

4a 

,799 ,778 5,2017 ,799 39,65

3 

3 3

0 

,000 

a. Predictors: (Constant), Percent of African Am. 2010, GINI-index, Risk for election fraud 

b. Dependent Variable: % of delegates for Clinton 

 

 

Coefficientsa 

Model Unstandardized 

Coefficients 

Standardiz

ed 

Coefficients 

t Sig. Correlations 

B Std. 

Error 

Beta Zero-

order 

Partia

l 

Part 

1 (Constant) -26,87

7 

26,283   -1,02

3 

,315       

Risk for 

election 

fraud 

3,859 1,201 ,309 3,213 ,003 ,645 ,506 ,263 

GINI-index 1,482 ,564 ,222 2,629 ,013 ,392 ,433 ,215 

Percent of 

African Am. 

2010 

,704 ,113 ,616 6,227 ,000 ,831 ,751 ,510 

a. Dependent Variable: % of delegates for Clinton 

  

  
  
  
  
  
  



  
  

  
* again we must caution that these numbers are estimates based on the data that we have managed to 
collect 

  
We believe that, considering the host of alternatives that we have checked. That when control for 
the outliers we find that risk for fraud is a main explanation for the amount of support Hillary 
Clinton receives in a state. Alternative explanations being the amount of African 
Americans within a state, and the amount of wealth inequality. 
Together these account for 80% of the variance found for the voting results within a 
state. As one can see, as opposed to the earlier graphs we showed for the open 
primaries and the urbanization within a state, these three factors combined hurdle the 
results closely around the line.  
 

Exploratory research : Exit-polls 
Beyond our core analysis of the primary states and their risk for election fraud (based on their 
usage of electronic voting machines). We received many comments regarding our usage of the 
exit polls in our additional analysis. 
  
First off, we must state that exit poll data are not flawless. They are by definition only an 
approximation of the true number, and therefore will always slightly differ from the actual results. 
Though we must caution that this should not be blown out of proportion, the exit polls in general 
often have had quite a good track record in predicting the actual results. 
  
In this we should immediately make the distinction between unadjusted exit polls and adjusted 
exit polls. If you were to look at the currently reported exit polls, you will find that those numbers 
differ from the ones that we used in our initial study. The reason for this, is because closely after 
the exit polls are finished and are given to the big news-corporations (e.g. CNN), the numbers of 
the exit polls will be altered to fit the reported results.  
  
This distinction has often lead to heavy debate on how the exit polls should be interpreted and, 
when comparing to the actual results, if one should use the adjusted or the unadjusted exit 
polls. 
  
The arguments in favor of the comparison  often mention the facts that the exit polls have been 
enormously accurate in their predictions and that they are systematically used to detect election 
fraud in different countries. In contrast, the arguments against the comparison mention first and 
foremost that the exit-polls performed by Edison-Research in the United States are not the 
same as the ones used abroad to detect election fraud. Additionally, the critics often mention 
that there could be many factors in play which could alter the results of the exit polls. Among 



these factors are that they might miss late voters, that they would favor democrats, and that the 
length of the questionnaire would affect the response rate. 
  
We personally feel that both sides of the debate hold truth. Exit polls are indeed used outside of 
the United States to help assess the validity of election results, and taking in mind the good 
track record the exit polls have had in the past it seems fair to think that when these polls differ 
by the margin with which they do in this election, it should raise some eyebrows and it should be 
questioned what has caused these discrepancies. Especially when they have been uniformly 
been in favor of one of the candidates on one side of the primary elections, while having been 
incredibly consistent and accurate on the other side, namely the Republican primaries. 
 
However, the problem we have with interpreting both the unadjusted and the adjusted exit poll 
numbers is that Edison-Research has always been very superficial when explaining their 
methods. How they perform their polling and, most importantly, how they perform their analyses 
after the first results come in. 
 
Edison, who has monopolized the United-States exit-poll market, has only a single 
spokesperson, namely their vice-president Joe Lenski. Added to that, because of the lack of 
transparency to their methods and data, it will be extremely difficult to both verify and falsify their 
results. Because of this, the question of whether the exit polls or the actual results are the right 
number becomes redundant. The first and foremost question that should be answered is how 
Edison performs these polls and calculations in detail. As an example, the fact that after the 
results of the unadjusted exit polls, which are based on the (which we for now will assume) 
independent data that they have collected, will be altered to fit the actual results as they come in 
was bewildering to us. 
 
Their claim that it increases the reliability of the polls, without the addition of major additional 
data (which would be the requirement) seems contradictory. If they had access to the 
individually placed votes, it would violate the right for secret voting and therefore make it illegal. 
One can look up whether or not certain people voted, but it is illegal to know how they voted. 
Therefore assuming that they base their alterations on the new incoming data, which comprises 
10% of the final sample size, it is highly unlikely that the data coming in after initial release 
would alter the results the way they do. 
Therefore, because of their lack transparency in research design regarding the final alterations, 
and despite their claims that this is the case, it cannot be relied upon that the adjusted exit polls 
are any more reliable than the unadjusted exit polls. Unless Edison-Research can provide valid 
insight on these methods, from a scientific standpoint, it seems to us that the adjusted exit polls 
would in fact be less reliable than the unadjusted exit polls. 
 
Considering that the exit polls are the only independent alternative data we have on the final 
results, until Edison-Research provides insight into their methods. Both sides of the debate 
would have to resort to guesswork on whether the exit polls or the actual reported results reflect 
the true way in which people voted. Parallel to this, we would also have to resort to guesswork 



whether the unadjusted polls or the adjusted polls are the most reliable numbers. For that 
reason, we would ask of Edison to provide transparency and insight into their methods, and 
allow themselves to be checked by independent researchers to find the true reasons for these 
discrepancies. 
 
For now we shall continue our exploratory research based on the three possible assumptions 
we can make: 
 
 1. Both of the adjusted and unadjusted exit polls are unreliable. 
 2. The unadjusted exit polls are reliable 
 3. The adjusted exit polls are reliable 
 
If option one is the true answer, we can throw out the following pages. If the unadjusted exit 
polls reflect the true results, as claimed by numerous independent researchers, or the adjusted 
exit polls reflect the true results, as claimed by Edison-Research, it should provide additional 
insight into the occurrences in this election. 
 
How are they conducted? 
One of the most controversial topics we probably touched were the results of the 
unadjusted exit polls. 
The exit polls are financed by the six big media corporations (e.g. ABC, CNN). In this 
they are the financers of Edison-Research, and therefore control the editorial and 
financial decisions. In this they decide which questions are asked, which races, states 
and precincts are covered. 
After this Edison-Research takes over. Researching where the polling places are, what 
times they open and what the general rules are. After that they will start hiring and 
training local interviewers, which will be trained the weeks before the election. 
The interviewers communicate  the results of the questionnaires three times during the 
day. Once in the late morning, once in the mid-afternoon and once shortly before the 
polls close. In this they will communicate which answers were given, and which people 
refused to take the questionnaires (based on visual characteristics). For which they will 
adjust. 
The data they receive before 5 o’clock will be processed and adjusted for the response 
rate by demographics, the anticipated size by region (which also includes past voter 
history). Before the pollster takes the call, he or she will ask the election official how 
many people have voted up to that point. Based on that data they will make an estimate 
on the size of the expected vote. 
 
Differences between unadjusted and adjusted exit polls 



Before 5 o’clock the data is only seen by people which are quarantined (forfeiting all 
electronic communication). After 5 o’clock the quarantine will be released and the 
media-representatives will communicate the findings to their organizations. At that point 
they will usually have around two-thirds of the data. That is, the first two waves of 
information. These are reported as the ‘unadjusted exit polls’. Though this name might 
be a bit misleading, because the raw data that comes in will get adjusted for a range of 
factors (as described above) which will enhance the reliability. 
The third wave of information includes information about additional precincts which will 
communicate the reported results in other precincts to Edison. Because of this, they can 
quickly compare the results of the precincts in which they conducted the exit polls with 
the officially reported results. After this, a quick adjustment will happen based on this 
information. These will eventually become the ‘adjusted exit polls’, meaning that they 
are adjusted to fit the official results. 
In the latter lies the strong contrast between ‘unadjusted’ and ‘adjusted’ exit polls. The 
unadjusted exit polls have had an adjustment based on independent data, and the 
adjusted exit polls have had adjustments based on the official results. 
https://www.washingtonpost.com/news/the-fix/wp/2016/04/22/how-exit-polls-work-explained/ 
http://www.aapor.org/Education-Resources/Election-Polling-Resources/Explaining-Exit-Polls.as
px 
  
http://edition.cnn.com/election/primaries/polls 
 
Debate about exit polls 
http://fivethirtyeight.com/features/ten-reasons-why-you-should-ignore-exit/ 
http://showmethevotes.org/2016/06/10/the-theater-is-on-fire/ 
http://www.counterpunch.org/2016/05/11/hillary-clinton-versus-bernie-sand
ers-in-depth-report-on-exit-polling-and-election-fraud-allegations/ 
https://medium.com/@spencergundert/hillary-clinton-and-electoral-fraud-992ad9e080f6#.k2m1iwlqm 

Joe lenski bio 
http://www.edisonresearch.com/joe-lenski-2/ 
https://richardcharnin.wordpress.com/category/2016-election/ 
 
Edison as a monopoly 
http://www.3ammagazine.com/3am/joe-lenski-and-why-initial-exit-polls-are-
a-test-for-fair-elections-in-the-usa/ 
Causes of discrepancies 

http://www.huffingtonpost.com/hans-hickler/pay-attention-to-the-midd_b_5924640.html 

https://www.washingtonpost.com/news/the-fix/wp/2016/04/22/how-exit-polls-work-explained/
http://www.aapor.org/Education-Resources/Election-Polling-Resources/Explaining-Exit-Polls.aspx
http://www.aapor.org/Education-Resources/Election-Polling-Resources/Explaining-Exit-Polls.aspx
http://edition.cnn.com/election/primaries/polls
http://edition.cnn.com/election/primaries/polls
http://www.counterpunch.org/2016/05/11/hillary-clinton-versus-bernie-sanders-in-depth-report-on-exit-polling-and-election-fraud-allegations/
http://www.counterpunch.org/2016/05/11/hillary-clinton-versus-bernie-sanders-in-depth-report-on-exit-polling-and-election-fraud-allegations/
http://www.edisonresearch.com/joe-lenski-2/
https://richardcharnin.wordpress.com/category/2016-election/
https://richardcharnin.wordpress.com/category/2016-election/


 

When we are talking about exit polls, the first thing that should be mentioned is the 
margin of error. The margin of error reflects the interval for which one can say with 
certainty that the number which is measured will lie within this interval (most often put at 
95%).  This assumes a normal distribution of the data (which for us are the votes).  This 
is often shown through the use of a bell curve, as the one shown below (retrieved from 
the Huffington post). 
The margin of error works using a similar assumption. It will calculate the certainty with 
which the value that is measured lies within this margin. 
If we look at the exit polls in the table below, provided by Theodore Soares, we will see 
that the results in Florida for Donald Trump show him getting 45,5% of the votes. 
Whereas the other candidates receive 54,5% of the votes. 

 

 
This means that there is a 9,0% difference between their scores. If we now look at the 
difference between their results in the reported vote count, we will see that Donald 
Trump receives 45,7% of the votes and the other candidates receive a combined 
54,3%. This means that in the actual results, there is a 8,5% difference between the 
votes. 
What we look at is whether the differences between the exit polls and the actual results 
vastly differ. In the exit polls there was a difference of 9,0%, and in the reported results 
there was a 8,5% difference. Meaning that these two scores differed by 0,5%. This 
0,5% lies far below the acceptable margin of error of 6,0%. 

 

The 95% certainty that we mentioned before, means that in about 5% of the cases the 
results will differ starkly from the exit polls. This means that among the 23 states for 
which we have data, we would expect that one of these will differ. What we find in 
actuallity is that two of them differ. Although this is interesting, it is not extraordinary. 
If we look at the results among the Democratic primaries, we see that these 
discrepancies are far more numerous than one would expect. From the 25 states that 
were observed, one would expect one state to differ. In actuallity this was the case for 
12 out of the 25 states. The chance of this occurance is, (a conservative) one in a 
billion. 
It is safe to assume that something is causing these numbers to differ the way they do. 
What is causing these numbers to differ? And ofcourse, do the exit polls or the official 
results  reflect the actual support? 



One of the first and foremost questions one should ask, are the polls measuring what 
they are supposed to measure? Namely the support for a candidate and the 
corresponding demographics. 
If this is not the case, it must be said that exit polls are not wrong. It is just that they are 
measuring something else than we expected them to. Making the interpretation 
inaccurate because you believe they are measuring something they are not. 
 
 
Are they measuring what they are supposed to measure? 
 
 
If it is true that the polls are measuring something else, and the discrepancy lies in the 
polls. Most of the possible explanations would have to rely on one assumption. Bernie 
Sanders supporters are overrepresented in the unadjusted exit polls, leading to an 
unexpected higher support for Hillary Clinton in the actual results. 
The reasons for this possible overrepresentation could be numerous, but the ones we 
have heard most often, and also deemed the most plausible are the following three: 
 1.   Clinton supporters might shy away from the polls when seeing the majority of 
  other voters supporting Bernie Sanders. 
 2.   Sanders supporters are more inclined to take the polls because they are 
more 
  enthusiastic. 
 3.   The third wave of exitpolling contains a far larger percentage supporting 
Hillary 
  Clinton. 
 We shall try to address these three possibilities based on the limited data that we have. 
Though we must emphasize that, without having access to the full data from 
Edison-Research, it would be difficult to pinpoint with absolute certainty the cause of the 
discrepancies. Therefore we can only try to make certain explanations more or less 
plausible than others. 
When we look at the graph below, we see that the higher the reported official result for 
Clinton, the bigger the discrepancy compared to the exit polls. Considering that this 
means that the higher the support for Clinton, the more people would supposedly would 
vote for Sanders in the polls. This would contradict the first hypothesis that people 
would feel shy when confronted with the opposition, and therefore be less inclined to 
vote. 

 

 



 
 
  
If it is the case that Bernie Sanders supporters would feel far more motivated to take the 
polls when confronted with Clinton supporters. It would imply that Bernie Sanders 
supporters are more enthusiastic about supporting their candidate. Although this is a 
popular belief, research done by Gallup showed that this assumption is probably false. 
When looking at people who identify themselves as democrats, or lean towards the 
democratic party, they found that Clinton supporters were far more enthusiastic than 
Sanders supporters. 
 
  
This means that the second hypothesis, namely that Sanders supporters are more 
enthusiastic and therefore would be more likely to take the polls, speaks against the 
numbers. And therefore we have to assume for now that this hypothesis is unfounded. 
The third hypothesis, namely that the final group of people that vote in the later hours of 
the day would show a higher support for Hillary Clinton. 
There are multiple reasons why this is unlikely. The first reason is that, if we were to 
believe Joe Lenski, the people who support Hillary Clinton the most, which are the 
elderly, would vote during the afternoon and therefore fall among the participants of the 
unadjusted polls. 
As Joe Lenski mentioned in an interview for Counterpunch: “There are time of day 
effects on the exit poll.  Older voters tend to be more likely to vote in the middle of the 
day.  Working voters tend to either vote early before work or later after work.” 
 
  

 

When we take a look at a study done by the Pew Research Center featured below, we 
see that in fact the elderly voters are the only ones where Hillary Clinton severely 
outperforms Bernie Sanders. 

 

Exit poll 
results     

      

voted during: 
morning / 
afternoon 

early 
evening 



  
 

-unadjusted-  -adjusted- 

      

Mississippi 78% 92% 

Alabama 71% 87% 

Georgia 65% 84% 

South 
Carolina 68% 83% 

Tennessee 61% 77% 

Texas 61% 75% 

Connecticut 40% 69% 

New York 52% 66% 

Ohio 51% 65% 

Massachuset
ts 46% 58% 

Wisconsin 37% 53% 

      

  

Considering the differences in certain states between the unadjusted exit polls and the 
adjusted exit polls, it would require vast discrepancies between support among 
demographics.  So much so, that when we look at certain states in the table below, 
following on the statement by Joe Lenski of Edison Research that two-thirds of the 
votes are featured in the unadjusted exit polls, and the final third in the adjusted exit 
polls, we see that it would require an average 16% added support for Clinton. With 
some states requiring as high as a 90% support for Hillary Clinton solely in the last two 
hours of voting. 
It would ask the question, why would this happen solely in these 11 states for the 
democratic party, why would this be unobserved in the remaining 13 states (two of 
which pointing in the opposite direction), which other remaining demographic group 
would provide this sizable difference, and why would it be in complete contrast to the 
lack of discrepancies in the Republican exit polls. 



To assume that it was caused by late voters would raise more questions and not 
provide any answers. We must therefore assume that the hypothesis does not reflect 
reality, provided that a better explanation is available. 
Considering that the discrepancies between the unadjusted exit polls and the officially 
reported results are unlikely to be explained by the either ‘A shyness of Clinton 
supporters when exposed to Sanders supporters’, ‘A higher enthusiasm among 
Sanders supporters’, or ‘a far higher support for Clinton in the final hours of voting’, we 
should look for other explanations. 
Alternative explanations 
Looking at the discrepancy between the unadjusted exit polls and the official reported results, 
we asked which one of the two numbers reflected the true support for the candidates. Having 
looked at the three main arguments against the exit polls, finding that either of these three 
arguments seem to hold no support, and even contradicted, by the independent numbers. We 
also must look at the second side of the coin. Are the officially reported results the one who are 
wrong? 
When we look at the discrepancies, there are two things which are noteworthy. The first is that 
the discrepancies heavily favor Hillary Clinton, but also that there are a few states, notably 
Oklahoma, where the polls aimed in the wrong direction. Again this would contradict the idea 
that the mistake lies in the polls. For it would ask the question, why would the polls consistently 
predict in the favor of Bernie Sanders, only to then point in one particular state have a complete 
turn. It would require an extreme difference in sociological and psychological factors in that one 
particular state.  Again, if we were to assume that the polls are at fault,  this would lead to more 
questions. 

 

  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
 



In an interview done by Joan Brunwasser, co-founder of Citizens for Election Reform, she asked 
Jonathan Simon about his take on the discrepancies. Simon, who is a Harvard graduate, a 
former political research analyst for Hart Research Associates, and a co-founder of the Election 
Defense Alliance, stated in the interview: 

  
  

What Simon mentions holds ground, the software and hardware that Oklahoma uses for their 
voting machines are taken care of by the State Election Board. The Powerhouse software which 
they use for the voting machines in Oklahoma (which is also used by Google, IBM, and Oracle), 
is one of the main competitors of the Verity software, which is advertized by Hart Intercivic. One 
of the main providers and manufacturers for voting machines, the one who provided Oklahoma 
their machines in 2011, and notably also one of the financial sponsors of the Clinton foundation. 
In the interview, Simon continued: 

  
It looks very much like this is what was done to Bernie Sanders--who was on an  historic 
roll and of course was the only candidate of either party who posed any real danger to 
the corporate oligarchy--to make sure he was stopped short. 

 
  
 
 
 
  

Adjusted exit polls 
For the following analyses, the independent variable GINI was dropped, because of a 
decrease in observations. This left the two independent variables ‘African Americans’ 
and ‘Risk for fraud’. 
  
The following states were big outliers, and were removed based on the values of the 
Cook’s test for outliers: 
 - Alabama  
 - Vermont 
 
  
For the analyses featuring the support for Clinton among African American voters as the 
dependent variable, the following states were reported in the Exit polls as lacking data: 
 -  Massachusetts 4% of respondents were African American 
 - New Hampshire 2% of respondents were African American 
 - West Virginia 3%    of respondents were African American 
  



Because of the smaller sample size, we have to drop from three to two independent 
variables. This is to prevent over-fitting (i.e. not enough observations to spread out over 
the variables). We dropped the variable with the smallest explanatory value (i.e. 
R-square) in the main analysis. The variable that will be dropped is the GINI-index for 
wealth-inequality. 
  
  
 
  
  

Model Summaryb 
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Square 
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Error of 
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Estimate 

Change Statistics 

R 

Square 

Change 

F 

Change 

df1 df2 Sig. F 

Change 

1 ,765a ,586 ,544 ,05898 ,586 14,126 2 20 ,000 

a. Predictors: (Constant), Risk for election fraud, Exit perc. white participants 

b. Dependent Variable: Exit Clinton support under whites 

 

 

Coefficientsa 

Model Unstandardized 

Coefficients 

Standardiz

ed 

Coefficient

s 

t Sig. Correlations 

B Std. 

Error 

Beta Zero-

order 

Partia

l 

Part 

1 (Constant) ,632 ,063   10,07

0 

,000       



Exit perc. 

white 

participants 

-,276 ,079 -,572 -3,47

8 

,002 -,718 -,614 -,50

1 

Risk for 

election 

fraud 

,030 ,017 ,302 1,839 ,081 ,579 ,380 ,265 

a. Dependent Variable: Exit Clinton support under whites 

  

  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  

 
  

Model Summaryb 

Mode
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R R 

Squar
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Adjusted 

R 

Square 

Std. 

Error of 
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Estimate 

Change Statistics 

R 

Square 

Change 

F 

Change 

df1 df2 Sig. F 

Change 

1 ,792a ,628 ,584 ,05197 ,628 14,322 2 17 ,000 

a. Predictors: (Constant), Exit perc. of Afr. Am. participants, Risk for election fraud 

b. Dependent Variable: Exit Clinton support under African Am. 

 

 

Coefficientsa 



Model Unstandardized 

Coefficients 

Standardiz

ed 

Coefficient

s 

t Sig. Correlations 

B Std. 

Error 

Beta Zero-

order 

Partia

l 

Part 

1 (Constant) ,647 ,027   24,21

2 

,000       

Risk for 

election 

fraud 

,049 ,015 ,517 3,285 ,004 ,670 ,623 ,486 

Exit perc. of 

Afr. Am. 

participants 

,224 ,079 ,449 2,853 ,011 ,625 ,569 ,422 

a. Dependent Variable: Exit Clinton support under African Am. 

  

  
  
  
  
  
  
 
  
  

  
  
  

  
 
  

Model Summaryb 



Mode
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R R 

Square 

Adjusted 

R 

Square 

Std. 

Error of 

the 

Estimate 

Change Statistics 

R 

Square 

Change 

F 

Change 

df1 df2 Sig. F 

Change 

1 ,802a ,644 ,608 ,07610 ,644 18,051 2 20 ,000 

a. Predictors: (Constant), Percent of female participants, Risk for election fraud 

b. Dependent Variable: Clinton support under Females 

 

 

Coefficientsa 

Model Unstandardized 

Coefficients 

Standardiz

ed 

Coefficient

s 

t Sig. Correlations 

B Std. 

Error 

Beta Zero-

order 

Partia

l 

Part 

1 (Constant) -,915 ,345   -2,65

2 

,015       

Risk for 

election 

fraud 

,054 ,020 ,385 2,729 ,013 ,577 ,521 ,364 

Percent of 

female 

participants 

2,538 ,608 ,590 4,177 ,000 ,715 ,683 ,558 

a. Dependent Variable: Clinton support under Females 

  

  



  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Most recent version of short write-up:  
https://drive.google.com/file/d/0B6mLpCEIGEYGSlRsV0IxV1ByXzQ/view 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Primary question:  
 
Are there other variables that could account for our main effect (states without paper trails going 
overwhelmingly for Clinton)? We conducted a regression model and included the % of 
Non-Hispanic Whites in a state as of the last Census, the state’s electoral history from 1992 to 
2012 of favoring Democratic or Republican nominees for President (i.e., the “blueness” of a 
state), and our variable of interest: paper trail vs. no paper trail. As expected, race/ethnicity and 

https://drive.google.com/file/d/0B6mLpCEIGEYGSlRsV0IxV1ByXzQ/view


political ideology played a role: The Whiter and more liberal a state, the less it favored Clinton. 
However, the effect for paper trail remains significant. States with paper trails show significantly 
less support for Clinton. As such, even beyond the potential for other likely factors to play 
a role, the potential for fraud is associated with gains for Clinton.  
 
Dependent variable: Percent support for Clinton in the primaries 

 Beta Beta S.E.  t p 

% Non-Hispanic 
Whites in state 

-0.52 0.125 -4.21 0.0001 

“Blueness” of state -36.02 13.40 -2.68 0.01 

Paper trail -9.38 3.74 -2.50 0.01 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Within state analysis: proportional analysis 
 
Here, we show just how unlikely the exit polls for each state are. This analysis WITHIN states 
supplements our analysis of the differences BETWEEN states.  
 
 



 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Between study: level of support compared to ‘red’ or ‘blue’ affiliation 
 
Essentially, we observe the no paper trail advantage for Secretary Clinton across the U.S., not 
just in the South.  

 

 
  



A formal regression analysis predicting support for Clinton’s 2016 primary run 
 

We examined support for Clinton as predicted by the paper trail/no paper trail variable, 
the relative “blueness” of the state (i.e., left-leaning political ideology), and the interaction of 
these variables. The “blueness” variable was computed through a weighted average of the 
number of times each state had voted for the Democratic presidential candidate in the elections 
between 1992 and 2012.  
 
Dependent variable: Support for Clinton in the primaries 

 Beta Beta S.E.  t p 

Paper trail -12.70  4.71 -2.19  0.03 

“Bluess” -41.40 47.44  -0.87  0.39 

Paper X 
Blueness 

7.40 52.08  0.14  0.88 

 
 
 
 
 



States with paper trail, and states without paper trail 
 
Voting with DRE often leads to two options, to use, or to not use, a paper-trail while voting. This 
paper-trail can be seen as a proof of your placed vote. 
 
In the table below you will find the states that use direct-recording electronic (DRE) voting 
machines without the use of a paper trail. These were banned in the Netherlands in 2007 for 
their high risk of election fraud. 

 
  



 
 
 
* States that are featured in grey, have received heavy complaints, allegations, and/or lawsuits 
against them regarding election fraud. In almost all cases compelling evidence has been 
provided to support the allegations (see references). 



 
 
Box-and-whisker plot of the results in the pie chart in the paper:  
 

 
Do the two outliers in “Paper Trail States” sway the results? If we remove these outliers, we still 
see clear difference. In fact, this difference is far larger, t = 5.18, P < 0.000001, d = 1.73: 
 



  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Between study: changes in support over time: 
 
If we look across the primary season, we can see the effect at different points. States that don’t 
have paper trails tend to go for Secretary Clinton.  
 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
  



Period between February 1 and May 24

 
 

 



‘Paper trail’ versus ‘no paper trail’ 
 
Period between February 1 and April 5 
 

 
 
 
 
Period between April 6 and May 24 
 

 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  



References 
1:   Used links for the basic information 
Voting methods for each state: 
https://ballotpedia.org/Voting_equipment_by_state 
Primary results for each state: 
http://www.nytimes.com/interactive/2016/us/elections/primary-calendar-and-results.html 
  
2:   The reliability of electronic voting 
Princeton university professor: 
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=u4FPuLNjvAc 
Testimony from an ex-government programmer, regarding the reliability of DRE machines: 
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=rVmsaDS_FwY 
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=3YKpvTBmdCI 
The danger of electronic voting: 
http://www.scientificamerican.com/article/2012-presidential-election-electronic-voting/ 
  
3: Summary of the exit polls : 
https://docs.google.com/spreadsheets/d/1sGxtIofohrj3POpwq-85Id2_fYKgvgoWbPZacZw0XlY/e
dit#gid=1433317684 
  
4:    Other accusations based on analyses: 
https://richardcharnin.wordpress.com/category/2016-election/ 
https://medium.com/@spencergundert/hillary-clinton-and-electoral-fraud-992ad9e080f6#.uyg7h
wzcn 
https://youtu.be/_OqQgZZTfuI?t=459 
https://www.reddit.com/r/SandersForPresident/comments/4g3x5h/investigative_journalism_why
_bernie_may_have/ 
  
5: Exit polling 
http://showmethevotes.org/2016/06/10/the-theater-is-on-fire/  
http://showmethevotes.org/2016/03/05/an-open-letter-to-bernie-sanders/ 
http://www.democracyintegrity.org/ElectoralFraud/just-doing-the-math.html 
http://trustvote.org/ 
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=7eeFvcjrhto&app=desktop 
https://www.facebook.com/RTAmerica/videos/10153554680096366/?hc_location=ufi 
http://www2.alternet.org/story/16474/the_theft_of_your_vote_is_just_a_chip_away 
https://youtu.be/_OqQgZZTfuI?t=454 
 
 
6:   Allegations of voter/election fraud taking place: 
Iowa 
http://www.huffingtonpost.com/riley-waggaman/its-not-just-arizona-elec_b_9550670.html 

https://ballotpedia.org/Voting_equipment_by_state
http://www.nytimes.com/interactive/2016/us/elections/primary-calendar-and-results.html
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=u4FPuLNjvAc
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=rVmsaDS_FwY
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=3YKpvTBmdCI
http://www.scientificamerican.com/article/2012-presidential-election-electronic-voting/
https://docs.google.com/spreadsheets/d/1sGxtIofohrj3POpwq-85Id2_fYKgvgoWbPZacZw0XlY/edit#gid=1433317684
https://docs.google.com/spreadsheets/d/1sGxtIofohrj3POpwq-85Id2_fYKgvgoWbPZacZw0XlY/edit#gid=1433317684
https://richardcharnin.wordpress.com/category/2016-election/
https://medium.com/@spencergundert/hillary-clinton-and-electoral-fraud-992ad9e080f6#.uyg7hwzcn
https://medium.com/@spencergundert/hillary-clinton-and-electoral-fraud-992ad9e080f6#.uyg7hwzcn
https://youtu.be/_OqQgZZTfuI?t=459
https://www.reddit.com/r/SandersForPresident/comments/4g3x5h/investigative_journalism_why_bernie_may_have/
https://www.reddit.com/r/SandersForPresident/comments/4g3x5h/investigative_journalism_why_bernie_may_have/
https://youtu.be/_OqQgZZTfuI?t=454
http://www.huffingtonpost.com/riley-waggaman/its-not-just-arizona-elec_b_9550670.html


http://www.theblaze.com/stories/2016/02/02/sanders-campaign-says-it-was-informed-by-iowa-d
em-party-that-results-from-90-precincts-are-missing/ 
http://www.c-span.org/video/?c4578575/clinton-voter-fraud-polk-county-iowa-caucus 
http://www.thepoliticalinsider.com/the-second-example-of-hillary-clintons-election-fraud-whoa-vi
deo/ 
 
 
 
Nevada 
http://www.theguardian.com/us-news/2016/feb/23/nevada-caucuses-voting-problems-trump-gea
r-poll-workers 
https://www.facebook.com/AdryennAshley/videos/10153761902337695/ 
http://heavy.com/news/2016/05/nevada-democratic-convention-what-happened-roberta-lange-d
elegates-election-fraud-videos-recount-denied/ 
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=90_JC7pJClg 
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=2Ug9hHe_iZg 
 
Massachusetts 
http://www.huffingtonpost.com/riley-waggaman/its-not-just-arizona-elec_b_9550670.html 
https://www.bostonglobe.com/metro/2016/03/01/did-bill-clinton-violate-election-rules-mass/5octl
X1d28GwmN3kitiECK/story.html 
https://twitter.com/seracongi/status/704682971907923968 
http://ktar.com/story/1029529/allegations-of-voter-fraud-follow-hillary-clinton-campaign-across-n
ation/ 
 
Alabama 
http://www.866ourvote.org/newsroom/releases/voters-without-vital-information-on-morning-of-su
per-tuesday-as-several-secretary-of-states-websites-were-down 
http://www.citylab.com/politics/2016/03/voter-id-felony-disenfranchisement-and-racial-gerryman
dering-on-super-tuesday/471777/ 
http://www.citylab.com/politics/2016/02/research-more-conclusive-that-voter-id-laws-hurt-blacks-
and-latinos/459819/ 
  
Illinois 
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=OSNTauWPkTc 
http://usuncut.com/politics/illinois-democratic-establishment-refuses-to-allow-late-voting-for-vote
rs-turned-away-from-polls/ 
  
Arizona 
http://www.huffingtonpost.com/riley-waggaman/its-not-just-arizona-elec_b_9550670.html 
http://heavy.com/news/2016/03/arizona-election-voter-fraud-bernie-sanders-azelectionfraud-pro
visional-ballot-maricopa-registration-long-lines/ 
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=YqmpcpSpXQg&feature=youtu.be 

http://www.theblaze.com/stories/2016/02/02/sanders-campaign-says-it-was-informed-by-iowa-dem-party-that-results-from-90-precincts-are-missing/
http://www.theblaze.com/stories/2016/02/02/sanders-campaign-says-it-was-informed-by-iowa-dem-party-that-results-from-90-precincts-are-missing/
http://www.c-span.org/video/?c4578575/clinton-voter-fraud-polk-county-iowa-caucus
http://www.thepoliticalinsider.com/the-second-example-of-hillary-clintons-election-fraud-whoa-video/
http://www.thepoliticalinsider.com/the-second-example-of-hillary-clintons-election-fraud-whoa-video/
http://www.thepoliticalinsider.com/the-second-example-of-hillary-clintons-election-fraud-whoa-video/
http://www.thepoliticalinsider.com/the-second-example-of-hillary-clintons-election-fraud-whoa-video/
http://www.theguardian.com/us-news/2016/feb/23/nevada-caucuses-voting-problems-trump-gear-poll-workers
http://www.theguardian.com/us-news/2016/feb/23/nevada-caucuses-voting-problems-trump-gear-poll-workers
https://www.facebook.com/AdryennAshley/videos/10153761902337695/
http://heavy.com/news/2016/05/nevada-democratic-convention-what-happened-roberta-lange-delegates-election-fraud-videos-recount-denied/
http://heavy.com/news/2016/05/nevada-democratic-convention-what-happened-roberta-lange-delegates-election-fraud-videos-recount-denied/
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=90_JC7pJClg
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=2Ug9hHe_iZg
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=2Ug9hHe_iZg
http://www.huffingtonpost.com/riley-waggaman/its-not-just-arizona-elec_b_9550670.html
https://www.bostonglobe.com/metro/2016/03/01/did-bill-clinton-violate-election-rules-mass/5octlX1d28GwmN3kitiECK/story.html
https://www.bostonglobe.com/metro/2016/03/01/did-bill-clinton-violate-election-rules-mass/5octlX1d28GwmN3kitiECK/story.html
https://twitter.com/seracongi/status/704682971907923968
http://ktar.com/story/1029529/allegations-of-voter-fraud-follow-hillary-clinton-campaign-across-nation/
http://ktar.com/story/1029529/allegations-of-voter-fraud-follow-hillary-clinton-campaign-across-nation/
http://ktar.com/story/1029529/allegations-of-voter-fraud-follow-hillary-clinton-campaign-across-nation/
http://www.866ourvote.org/newsroom/releases/voters-without-vital-information-on-morning-of-super-tuesday-as-several-secretary-of-states-websites-were-down
http://www.866ourvote.org/newsroom/releases/voters-without-vital-information-on-morning-of-super-tuesday-as-several-secretary-of-states-websites-were-down
http://www.citylab.com/politics/2016/03/voter-id-felony-disenfranchisement-and-racial-gerrymandering-on-super-tuesday/471777/
http://www.citylab.com/politics/2016/03/voter-id-felony-disenfranchisement-and-racial-gerrymandering-on-super-tuesday/471777/
http://www.citylab.com/politics/2016/02/research-more-conclusive-that-voter-id-laws-hurt-blacks-and-latinos/459819/
http://www.citylab.com/politics/2016/02/research-more-conclusive-that-voter-id-laws-hurt-blacks-and-latinos/459819/
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=OSNTauWPkTc
http://usuncut.com/politics/illinois-democratic-establishment-refuses-to-allow-late-voting-for-voters-turned-away-from-polls/
http://usuncut.com/politics/illinois-democratic-establishment-refuses-to-allow-late-voting-for-voters-turned-away-from-polls/
http://www.huffingtonpost.com/riley-waggaman/its-not-just-arizona-elec_b_9550670.html
http://heavy.com/news/2016/03/arizona-election-voter-fraud-bernie-sanders-azelectionfraud-provisional-ballot-maricopa-registration-long-lines/
http://heavy.com/news/2016/03/arizona-election-voter-fraud-bernie-sanders-azelectionfraud-provisional-ballot-maricopa-registration-long-lines/
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=YqmpcpSpXQg&feature=youtu.be


https://www.facebook.com/groups/1649941911932852/permalink/1655874224672954/ 
https://twitter.com/OnsightIT/status/712662055426330624/photo/1?ref_src=twsrc%5Etfw 
http://www.huffingtonpost.com/riley-waggaman/its-not-just-arizona-elec_b_9550670.html 
http://www.12news.com/news/politics/white-house-to-respond-to-petition-alleging-voter-suppres
sion-in-arizona/99770558 
  
 
 
New York 
http://www.huffingtonpost.com/tony-brasunas/only-voter-suppression-can-stop-bernie-sanders_
b_9780128.html 
http://edition.cnn.com/2016/04/19/politics/new-york-primary-voter-problem-polls-sanders-de-blas
io/ 
http://www.theatlantic.com/politics/archive/2016/04/new-york-primary/479196/ 
http://www.motherjones.com/politics/2016/04/new-york-primary-voter-purge 
http://www.inquisitr.com/3015960/provisional-ballots-poised-to-rock-the-vote-brooklyn-protested-
board-of-elections-voters-lawsuit-moves-forward/ 
http://www.politicalpeopleblog.com/ny-attorney-general-opens-investigation-into-nyc-election-bo
ard/ 
https://www.buzzfeed.com/talalansari/hillary-clinton-delegate-will-oversee-a-new-york-primary-el
e?utm_term=.ybxn9B5R2g#.uvdd8oyk4W 
https://youtu.be/_OqQgZZTfuI?t=301 
http://heavy.com/news/2016/03/new-york-election-fraud-voter-registration-not-enrolled-in-a-party
-dropped-sanders-clinton-democrat-what-to-do-how-vote-suppression/ 
http://www.gallup.com/poll/12805/exit-polls-probably-ineffective-against-vote-fraud.aspx 
  
Ohio 
http://theantimedia.org/sorry-ohio-you-may-have-lost-out-on-legal-weed-thanks-to-election-fraud
/ 
https://arizonadailyindependent.com/2016/03/12/true-the-vote-uncovers-ohio-voter-fraud/ 
https://pjmedia.com/blog/the-complete-guide-to-acorn-voter-fraud/?singlepage=true 
http://www.ojjpac.org/election_fraud.asp 
https://berniesanders.com/wp-content/uploads/2016/03/Bernie2016vHusted.pdf 
http://electionlawblog.org/?p=72382 
http://www.alternet.org/election-2016/hillarys-lawyer-sues-ohio-thwart-voter-suppression-tactics-
helped-gop-steal-ohio-2004 
  
Michigan 
https://richardcharnin.wordpress.com/2016/03/11/mi-primary-bernie-did-much-better-than-the-re
corded-share-indicates/ 
https://electionfraud2016.wordpress.com/2016/03/08/mi-students-registered-to-vote-in-lansing-r
efused-the-right-to-vote/ 
https://www.facebook.com/groups/1500083383618517/permalink/1536145646678957/ 

https://www.facebook.com/groups/1649941911932852/permalink/1655874224672954/
https://twitter.com/OnsightIT/status/712662055426330624/photo/1?ref_src=twsrc%5Etfw
http://www.huffingtonpost.com/riley-waggaman/its-not-just-arizona-elec_b_9550670.html
http://www.12news.com/news/politics/white-house-to-respond-to-petition-alleging-voter-suppression-in-arizona/99770558
http://www.12news.com/news/politics/white-house-to-respond-to-petition-alleging-voter-suppression-in-arizona/99770558
http://www.huffingtonpost.com/tony-brasunas/only-voter-suppression-can-stop-bernie-sanders_b_9780128.html
http://www.huffingtonpost.com/tony-brasunas/only-voter-suppression-can-stop-bernie-sanders_b_9780128.html
http://edition.cnn.com/2016/04/19/politics/new-york-primary-voter-problem-polls-sanders-de-blasio/
http://edition.cnn.com/2016/04/19/politics/new-york-primary-voter-problem-polls-sanders-de-blasio/
http://www.theatlantic.com/politics/archive/2016/04/new-york-primary/479196/
http://www.motherjones.com/politics/2016/04/new-york-primary-voter-purge
http://www.inquisitr.com/3015960/provisional-ballots-poised-to-rock-the-vote-brooklyn-protested-board-of-elections-voters-lawsuit-moves-forward/
http://www.inquisitr.com/3015960/provisional-ballots-poised-to-rock-the-vote-brooklyn-protested-board-of-elections-voters-lawsuit-moves-forward/
http://www.politicalpeopleblog.com/ny-attorney-general-opens-investigation-into-nyc-election-board/
http://www.politicalpeopleblog.com/ny-attorney-general-opens-investigation-into-nyc-election-board/
https://www.buzzfeed.com/talalansari/hillary-clinton-delegate-will-oversee-a-new-york-primary-ele?utm_term=.ybxn9B5R2g#.uvdd8oyk4W
https://www.buzzfeed.com/talalansari/hillary-clinton-delegate-will-oversee-a-new-york-primary-ele?utm_term=.ybxn9B5R2g#.uvdd8oyk4W
https://youtu.be/_OqQgZZTfuI?t=301
http://heavy.com/news/2016/03/new-york-election-fraud-voter-registration-not-enrolled-in-a-party-dropped-sanders-clinton-democrat-what-to-do-how-vote-suppression/
http://heavy.com/news/2016/03/new-york-election-fraud-voter-registration-not-enrolled-in-a-party-dropped-sanders-clinton-democrat-what-to-do-how-vote-suppression/
http://www.gallup.com/poll/12805/exit-polls-probably-ineffective-against-vote-fraud.aspx
http://theantimedia.org/sorry-ohio-you-may-have-lost-out-on-legal-weed-thanks-to-election-fraud/
http://theantimedia.org/sorry-ohio-you-may-have-lost-out-on-legal-weed-thanks-to-election-fraud/
https://arizonadailyindependent.com/2016/03/12/true-the-vote-uncovers-ohio-voter-fraud/
https://pjmedia.com/blog/the-complete-guide-to-acorn-voter-fraud/?singlepage=true
http://www.ojjpac.org/election_fraud.asp
https://berniesanders.com/wp-content/uploads/2016/03/Bernie2016vHusted.pdf
http://electionlawblog.org/?p=72382
http://www.alternet.org/election-2016/hillarys-lawyer-sues-ohio-thwart-voter-suppression-tactics-helped-gop-steal-ohio-2004
http://www.alternet.org/election-2016/hillarys-lawyer-sues-ohio-thwart-voter-suppression-tactics-helped-gop-steal-ohio-2004
https://richardcharnin.wordpress.com/2016/03/11/mi-primary-bernie-did-much-better-than-the-recorded-share-indicates/
https://richardcharnin.wordpress.com/2016/03/11/mi-primary-bernie-did-much-better-than-the-recorded-share-indicates/
https://electionfraud2016.wordpress.com/2016/03/08/mi-students-registered-to-vote-in-lansing-refused-the-right-to-vote/
https://electionfraud2016.wordpress.com/2016/03/08/mi-students-registered-to-vote-in-lansing-refused-the-right-to-vote/
https://www.facebook.com/groups/1500083383618517/permalink/1536145646678957/


https://www.facebook.com/groups/berniesandersactivists/permalink/1678300229108297/ 
http://www.wzzm13.com/news/politics/michigan-politics/high-voter-turnout-in-michigan-primaries
/73984224 
http://usuncut.com/politics/dem-primary-runs-out-of-ballots/ 
http://www.abc12.com/home/headlines/Reports-say-some-Flint-precincts-have-run-low-or-out-of
-ballots-371442821.html 
http://woodtv.com/2016/03/08/election-day-michigan-presidential-primary/ 
---------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
Summaries: 
http://www.huffingtonpost.com/riley-waggaman/its-not-just-arizona-elec_b_9550670.html 
http://heavy.com/news/2016/03/arizona-election-voter-fraud-bernie-sanders-azelectionfraud-pro
visional-ballot-maricopa-registration-long-lines/ 
http://www.huffingtonpost.com/tony-brasunas/only-voter-suppression-can-stop-bernie-sanders_
b_9780128.html 
Removal of voters: 
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=YqmpcpSpXQg&feature=youtu.be 
https://www.facebook.com/groups/1649941911932852/permalink/1655874224672954/ 
https://twitter.com/OnsightIT/status/712662055426330624/photo/1?ref_src=twsrc%5Etfw 
http://edition.cnn.com/2016/04/19/politics/new-york-primary-voter-problem-polls-sanders-de-blas
io/ 
http://www.theatlantic.com/politics/archive/2016/04/new-york-primary/479196/ 
http://www.motherjones.com/politics/2016/04/new-york-primary-voter-purge 
http://www.inquisitr.com/3015960/provisional-ballots-poised-to-rock-the-vote-brooklyn-protested-
board-of-elections-voters-lawsuit-moves-forward/ 
Removal of placed votes: 
http://www.theblaze.com/stories/2016/02/02/sanders-campaign-says-it-was-informed-by-iowa-d
em-party-that-results-from-90-precincts-are-missing/ 
Unilateral manual addition of votes: 
http://www.c-span.org/video/?c4578575/clinton-voter-fraud-polk-county-iowa-caucus 
Refusal of inquiry: 
http://www.huffingtonpost.com/riley-waggaman/its-not-just-arizona-elec_b_9550670.html 
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=OSNTauWPkTc 
Unethical/illegal electioneering: 
https://www.bostonglobe.com/metro/2016/03/01/did-bill-clinton-violate-election-rules-mass/5octl
X1d28GwmN3kitiECK/story.html 
https://twitter.com/seracongi/status/704682971907923968 
Voting suppression: 
http://www.12news.com/news/politics/white-house-to-respond-to-petition-alleging-voter-suppres
sion-in-arizona/99770558 
http://usuncut.com/politics/illinois-democratic-establishment-refuses-to-allow-late-voting-for-vote
rs-turned-away-from-polls/ 
Federal investigations: 

https://www.facebook.com/groups/berniesandersactivists/permalink/1678300229108297/
http://www.wzzm13.com/news/politics/michigan-politics/high-voter-turnout-in-michigan-primaries/73984224
http://www.wzzm13.com/news/politics/michigan-politics/high-voter-turnout-in-michigan-primaries/73984224
http://usuncut.com/politics/dem-primary-runs-out-of-ballots/
http://www.abc12.com/home/headlines/Reports-say-some-Flint-precincts-have-run-low-or-out-of-ballots-371442821.html
http://www.abc12.com/home/headlines/Reports-say-some-Flint-precincts-have-run-low-or-out-of-ballots-371442821.html
http://woodtv.com/2016/03/08/election-day-michigan-presidential-primary/
http://www.huffingtonpost.com/riley-waggaman/its-not-just-arizona-elec_b_9550670.html
http://heavy.com/news/2016/03/arizona-election-voter-fraud-bernie-sanders-azelectionfraud-provisional-ballot-maricopa-registration-long-lines/
http://heavy.com/news/2016/03/arizona-election-voter-fraud-bernie-sanders-azelectionfraud-provisional-ballot-maricopa-registration-long-lines/
http://www.huffingtonpost.com/tony-brasunas/only-voter-suppression-can-stop-bernie-sanders_b_9780128.html
http://www.huffingtonpost.com/tony-brasunas/only-voter-suppression-can-stop-bernie-sanders_b_9780128.html
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=YqmpcpSpXQg&feature=youtu.be
https://www.facebook.com/groups/1649941911932852/permalink/1655874224672954/
https://twitter.com/OnsightIT/status/712662055426330624/photo/1?ref_src=twsrc%5Etfw
http://edition.cnn.com/2016/04/19/politics/new-york-primary-voter-problem-polls-sanders-de-blasio/
http://edition.cnn.com/2016/04/19/politics/new-york-primary-voter-problem-polls-sanders-de-blasio/
http://www.theatlantic.com/politics/archive/2016/04/new-york-primary/479196/
http://www.motherjones.com/politics/2016/04/new-york-primary-voter-purge
http://www.inquisitr.com/3015960/provisional-ballots-poised-to-rock-the-vote-brooklyn-protested-board-of-elections-voters-lawsuit-moves-forward/
http://www.inquisitr.com/3015960/provisional-ballots-poised-to-rock-the-vote-brooklyn-protested-board-of-elections-voters-lawsuit-moves-forward/
http://www.theblaze.com/stories/2016/02/02/sanders-campaign-says-it-was-informed-by-iowa-dem-party-that-results-from-90-precincts-are-missing/
http://www.theblaze.com/stories/2016/02/02/sanders-campaign-says-it-was-informed-by-iowa-dem-party-that-results-from-90-precincts-are-missing/
http://www.c-span.org/video/?c4578575/clinton-voter-fraud-polk-county-iowa-caucus
http://www.huffingtonpost.com/riley-waggaman/its-not-just-arizona-elec_b_9550670.html
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=OSNTauWPkTc
https://www.bostonglobe.com/metro/2016/03/01/did-bill-clinton-violate-election-rules-mass/5octlX1d28GwmN3kitiECK/story.html
https://www.bostonglobe.com/metro/2016/03/01/did-bill-clinton-violate-election-rules-mass/5octlX1d28GwmN3kitiECK/story.html
https://twitter.com/seracongi/status/704682971907923968
http://www.12news.com/news/politics/white-house-to-respond-to-petition-alleging-voter-suppression-in-arizona/99770558
http://www.12news.com/news/politics/white-house-to-respond-to-petition-alleging-voter-suppression-in-arizona/99770558
http://usuncut.com/politics/illinois-democratic-establishment-refuses-to-allow-late-voting-for-voters-turned-away-from-polls/
http://usuncut.com/politics/illinois-democratic-establishment-refuses-to-allow-late-voting-for-voters-turned-away-from-polls/


http://www.politicalpeopleblog.com/ny-attorney-general-opens-investigation-into-nyc-election-bo
ard/ 
https://www.buzzfeed.com/talalansari/hillary-clinton-delegate-will-oversee-a-new-york-primary-el
e?utm_term=.ybxn9B5R2g#.uvdd8oyk4W 
Manually altering votes: 
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=OSNTauWPkTc 
Bribery insinuations: 
https://youtu.be/_OqQgZZTfuI?t=301 
------------ 
http://www.counterpunch.org/2016/05/09/hillary-clinton-versus-bernie-sanders-taking-election-fr
aud-allegations-seriously-part-1/ 
http://www.counterpunch.org/2016/05/16/clinton-does-best-where-voting-machines-flunk-hackin
g-tests-hillary-clinton-vs-bernie-sanders-election-fraud-allegations/ 
http://www.thepoliticalinsider.com/the-second-example-of-hillary-clintons-election-fraud-whoa-vi
deo/ 
http://thinkprogress.org/politics/2016/02/19/3750017/south-carolina-voters-are-getting-misleadin
g-instructions-about-voter-id/ 
http://heavy.com/news/2016/03/new-york-election-fraud-voter-registration-not-enrolled-in-a-party
-dropped-sanders-clinton-democrat-what-to-do-how-vote-suppression/ 
https://www.washingtonpost.com/opinions/eroding-voter-rights-in-alabama/2015/11/02/1571416
8-7762-11e5-a958-d889faf561dc_story.html 
http://ktar.com/story/1029529/allegations-of-voter-fraud-follow-hillary-clinton-campaign-across-n
ation/ 
http://dailycaller.com/2016/04/25/tim-robbins-alleges-clinton-has-committed-voter-fraud/ 
  
  
 
 
 
 
 
3: Hillary Clinton and investigations running against her: 
http://www.theatlantic.com/politics/archive/2016/05/tracking-the-clinton-controversies-from-white
water-to-benghazi/396182/ 
https://medium.com/@spencergundert/hillary-clinton-and-electoral-fraud-992ad9e080f6#.fk94m
135g 
http://www.truthdig.com/eartotheground/item/wikileaks_accuses_facebook_of_censhorship_201
60318 
http://www.thepoliticalinsider.com/the-fbi-just-gave-hillary-the-worst-news-of-her-campaign/ 
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http://thinkprogress.org/politics/2016/02/19/3750017/south-carolina-voters-are-getting-misleading-instructions-about-voter-id/
http://thinkprogress.org/politics/2016/02/19/3750017/south-carolina-voters-are-getting-misleading-instructions-about-voter-id/
http://heavy.com/news/2016/03/new-york-election-fraud-voter-registration-not-enrolled-in-a-party-dropped-sanders-clinton-democrat-what-to-do-how-vote-suppression/
http://heavy.com/news/2016/03/new-york-election-fraud-voter-registration-not-enrolled-in-a-party-dropped-sanders-clinton-democrat-what-to-do-how-vote-suppression/
https://www.washingtonpost.com/opinions/eroding-voter-rights-in-alabama/2015/11/02/15714168-7762-11e5-a958-d889faf561dc_story.html
https://www.washingtonpost.com/opinions/eroding-voter-rights-in-alabama/2015/11/02/15714168-7762-11e5-a958-d889faf561dc_story.html
http://ktar.com/story/1029529/allegations-of-voter-fraud-follow-hillary-clinton-campaign-across-nation/
http://ktar.com/story/1029529/allegations-of-voter-fraud-follow-hillary-clinton-campaign-across-nation/
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http://www.theatlantic.com/politics/archive/2016/05/tracking-the-clinton-controversies-from-whitewater-to-benghazi/396182/
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