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Republican Issue Advertising In Black & Hispanic Population Areas: 
A Meta-Study of the 2002 Mid-Term Elections 
 
by Richard Nadler & John Uhlmann 
Access Communications Group 
Feb. 2003 
 
 

Executive Summary 
 
Synopsis:  
To determine how minority voter behavior was affected by a program of intensive Republican issue 
advertising, Access Communications Group (ACG) analyzed election returns from dominantly African 
American precincts in 19 political contests, and from dominantly Hispanic precincts in 10 political 
contests.  This advertising, sponsored by ACG clients, ran on culturally appropriate Black and Hispanic 
media venues, commencing (on average) two months prior to the November 7, 2002 mid-term election.  
Control studies were instituted in same-state precincts demographically similar, but lacking a program of 
intensive Republican issue advertising on minority media.  A range of costs was calculated for each one-
vote shift in the Democrat-minus-Republican margin within the Black and Hispanic media markets where 
Republican issue advertising aired. 
 
 
The Purpose of the Study: 
Countering a Democrat “Spike” 
 

This meta-study assesses the effectiveness of a particular set of countermeasures designed to 
address Democrat “spikes” in minority communities.   

 
 We define a Democratic Party “spike” as a situation where a Democrat-minus-Republican margin 
increases sharply over successive elections in a given geographical area after adjustments have been made 
to control for factors that broadly affect turnout. Recent examples include: 
 

- the 23% increase in Democrat margins in the predominantly African American precincts of 
Orleans County between the Nov. 5, 2002 midterm election and the Dec. 7, 2002 Senatorial runoff; 
and 

- the 65% increase in Black Democrat voters in the Nov. 7, 2000 Florida presidential contest 
compared to the Nov. 5, 1996. 
 
Three preconditions herald a “spike”: 
 

1) A closely contested election of national significance; 
2) A concentrated population that can be targeted by media venues that are virtually exclusive to that 

group; and 
3) A level of party unity that makes a focused minority strategy plausible. 
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Four tactics define a Democratic spike in a minority community: 
 

1) Terror. The campaign evokes images of physical threat, associating Republican victory with 
racially-charged abuses: Hate crimes, lynchings, cross burnings, racial profiling, 
disenfranchisement, etc. 

2) Saturation. Minority media venues are saturated with pro-Democrat, anti-Republican advertising 
to render extreme accusations normative. 

3) Nationalization.  Race is federalized by national leaders of the Democratic Party – Senators, civil 
rights leaders, ex-Presidents – in a form easily exportable from one electoral jurisdiction to another.  

4) Isolation.  The unanswered allegations of Democrats on popular minority media effectively isolate 
the targeted community from other potential information sources. 

 
 
The Countermeasure Variable 

 
The variable this study isolates is the impact that a program of aggressive, pro-Republican, anti-

Democrat issue advertising can have on voting patterns in heavily minority precincts in circumstances 
predictive of a “spike.”  Our clients’ programs shared the following characteristics: 
 

 The campaigns played exclusively in minority-dominated media venues, such as Urban 
Contemporary radio, Univision and Telefutura, Black Entertainment Television, and 
Spanish language radio. 

 The ads aired with great frequency, in time slots selected to maximize audience. 
 The issue spots explicitly attacked Democrat policy and leadership, while explicitly 

endorsing Republican policy and leadership.  
 The ads addressed a broad range of Republican platform issues, including tax cuts, national 

defense, right-to-life, judicial appointments, faith-based welfare delivery, and choices in 
health care, education, and Social Security. 

  The spots commenced early in the cycle – roughly two months before the November 5, 
2000 election. 

 The ads answered charges of Republican bigotry, and put Democrat commitment to 
equality into question. 

 The campaigns constantly validated the Republican Party as the best choice for the minority 
voter. 

 
Our case studies included snapshots of minority vote-patterns in Senate races in Missouri, Georgia, 

Minnesota, New Jersey, Arkansas and Colorado; governorships in Florida and Connecticut; House races in 
New Mexico and North Carolina.  The media areas where ACG clients ran aggressive Republican issue 
advertising had Hispanic voting-age populations totaling 647,281 and African American voting-age 
populations totaling 1,081,452.  
 
 
Assessments 
 

Recent Democrat “spikes” in minority vote margins synthesize two effects:  increased turnout; and 
lower Republican share within that turnout.  In order to assess the impact of our countermeasure variable, 
we isolated marginal changes in each of these effects separately.  We then synthesized shifts in vote share 
and turnout in a third measurement that rates the bottom-line performance of the political parties in the 
2002 mid-terms.   
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Republican Top-line Vote Share 

The first measurement records shifts in top-line Republican vote share.  “Top-line” is here defined 
as a contested state-wide or federal race of national significance.  We have generally used the last 
Presidential election as our 2000 baseline for two reasons:  its universality, and its applicability.  The 
Democrat and Republican presidential tickets were the same everywhere; and Democrat operatives 
pursuing a “spike” invoked national, not local, issues. 
   

Results: Republican top-line vote share. Intensive Republican issue advertising was associated with 
an increase in the percentage of minority ballots cast for top-line Republican candidates.  

a. Across the 19 African American studies, top-line Republican candidates in 2002 increased 
their percentage of the Black precinct vote by an average of 3.16% compared to their 
G.O.P. analogues in 2000.  (See Table II, blue line.) 

b. Across the 10 Hispanic studies, top-line Republican candidates in 2002 increased their 
percentage of the Latino precinct vote by an average of 6.14% compared to their G.O.P. 
analogues in 2000.  (See Table III, blue line.) 

c. Control studies in demographically similar, same-state precincts indicated no trend toward 
increased Republican vote share in the absence of intensive Republican issue advertising. 
(See Table IV, blue line.) 

 
Minority Turnout Effects 
 Our second measure isolated minority turnout effects associated with the ad campaign.  It 
measured the degree to which marginal changes in minority turnout varied from marginal changes in total 
turnout. 
 

Results: Minority turnout.  In the 2002 mid-term elections, intensive Republican issue advertising 
was associated with greater-than-normal declines in minority turnout compared to all-voter, state-wide 
trends. 

a. Across the 19 African American studies, Black turnout decline exceeded normative (all-
voter, state-wide) turnout decline by 45.07% on average.  (See Table II, pink line.) 

b. Across the 10 Hispanic studies, Latino turnout decline exceeded normative (i.e., all-
ethnicity, state-wide) turnout decline by 48.63% on average.  (See Table III, pink line.) 

c. Control studies demonstrated a slight trend toward higher-than-expected minority turnout in 
the absence of intensive Republican issue advertising. (See Table IV, pink line.) 

 
Democrat Top-line Performance 
 Our third measurement reports Democratic Party minority performance in 2002 against reasonable 
expectations based on past performance.  ACG computed this percentage in five steps: 

 We calculated the Year 2000 Democrat-minus-Republican margin in the targeted precincts. 
 We calculated a projected target-precinct margin for Year 2002 by adjusting the 2000 margin to 

control for aggregate turnout changes in 2002. 
 We calculated the actual Democrat-minus-Republican margins in 2002. 
 We expressed Democrat 2002 top-line performance as a percentage of rational expectation by dividing 

computation III by computation II. 
 We expressed Democrat under-performance (or overperformance) by subtracting 100 percent from the 

computation in IV.  This is the yellow line in Tables II, III, and IV. 
 

Results: Democrat top-line performance. Intensive Republican issue advertising was associated with 
reduced Democrat performance in minority precincts, 2002 vs. 2000.  
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a. In 2002, Democrat top-line candidates under-performed their 2000-based, turnout-
adjusted Democrat-minus-Republican vote projections in the Black precincts by an 
average of 14.82%.  (See Table II, yellow line.) 

b. In 2002, Democrat top-line candidates under-performed their 2000-based, turnout-
adjusted Democrat-minus-Republican vote projections in the Hispanic precincts by 
an average of  32.30%. (See Table III, yellow line.) 

c. In the control studies, absent intensive Republican issue advertising, Democrats 
outperformed their 2000-based, turnout-adjusted Democrat-minus-Republican 
margin projections by an average of  4.60%  (See Table IV, yellow line.) 

 
Conclusion on Results 
 
 Since the defining outcomes of a Democrat spike are an increased Democrat margin within a 
heightened minority turnout, and since both of these outcomes were reversed in the project case studies - 
but not in the project control studies - we conclude that a program of aggressive Republican broadcast 
advertising on minority media can effectively defeat, and indeed reverse, the Democrat “spike” strategy in 
both African American and Hispanic communities. 
 
 
Cost-per-Vote 
 
 In our cost assessment, a “vote” is defined as an ordinal shift of “1” in the Democrat-minus-
Republican margin within the media areas where ACG countermeasures aired.  
 

 Allocating costs of a program comparable to that presented in this study two different ways, ACG 
concludes: 
 

- The price per one-vote G.O.P. gain among African Americans will range between $15.83 and 
$17.59.  

- The price per one-vote G.O.P. gain among Hispanics will range between $21.56 and $26.56. 
- The price per one-vote G.O.P. gain in a joint African American-Hispanic program comparable to 

the 29 case studies in this analysis will cost $18.63. 
 

Obviously, these costs are lower where multiple contested races overlap. The issue ads deployed in 
the ACG client countermeasure campaigns were not candidate specific.  There are no additional costs 
associated with running them in a multiple-contest setting.  The cost reduction per-vote will therefore 
occur in close proportion to the number of top-line federal and statewide candidacies.  
 

The cost estimates contained herein are considerably lower than previous estimates of cost-per-vote 
in minority communities.  For instance, the authors of the Atlantic County Black Voters project estimated 
expenditure per one-vote shift in the Black community at $50.00.  The principle source of this difference 
derives from ACG’s synthesis of turnout effects with margin effects in the analysis of party performance. 

 
This downward revision in cost-per-vote is consistent with general consultant theory of opportunity 

costs.  It is well known among pollsters and consultants that the policy opinions of Blacks and Hispanics 
are more agreeable to Republican platform positions than their voting patterns would suggest.  Consultant 
theory holds that the cost of shifting marginal votes will decline as the gap between voter-group opinion 
and voter-group party affiliation increases. 
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Conclusion 
 

The voting results and cost data of this analysis imply a reformulation of the G.O.P.’s electoral 
challenges in communities of Latinos and African Americans.  It is not minority liberalism, nor minority 
exceptionalism, that defines the G.O.P.’s underperformance among these groups, but minority isolation – 
the cultural isolation of many Blacks and the linguistic isolation of many Hispanics.  This is what enables 
Democrats to campaign credibly on racial terror, deploying saturation techniques of mass communication 
uncontested in venues Republicans barely acknowledge.   

 
But to understand the problem is half-way to solving it.  There is nothing inevitable about political 

isolation in a free society.  The tools of communication, the relevant media venues, that can counteract it 
are universally accessible in the marketplace to those who muster the will to use them.  

 
Republicans cannot prevent Democrats from saturating minority media with racially-charged 

falsehoods.  But as this meta-study demonstrates, we can crack the isolation that renders such calumnies 
credible. The same instruments that erect walls of cultural isolation can be redeployed to bring them down.   
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TABLE I: THE NEW ORLEANS "SPIKE"   
Wd pct total  Af Am % Af. Am.  Nov. Nov vote, % of vote Nov vote, % of vote, Landrieu  Dec. Dec vote, % of vote, Dec vote, % of vote, Landrieu  Nov-Dec % change 

    registered registered of all reg.  Turnout Landrieu Landrieu Others Others margin  Turnout Landrieu Landrieu Terrell Terrell margin  increment Nov-Dec 

2 4 1038 999 96.24%  287 262 91.29% 25 8.71% 237  309 305 98.71% 4 1.29% 301  64 27.00% 

2 6 1158 1118 96.55%  277 250 90.25% 27 9.75% 223  318 314 98.74% 4 1.26% 310  87 39.01% 

2 6A 841 818 97.27%  203 187 92.12% 16 7.88% 171  220 215 97.73% 5 2.27% 210  39 22.81% 

2 7 2670 2564 96.03%  397 357 89.92% 40 10.08% 317  424 411 96.93% 13 3.07% 398  81 25.55% 

4 3 469 437 93.18%  156 138 88.46% 18 11.54% 120  168 164 97.62% 4 2.38% 160  40 33.33% 

4 4 568 506 89.08%  161 141 87.58% 20 12.42% 121  195 189 96.92% 6 3.08% 183  62 51.24% 

5 5 668 647 96.86%  163 143 87.73% 20 12.27% 123  197 192 97.46% 5 2.54% 187  64 52.03% 

5 6 516 498 96.51%  141 129 91.49% 12 8.51% 117  150 148 98.67% 2 1.33% 146  29 24.79% 

5 7 1119 1082 96.69%  315 283 89.84% 32 10.16% 251  351 342 97.44% 9 2.56% 333  82 32.67% 

5 8 614 547 89.09%  165 146 88.48% 19 11.52% 127  182 176 96.70% 6 3.30% 170  43 33.86% 

5 9 462 429 92.86%  157 144 91.72% 13 8.28% 131  163 158 96.93% 5 3.07% 153  22 16.79% 

5 10 469 399 85.07%  178 163 91.57% 15 8.43% 148  189 184 97.35% 5 2.65% 179  31 20.95% 

6 5 481 427 88.77%  135 128 94.81% 7 5.19% 121  147 143 97.28% 4 2.72% 139  18 14.88% 

6 6 628 554 88.22%  266 244 91.73% 22 8.27% 222  265 259 97.74% 6 2.26% 253  31 13.96% 

6 7 502 423 84.26%  204 188 92.16% 16 7.84% 172  209 204 97.61% 5 2.39% 199  27 15.70% 

7 4 580 502 86.55%  187 171 91.44% 16 8.56% 155  204 198 97.06% 6 2.94% 192  37 23.87% 

7 4A 486 471 96.91%  162 142 87.65% 20 12.35% 122  187 180 96.26% 7 3.74% 173  51 41.80% 

7 5 717 681 94.98%  227 202 88.99% 25 11.01% 177  233 229 98.28% 4 1.72% 225  48 27.12% 

7 6 708 608 85.88%  257 239 93.00% 18 7.00% 221  272 265 97.43% 7 2.57% 258  37 16.74% 

7 7 762 728 95.54%  256 233 91.02% 23 8.98% 210  259 256 98.84% 3 1.16% 253  43 20.48% 

7 8 732 704 96.17%  276 259 93.84% 17 6.16% 242  307 297 96.74% 10 3.26% 287  45 18.60% 

7 9 495 473 95.56%  182 161 88.46% 21 11.54% 140  186 183 98.39% 3 1.61% 180  40 28.57% 

7 9A 591 566 95.77%  246 226 91.87% 20 8.13% 206  257 250 97.28% 7 2.72% 243  37 17.96% 

7 10 567 553 97.53%  223 207 92.83% 16 7.17% 191  251 247 98.41% 4 1.59% 243  52 27.23% 

7 11 777 696 89.58%  324 290 89.51% 34 10.49% 256  332 320 96.39% 12 3.61% 308  52 20.31% 

7 13 700 666 95.14%  308 292 94.81% 16 5.19% 276  334 330 98.80% 4 1.20% 326  50 18.12% 

7 14 788 742 94.16%  335 309 92.24% 26 7.76% 283  338 334 98.82% 4 1.18% 330  47 16.61% 

7 15 722 627 86.84%  299 272 90.97% 27 9.03% 245  322 305 94.72% 17 5.28% 288  43 17.55% 

7 20 771 737 95.59%  353 327 92.63% 26 7.37% 301  354 346 97.74% 8 2.26% 338  37 12.29% 

7 20A 511 468 91.59%  208 186 89.42% 22 10.58% 164  230 221 96.09% 9 3.91% 212  48 29.27% 

7 21 701 576 82.17%  326 294 90.18% 32 9.82% 262  339 326 96.17% 13 3.83% 313  51 19.47% 

7 26A 659 634 96.21%  378 352 93.12% 26 6.88% 326  396 384 96.97% 12 3.03% 372  46 14.11% 

7 27 1355 1320 97.42%  318 282 88.68% 36 11.32% 246  327 319 97.55% 8 2.45% 311  65 26.42% 

7 27A 656 632 96.34%  212 196 92.45% 16 7.55% 180  220 213 96.82% 7 3.18% 206  26 14.44% 

7 27B 1025 986 96.20%  309 272 88.03% 37 11.97% 235  297 291 97.98% 6 2.02% 285  50 21.28% 

7 28 816 738 90.44%  312 280 89.74% 32 10.26% 248  319 301 94.36% 18 5.64% 283  35 14.11% 

7 28A 626 594 94.89%  313 281 89.78% 32 10.22% 249  326 318 97.55% 8 2.45% 310  61 24.50% 

  27948 26150 93.57%  9216 8376 90.89% 840 9.11% 7536  9777 9517 97.34% 260 2.66% 9257  1721 22.84% 

Wd pct total  Af Am % Af. Am.  Nov. Nov vote, % of vote Nov vote, % of vote, Landrieu  Dec. Dec vote, % of vote, Dec vote, % of vote, Landrieu  Nov-Dec % change 

    registered registered of all reg.  Turnout Landrieu Landrieu Others Others margin  Turnout Landrieu Landrieu Terrell Terrell margin  increment Nov-Dec 

                      

Turnout % in Nov = 32.98%  Landrieu % in Nov = 90.89%             
Turnout % in Dec = 34.98%  Landrieu % in Dec = 97.34%             
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TABLE II: AFRICAN AMERICAN PROJECT CITIES (page 1) 
          

  
  

CITY / STATE Atlantic Co. Columbus Columbus Denver Denver Hoke Co. Hoke Co. Jefferson Co. Kansas City Kansas City Kansas City 

 New Jersey Georgia Georgia Colorado Colorado N. Carolina N. Carolina Arkansas Kansas Missouri Missouri 

CONTESTS COMPARED Pres. 2000 v. Pres. 2000 v. Pres. 2000 v. Pres. 2000 v. Pres. 2000 v. Pres. 2000 v. 8th Dist 2000 Pres. 2000 v. Pres. 2000 v. Pres. 2000 v. Gov. 2000 v. 

 Sen. 2002 Sen. 2002 Gov. 2002 Sen. 2002 Gov. 2002 Sen. 2002 v. 8th 2002 Sen. 2002 Gov. 2002 Sen. 2002 Sen. 2002 

Dominant Ethnicity of ward/precincts Black        Black Black Black Black Black Black Black Black Black  Black

Sample precinct turnout, 2000 9731 8914 8914 3188 3188 1587 1415 2931 4375 33,618 33,759 

Sample precinct turnout, 2002 5238 6688 6699 2459 2356 971 905 2380 3120 23,055 23,055 

MEASURE I:  VOTE SHARE            

GOP 2000 top-line % 8.67% 4.97% 4.97% 7.06% 7.06% 14.18% 10.74% 2.49% 3.25% 4.65% 4.43% 

GOP 2002 top-line % 12.22% 4.87% 5.34% 8.74% 17.40% 17.30% 17.90% 6.47% 4.26% 4.98% 4.98% 

Percentage change (+)  40.95% (-) 2.01% (+) 7.44% (+) 23.80% (+) 146.46% (+) 22.00% (+) 66.67% (+) 159.84 (+) 31.08% (+) 7.10 (+) 12.42% 

Net change (+) 3.55% (-) 0.10% (+) 0.37% (+) 1.68% (+) 10.34% (+) 3.12% (+) 7.90% (+) 3.98 (+) 1.01% (+) 0.33% (+) 0.55% 

MEASURE II: TURNOUT            

Normative decline, 2000-2002 (-) 33.72% (-) 21.35% (-) 21.51% (-) 18.71% (-) 18.91% (-) 20.03% (-) 26.41% (-) 12.76 (-) 23.17% (-) 20.84 (-) 20.40% 

Turnout co-efficient 0.6628 0.7865 0.7849 0.8129 0.8109 0.7997 0.7359 0.8724 0.7683 0.7916 0.7960 

Sample pc't turnout decline (-) 46.17% (-) 24.97% (-) 24.85% (-) 22.87% (-) 26.10% (-) 38.82 (-) 36.04% (-) 18.80 (-) 28.69% (-) 31.42% (-) 31.71% 

% more(+) / less(-) than normative decline (+) 36.92% (+) 16.96% (+) 15.53 (+) 22.23% (+) 38.02 (+) 93.81% (+) 35.46% (+) 47.34 (+) 23.82% (+) 50.77% (+) 55.44% 

MEASURE III:  DEM. PERFORMANCE            

2000 Democrat-minus-GOP margin 7936 7860 7860 2587 2587 1127 1102 2741 4038 30,182 30,335 

2002 margin expecation, turnout-adjusted 5260 6182 6169 2103 2098 901 811 2391 3102 23,892 24,147 

Actual margin, 2002 3943 5962 5888 1987 1475 620 569 2072 2764 20,624 20,624 

Dem. margin as % of expectation 74.96% 96.44% 95.44% 94.48% 70.31% 68.81% 70.16% 86.66% 89.10% 86.32% 85.41% 

Dem. margin compared to projection (-) 25.04% (-) 3.56% (-) 4.56% (-) 5.52% (-) 29.69% (-) 31.19 (-) 29.84% (-) 13.34% (-) 10.90% (-) 13.68% (-) 14.59% 

            

            

           

 
 
 
 
 

 12 



 
 
 
 

TABLE II: AFRICAN AMERICAN PROJECT CITIES (page 2)   

            

CITY / STATE Little Rock Little Rock Macon       

 

Macon Minneapolis Minneapolis Orlando St. Louis Averages Averages

Arkansas Arkansas Georgia Georgia Minnesota Minnesota Florida Missouri (Method B-1) (Method B-2)  

CONTESTS COMPARED Pres. 2000 v. Pres. 2000 v. Pres. 2000 v. Pres. 2000 v. Pres. 2000 v Sen. 2000 v Sen. 2000 v. Pres. 2000 v.    

 Sen. 2002 Gov. 2002 Sen. 2002 Gov. 2002 Sen. 2002 Sen. 2002 Gov. 2002 Sen. 2002    

Dominant Ethnicity of ward/precincts Black Black Black      Black Black Black Black Black    

Sample precinct turnout, 2000 7537 7537 2887 2887 5132 5063 3500 36,777    

Sample precinct turnout, 2002 6087 6041 2252 2224 4218 4143 2798 28,193    

MEASURE I:  VOTE SHARE            

GOP 2000 top-line % 4.40% 4.40% 3.46% 3.46% 8.79% 10.19% 5.83% 2.84%    

GOP 2002 top-line % 4.80% 13.86% 5.82% 5.22% 13.54% 13.54% 9.97% 4.42%    

Percentage change (+) 9.09% (+) 215.00% (+) 68.21 (+) 50.87% (+) 54.04% (+) 32.88% (+) 71.01% (+) 55.63%    

Net change (+) 0.40% (+) 9.46% (+) 2.36% (+) 1.76% (+) 4.75% (+) 3.35% (+) 4.14% (+) 1.58 (+) 3.12% (+) 3.19%  

MEASURE II: TURNOUT            

Normative decline, 2000-2002 (-) 12.76% (-) 12.58% (-) 21.35% (-) 21.51% (-) 7.55% (-) 6.81% (-) 14.36% (-) 20.84%    

Turnout co-efficient 0.8724 0.8742 0.7865 0.7849 0.9245 0.9319 0.8564 0.7916    

Sample pc't turnout decline (-) 19.24% (-) 19.85% (-) 22.00% (-) 22.97% (-) 17.81% (-) 16.69% (-) 20.06% (-) 23.34%    

% more(+) / less(-) than normative decline (+) 50.78% (+) 55.64% (+) 3.04% (+) 6.79% (+) 135.89% (+) 145.08% (+) 39.69% (+) 12.00% (+) 43.54% (+) 46.59%  

MEASURE III:  PERFORMANCE            

2000 Democrat-minus-GOP margin 6806 6806 2680 2680 4019 3567 3074 34,381    

2002 margin expecation, turnout-adjusted 5938 5950 2108 2104 3716 3324 2633 27,216    

Actual margin, 2002 5503 4367 1975 1955 2973 2973 2220          25,313    

Dem. margin as % of expectation 92.67% 73.39% 93.69% 92.92% 80.01% 89.44% 84.31% 93.01%    

Dem. margin compared to projection (-) 7.33% (-) 26.61% (-) 6.31% (-) 7.08% (-) 19.99% (-) 10.56% (-) 15.69% (-) 6.99% (-) 14.77% (-) 14.87%  

            

        

Method B-1 consolidates and averages figures from the seven multi-study metropolitan areas, treating each as a single entry in the global average.     

Method B-2 treats the 19 studies as separate entites, each representing a separate election.
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TABLE III: HISPANIC PROJECT CITIES  
      

CITY / STATE Albuquerque Albuquerque Denver Denver Hartford Kansas City Kansas City Orlando Pueblo Pueblo Averages Averages Averages 

 New Mexico New Mexico Colorado Colorado Connecticut Missouri Missouri Florida Colorado Colorado Method H-1 Method H-2 Method H-3 

CONTESTS COMPARED Pres. 2000 v. 1st Dist. 2000 v Pres. 2000 v. Pres. 2000 v. Pres. 2000 v. Pres. 2000 v Gov. 2000 v Pres. 2000 v. Pres. 2000 v. Pres. 2000 v.    

 Gov. 2002 1st Dist 2002 Sen. 2002 Gov. 2002 Sen. 2002 Sen. 2002 Sen. 2002 Gov. 2002 Sen. 2002 Gov. 2002    

Dominant Ethnicity of ward/precincts Hispanic            Hispanic Hispanic Hispanic Hispanic Hispanic Hispanic Hispanic Hispanic Hispanic

Sample precinct turnout, 2000 6997 6895 2572 2572 2350 1020 1014 3278 1959 1959    

Sample precinct turnout, 2002 4672 4652 1659 1612 1568 686 686 2327 1642 1642    

MEASURE I:  VOTE SHARE              

GOP 2000 top-line % 30.56% 31.56% 16.37% 16.37% 10.21% 9.51% 8.09% 40.09% 21.39% 21.39%    

GOP 2002 top-line % 27.83% 42.24% 18.08% 34.12% 20.22% 9.77% 9.77% 56.77% 21.86% 32.22%    

Percentage change (-) 8.93% (+) 33.84% (+) 10.45% (+) 108.43% (+) 98.04% (+) 2.73% (+) 20.77% (+) 41.61 (+) 2.20% (+) 50.63%    

Net change (-) 2.73% (+) 10.68% (+) 1.71% (+) 17.75% (+) 10.01% (+) 0.26% (+) 1.68% (+) 16.68 (+) 0.47% (+) 10.83% (+) 6.07% (+) 5.63% (+) 6.73% 

MEASURE II: TURNOUT 3.975  6.08      5.65     

Normative decline, 2000-2002 (-) 19.11% (-) 18.86% (-) 18.71% (-) 18.91% (-) 29.91% (-) 20.84% (-) 20.40% (-) 14.36% (-) 18.71% (-) 18.91%    

Turnout co-efficient 0.8089 0.8114 0.8129 0.8109 0.7009 0.7916 0.7960 0.8564 0.8129 0.8109    

Sample pc't turnout decline (-) 33.23% (-) 32.53 (-) 35.50 (-) 37.33 (-) 33.28% (-) 32.75% (-) 32.35% (-) 29.01 (-) 16.18% (-) 16.18%    

% more(+) / less(-) than normative decline (+) 73.89% (+) 72.48% (+) 89.74% (+) 97.41 (+) 11.27% (+) 57.15% (+) 58.58% (+) 102.02% (-) 13.52% (-) 14.44% (+) 44.38% (+) 48.06% (+) 53.46% 

MEASURE III:  DEM. PERFORMANCE 55.97  93.575      13.98     

2000 Democrat-minus-GOP margin 2523 2210 1545 1545 1733 809 831 596 1036 1036    

2002 margin expecation, turnout-adjusted 2041 1793 1256 1253 1215 640 661 510 842 840    

Actual margin, 2002 1924 722 977 415 934 542 542 (-) 340 816 536    

Dem. margin as % of expectation 94.27% 40.27% 77.79% 33.12% 76.87% 84.69% 82.00% (-) 66.67% 96.91% 63.81%    

Dem. margin compared to projection (-) 5.73% (-) 59.73% (-) 22.21% (-) 66.88% (-) 23.13% (-) 15.31% (-) 18.00% (-) 166.67% (-) 3.09% (-) 36.19% (-) 27.36% (-) 27.83% (-) 41.72% 
 32.73  44.545      19.64     
Method H-1 consolidates and averages figures from the three multi-study metropolitan areas, treating each as a single entry in the global average, but excludes the Orlando data. 

  
   

     Method H-2 treats the studies as separate entites, each representing a separate election, but excludes the Orlando data. 
Method H-3 treats the studies as separate entities, each representing a separate election, including the Orlando data.         
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TABLE IV: AFRICAN AMERICAN & HISPANIC CONTROL CITIES 
           

CITY / STATE Augusta Augusta  Miami Pitt/Lenoir Santa Fe Savannah Savannah Tampa Averages Averages 

 Georgia Georgia Florida N. Carolina New Mexico Georgia Georgia Florida Method C-1 Method C-2 

CONTESTS COMPARED Pres. 2000 v. Pres. 2000 v. Pres. 2000 v. Pres. 2000 v. Pres. 2000 v. Pres. 2000 v. Pres. 2000 v. Pres. 2000 v.   

 Sen. 2002 Gov. 2002 Gov. 2002 Sen. 2002 Gov. 2002 Sen. 2002 Gov. 2002 Gov. 2002   

Dominant Ethnicity of ward/precincts Black        Black Hispanic Black Hispanic Black Black Black   

Sample precinct turnout, 2000 4936 4936 23,468 4481 1632 7286 7286 6807   

Sample precinct turnout, 2002 4384 4403 13,277 3552 1197 5774 5772 5475   

MEASURE I:  VOTE SHARE           

GOP 2000 top-line % 5.39% 5.39% 75.31% 10.76% 23.71% 1.87% 1.87% 3.28%   

GOP 2002 top-line % 5.27% 5.18% 82.59% 9.23% 17.63% 2.36% 1.80% 5.24%   

Percentage change (-) 2.23% (-) 3.90% (+) 9.67% (-) 14.22% (-) 25.64% (+) 26.20 (-) 3.74% (+) 59.76%   

Net change (-) 0.12% (-) 0.21% (+) 7.28% (-) 1.53% (-) 6.08% (+) 0.49 (-) 0.07% (+) 1.96% (-) 0.79% (+) 0.21% 

MEASURE II: TURNOUT           

Normative decline, 2000-2002 (-) 21.35% (-) 21.51% (-) 14.36% (-) 20.03% (-) 19.11% (-) 21.35% (-) 21.51% (-) 14.36%   

Turnout co-efficient 0.7865 0.7849 0.8564 0.7997 0.8089 0.7865 0.7849 0.8564   

Sample pc't turnout decline (-) 11.18% (-) 10.80% (-) 43.43% (-) 20.73% (-) 26.65% (-) 20.78% (-) 20.75% (-) 19.57%   

% more(+) / less(-) than normative decline (-) 47.63% (-) 49.79% (+) 202.44% (+) 3.49% (+) 39.46% (-) 2.67% (-) 3.53% (+) 36.28% (-) 3.48% * * * 

MEASURE III:  DEM. PERFORMANCE           

2000 Democrat-minus-GOP margin (+) 4380 (+) 4380 (-) 11,880 (+) 3505 (+) 763 (+) 6992 (+) 6992 (+) 6293   

2002 margin expecation, turnout-adjusted (+) 3445 (+) 3438 (-) 10,174 (+) 2803 (+) 617 (+) 5499 (+) 5488 (+) 5389   

Actual margin, 2002 (+) 3861 (+) 3884 (-) 8653 (+) 2890 (+) 680 (+) 5418 (+) 5514 (+) 4852   

Dem. margin as % of expectation 112.08% 112.97% 114.95% 103.10% 110.21% 98.53% 100.47% 90.04%   

Dem. margin compared to projection (+) 12.08% (+) 12.97% (+) 14.95% (+) 3.10% (+) 10.21% (-) 1.47% (+) 0.47% (-) 9.96% (+) 3.91% (+) 5.29% 
   

        
    

        
Method C-1 averages results from each study except Miami-Dade. 

Method C-2 averages results from each study, including Miami-Dade, but excludes the calculation of % of normative decline (see text). 
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TABLE V:  PAIRED  STUDIES 
 
 Measure 1 Measure 2 Measure 3 Measure 4 Measure 5  Contest 
 Net change,  Turnout decline '00  02 Turnout decline,  Dem. Margin, com-  GOP advantage,   
 top-line %  to 02, sample pcts  (+) or (-) normative  pared to projection  Program areas  

#1: Disappointment in Georgia?                 
Program: GA (Macon & Columbus, Black pcts.) (+) 1.13%  (-) 23.49%  (+) 10.00% (-) 4.94% (+) 10.24  Pres. 2000 v. Sen. 2002 

Control: GA (Savannah & Augustus, Black pcts.) (+) 0.19%  (-) 15.98%  (-) 27.52% (+) 5.31%  Pres. 2000 v. Sen. 2002 
              

Program: GA (Macon & Columbus, Black pcts.) (+) 1.07%  (-) 23.91%  (+) 11.16% (-) 5.82% (+) 12.54  Pres. 2000 v. Gov. 2002 
Control: GA (Savannah & Augustus, Black pcts.) (-) 0.14%  (-) 15.78%  (-) 26.87% (+) 6.72%  Pres. 2000 v. Gov. 2002 

#2: Candidates Popular & Unpopular                 
Program: Albuquerque (Hispanic Pcts.) (-) 2.73%  (-) 33.23%  (+) 73.89% (-) 5.73% (+) 15.94  Pres. 2000 v. Gov. 2002 

Control: Santa Fe (Hispanic Pcts.) (-) 6.08%  (-) 26.65%  (+) 39.46% (+) 10.21%  Pres. 2000 v. Gov. 2002 
              

Program: Albuquerque (Hispanic Pcts.) (+) 24.37%  (-) 32.71%  (+) 69.48% (-) 122.79% (+) 35.61  Pres. 2000 v. Sen. 2002 
Control: Santa Fe (Hispanic Pcts.) (+) 22.98%  (-) 26.78%  (+) 38.76% (-) 87.18%  Pres. 2000 v. Sen. 2002 

# 3: Half Programs, Half Results                 
Program: Kansas City (Black pcts.) (+) 0.33  (-) 31.42%  (+) 50.77% (-) 13.68% (+) 6.69  Pres. 2000 v. Sen. 2002 

Half Program: St. Louis (Black pcts.) (+) 1.58  (-) 23.34%  (+) 12.00% (-) 6.99%  Pres. 2000 v. Sen. 2002 
              

Program: Denver (Hispanic pcts.) (+) 1.71%  (-) 35.50%  (+) 89.74% (-) 22.21% (+) 19.12  Pres. 2000 v. Sen. 2002 
Half Program: Pueblo (Hispanic pcts.) (+) 0.47%  (-) 16.18%  (-) 13.52% (-) 3.09%  Pres. 2000 v. Sen. 2002 

# 4: Democrat Underperformance              
Program: Orlando (Black pcts.)  (+) 4.14%  (-) 20.06%  (+) 39.69% (-) 15.69% (+) 5.73  Pres. 2000 v. Gov. 2002 

Control: Tampa (Black pcts.) (+) 1.96%   (-) 19.57% (+) 36.28% (-) 9.96%  Pres. 2000 v. Gov. 2002 
              

Program: Atlantic City (Black pcts.) (+) 3.55  (-) 46.17%  (+) 36.92% (-) 25.04% (+) 12.11  Pres. 2000 v. Sen. 2002 
Control: Trenton (Black pcts.) (+) 4.57   (-) 34.88% (+) 3.44% (-) 12.93%  Pres. 2000 v. Sen. 2002 

#5: Reverse Psychology              
Program: Orlando (Hispanic Pcts.) (+) 16.68%  (-) 29.01%  (+) 102.02% (-) 166.67% (+) 181.62  Pres. 2000 v. Gov. 2002 

Control: Miami (Hispanic Pcts) (+) 7.28%  (-) 43.43%  (+) 202.44% (+) 14.95%  Pres. 2000 v. Gov. 2002 
 





Preface 
 
 One month and two days after the historic Republican mid-term victory of 2002, Democratic Sen. 
Mary Landrieu defeated challenger Susan Haik Terrell in the Louisiana senatorial runoff election.  This 
late-breaking reverse surprised many Republicans. Hadn’t they enjoyed the momentum? In the November 
5th election, the three major Republican contenders polled a majority -- 50.6% percent of ballots cast, 
versus 46.0% for Senator Landrieu. 
 
 But between November 5th and December 7th, the votes African Americans delivered to Sen. 
Landrieu increased nearly 23 percent.  In the heavily black wards of Orleans County, turnout rose 6.08%.  
Landrieu’s share of that enhanced turnout increased as well:  from 90.89% in November to 97.34% in 
December.  The Republican share decreased absolutely, from 5.18% to 2.66%.  Indeed, Terrell’s own 
share declined from 3.60% to 2.66%.  Her December Black vote was less than half George W. Bush’s 
2000 performance, itself a mere 6%. 
 
 Table I (pg. 9) presents a microcosm of the pro-Democrat “spike” that occurred in the Louisiana 
run-off.  African Americans are 33 percent of residents in Louisiana.  Assuming that they cast 29 percent 
of the votes in the runoff (a Black turnout comparable to 2000), African Americans provided Mary 
Landrieu an extra 60,000 votes on December 7th  – virtually the entire increment that elevated her 578,347 
votes (46.00%) in November, to 638,654 votes (51.7%), and victory, in December. 
 
  Such spikes in minority turnout have become common within the American political landscape.  In 
Florida, black turnout increased 65 percent from 1996 to 2000, sealing Republican Senate candidate Bill 
McCollum’s defeat – and almost electing Al Gore president.  That same year in Missouri, exceptional 
Black turnout in St. Louis and Kansas City cost Jim Talent the governorship, and John Ashcroft his Senate 
career. 
 
 These spikes represent not general trends, but acts of political will.  They result from strategic and 
tactical decisions undertaken by Democratic operatives in certain times and places, but not in others. The 
three preconditions predictive of a Democrat “spike” strategy are: 
 

a) Closely contested elections of national significance.  Parties seeking marginal votes naturally 
expend more resources on supporter groups that are underrepresented in the electorate, or who 
favor them by large margins, or both.  In 2000, African Americans represented 12.3% of the U.S. 
population, but only 9% of the electorate.  Hispanics comprised 12.5% of the population, but only 
6.25% percent of the electorate.  The former vote Democrat 10-to-1; the latter, 2-to-1.  Blacks and 
Latinos are the thus the principal targets of Democrat “spike” efforts. 

b) A targetable population.  Both African American and Hispanic communities have unique, well-
developed commercial broadcast and print media.   Indeed, the “spikes” of the past few years have 
assumed the character of ground wars mobilized through air war tactics.   

c) A unified party.  As a practical matter, Democrats are likelier to implement a “spike” strategy 
when their general election candidate commands considerable support in the targeted minority 
community.  For instance, Florida Democrats needed a 2002 “spike” among African Americans 
comparable to what they had achieved in 2000.  But in the aftermath of a bitter, divisive 
gubernatorial primary, they could not achieve it. 

 
The following meta-study analyzes the effectiveness of Republican countermeasures in response to 

Democrat “spike” tactics. The countermeasures consisted of aggressive Republican issue advertising aired 
in media venues overwhelmingly Black or Hispanic. 
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The effectiveness of the countermeasures is evaluated through precinct-level electoral results in 37 
contests spread over 11 states and 22 media areas.  Separate case studies examine partisan voting in 
minority communities where the countermeasures were applied (Tables II and III), and in communities in 
which they were not (Table IV) in order to distinguish results correlated with the countermeasures from 
general trends. 
 
 Part I of this study will describe the essential “air-war” components of a Democratic “spike” 
strategy.  It is insufficient to label “spikes” as fear mongering or race baiting.  Specific tactics are deployed 
in well-chosen venues.  Their efficacy is improved by an overall Democratic minority strategy that lends 
credibility to even the most outlandish charges.  The role Republicans play in enhancing this credibility is 
also assessed. 
 
 Part II describes the countermeasure campaign that Access Communications Group adopted for its 
clients in media areas with substantial African American and Hispanic voter populations.  The Republican 
issue campaign used ordinary platform positions of the Republican Party. Our materials attacked Democrat 
policies and leaders aggressively.  In venue, spot frequency, tone, and campaign context, Access 
Communications implemented lessons learned from our Democrat foes.  But as latecomers to these 
venues, extra effort was essential.  Our clients’ campaigns were launched early in the election cycle; they 
validated the Republican Party as an institution; and they answered the most outrageous assertions of our 
opponents  – charges of persecution, election fraud, and bigotry. 
 
 Part III describes the methodology ACG developed to measure the efficacy of its clients’ programs.  
Our principal challenge was to create an analytic tool that would capture both marginal percentage shifts in 
minority partisan patterns and marginal turnout effects associated with different styles of campaigning.  
Controls were established to distinguish results associated with ACG issue campaigns from trends 
operating independent of ACG activity. 
 
 Part IV presents our basic research findings, based on real-vote shifts in minority partisan 
preference and minority turnout in the 11 states, 22 media areas, and 37 races chosen for analysis. 
 
 Part V studies a series of questions raised by the general conclusions of this meta-study.  Variables 
that may affect a countermeasure program include the level of Democrat effort, the level of Republican 
effort, the popularity (or lack thereof) of particular candidates; and the special status of Cubans as a 
Republican enclave within a generally Democratic Hispanic community.  In each case, evidence is 
presented that harmonizes the anomalies raised with the general conclusions of Part IV. 
 
 Using a methodology that captures both the vote-share and turnout effects associated with G.O.P. 
countermeasures in hard terms – i.e., as shifts in Democrat advantage measured in actual votes – it 
becomes possible to project the average cost-per-vote of implementing this strategy for large African 
American and Hispanic voter blocks.  Part VI undertakes such calculations. 
 
 The benefits of a G.O.P. countermeasure campaign do not materialize absent the will to deploy the 
component tactics. Part VII discusses the implications of this meta-study for Republican candidates, 
consultants, and party officials.   
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Part I.  The Spike:  
Terror, Saturation, Nationalization and Isolation 
 
 A close election, a unified party, a big megaphone – these are the prerequisites to a spike, but they 
are not its core.  The distinguishing features of this strategy are:  
 

 Terror: a communication of impending physical threat; 
 Saturation: the daily multiple assertion of the threat; 
 Nationalization: racial politics as national and apocalyptic rather than local and policy-specific. 
 Isolation: the practical monopolization of the most potent means of communication through which 

minorities receive their political information. 
 
Terror 

The essential message Democrat partisans convey is that their party’s defeat will result in a 
Republican “Reign of Terror.”  The G.O.P. is accused of fostering hate crimes and church burnings; racial 
profiling and disenfranchisement; wrongful incarcerations and executions; etc.  Physical threat is a major 
component of the spike strategy, as in this NAACP spot from the 2000 presidential election: 
 
“I’m Renee Mullins, James Byrd’s daughter.  On June 7, 1998, in Texas, my father was killed.  He was beaten, 
chained and then dragged three miles to his death – all because he was black.  So when Governor George W. Bush 
refused to support hate crimes legislation, it was like my father was killed all over again…” 
 
 Here’s ad copy from a Missouri Senate ad, 2002: 
 
“Hi, this is Congressman Jesse Jackson Jr.  I understand the Republicans are on the air here in Missouri asking 
African Americans for their support… They must be kidding!  Republicans have blocked legislation to stop racial 
profiling and police brutality… African Americans in Missouri have to support Jean Carnahan.  Your vote is the only 
thing standing in the way of a wholesale Republican assault on our community.” 
  
 A spot aired in 2000, on Black stations only, dramatized a racial profiling incident: 
 
Male voice:  “I’m a college student, and today, I was stopped by the police for no reason other than I’m black.  It 
isn’t the first time.  You know what it feels like to have someone flash a light in your face? For someone to think you 
stole your own car? Or sell drugs? – just because you’re black!… I told some of the guys in the dorm about it, and I 
find out it happens to them all of the time.  Every brother in there has been caught DWB – driving while black.  It’s 
frightening, it’s debilitating, and it’s demeaning.  It’s called ‘racial profiling.’  And it’s got to stop.  On Tuesday, 
November 7th, vote Democratic.  The Democratic Party is committed to ending racial profiling in our country.  On 
November 7th, vote Democratic.” 
 
 “Dragged to his death…”; “… like my father was killed all over again”; “police brutality”; 
wholesale Republican assault”; “frightening, debilitating, demeaning” – the message is crystal clear.  
‘Your safety depends on the defeat of Republicans.’ 
 
 Disenfranchisement is a common straw man in Democrat GOTV drives, as in this “Jean Carnahan 
for Missouri Committee” spot: 
 
“This is Jean Carnahan.  We’ve all heard the ugly and malicious radio ads paid for by the Republicans in 
Washington.  They want to discourage people from voting… Let’s be guided by faith and hope in the days ahead.  
Let’s make sure that no one stops us from getting to the polls and voting on November 5th.” 
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 Much of the abuse Republicans take on Black venues is “earned media”: gratuitous flak from DJ’s, 
on-air personalities, and even news readers.  In Kansas City, 2002, a Black Kansas City talk show host 
read a “news” release describing an NAACP grade card that gave all congressional Republicans “F’s”, but 
all local Democrats “A’s” or “B’s”.  He explained:  “As long as this country has existed there has been 
people who didn’t want us to vote.  But now they don’t want to tell you that, they want you to vote for 
them.  But if you get out and vote, the trick’s on them, you see what I’m saying.” 
 
 Abuse/neglect of black children is another theme popular with Democrat consultants.  An ad by the 
New Jersey State Democratic Committee (2001) intoned:  
 
“Democrats are pushing hard to improve public schools for all our children… but Republicans have a different 
agenda.  They would drain hundreds of millions of dollars out of the public schools to give to private schools, 
abandoning the millions of kids in our neighborhood schools.” 
 
 A 2000 Missouri Democratic Committee ad stated (incredibly):  
 
“Under George W. Bush, 75 percent of juveniles are incarcerated in Texas, and 100 percent of the juveniles in adult 
prisons are minorities.” 
 
 We know that these accusations lack merit. There were no G.O.P. ads telling blacks not to vote; 
documented racial profiling prevails where Democrats govern; hate crimes are charged disproportionately 
against Blacks; voucher systems hold public schools harmless fiscally; etc….   
 

But Republicans must realize that such accusations are repeated incessantly in minority venues 
during close elections.  And they are widely believed.  Not all Democrat advertising is craven, or fear 
based.  But terror is the leaven that inspires unusual spikes in minority turnout. 
 
Frequency 
 Marketing a “Republican Reign of Terror” requires a big megaphone.  Recent polling confirms the 
following facts regarding minority media: 
 

 54% of African American voters listen to radio daily; 
 84% of African Americans listen to radio weekly; 
 62% of Black listeners listed urban contemporary or Black gospel stations as their first preference; 
 Only 11% listed stations catering to a general audience as their first preference (i.e., talk, sports, 

country, rock, etc.) 
 

The market for Black Entertainment Television (BET), available on cable throughout most of the 
country, is also impressive. 

 
 24% of African American voters watch BET daily; 
 63% tune in at least weekly. 

 
On a weekday, a program of political advertising that includes a media area’s major Black radio 

stations during driving time, plus BET during prime time, can reach more than 50% of African American 
voters on a daily basis. 

 
Spanish language media is almost as powerful, although the relative positions of TV and radio are 

reversed.  According to a 2001 survey of the Latino Coalition and the Hispanic Business Roundtable: 
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 45.5% of  Hispanic adults watch Spanish language TV programs daily; 
 71.7% report watching “regularly”. 
 38.1% of Hispanic adults listen daily to Spanish language radio; 
 65.8% listen “regularly.” 

 
These minority media venues provide a level of targeted access to Blacks and Hispanics that are 

difficult for non-members of these communities to fathom.  But Democrat consultants have fathomed it.  
In a media area targeted for a “spike,” ads produced by Democratic candidates, committees, and fellow-
travelers run 4 times per hour on major minority radio stations every hour during morning and afternoon 
drive time. 
 
Nationalization 

“I hope all of you will get out there and vote Democrat,” states one Democrat ad, “because you 
think things got bad since Clinton left?  Just watch what happens if you let the Republicans control the 
House and the Senate too.” 
  
 An important characteristic of spike tactics is the nationalization of race politics.  When Jesse 
Jackson Jr. cuts an ad for Jean Carnahan, he doesn’t talk about road projects in St. Louis or education 
reform in Kansas City.  He talks about Republicans as promoters of racial profiling and hate crimes. He 
presents African Americans with the danger of “a wholesale assault on our community.”   
 
 The Democrat campaign to discredit the Republican Party is always aimed at the top of the ticket, 
for reasons practical as well as political.   Spike strategies are expensive, requiring air war saturation to 
drive turnout on the ground.  Such efforts are funded only where they are most needed: in tight elections 
with national implications. 
 
 On a purely technical level, it is far easier for a Jesse Jackson, Jr. or a Renee Mullins to hammer 
the Republicans with broad-brush accusations, universally despicable, than to pick and choose among 
locally relevant policies in a variety of states and congressional districts.   
 
 Instead of a national dialogue on race, there is a national diatribe, heavily partisan, varying little 
from place to place. 
 
Isolation 

There are no communications monopolies in the United States. All parties have commercial access 
to the primary media venues minorities patronize. But a practical monopoly exists when only one party 
employs them. 
 

Among Blacks and Hispanics, Republican issues massively outpoll Republican affiliation.  Here 
are some recent poll results on issues: 
 

 School choice: 70.1% of Blacks, and 83.1% of Hispanics, support school vouchers. 
 Defense: 61.0% of African Americans favor an increased military budget, as do 66.3% of 

Hispanics. 
 Personal retirement accounts: 58.2% of Blacks, and 71.9% of Hispanics, support a personal 

investment option in Social Security. 
 Tax cuts: 55.0% of African Americans endorse across-the-board tax cuts, as do 61.2% of 

Hispanics. 
 Abortion: 44.2% of Blacks and 60.8% of Hispanics would “ban all abortions, except for (the) life 

of mother”. 
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Clearly, issue affinity cannot account for the 10-to-1 electoral dominance Democrats regularly 

enjoy among Blacks, or their 2-to-1 advantage among Hispanics.  But a deeper look at opinion data 
elucidates the paradox.  ACG commissioned Kellyanne Conway’s “the polling company” to ask Black 
voters which party, the Republicans or the Democrats, they trusted more in a series of policy areas.  
Democrats enjoyed an advantage on their traditional “turf” issues, such as “access to health care”, 
“protecting abortion rights”, and even “protecting the interests of the African-American community”.  But 
Blacks preferred Democrats in Republican bulwarks as well. 
 

 By 80%-to-9% African Americans thought Democrats more helpful than Republicans to “men and 
women who want to be small business owners.” 

 
 Black voters considered Democrats likelier to “reduce crime by jailing violent criminals” by 62%-

to- 19%. 
 

 A margin of 75%-to-11% thought Democrats more apt than Republicans to “lower taxes.” 
 

 62% of African Americans believed Democrats would be likelier than Republicans “to reduce 
terrorism by strengthening the national defense.” 

 
 By an incredible 69% to 13% margin, Blacks chose Democrats over Republicans “to protect the 

rights of unborn children”. 
 
 

No academic study documents the observable paucity of communications placed by conservative 
and Republican groups on minority media venues.  But these polling results yield the same conclusion:  
The Republican problem with minority voters is not their liberalism, not their exceptionalism, but their 
isolation.  
 
 This underlying truth makes a “spike”, built on palpable absurdities, possible.  The Republican 
platform does not promote disenfranchisement, hate crimes, capricious incarcerations, church burnings, or 
unequal opportunity.  For Democrats to successfully portray it as such to large masses of Black and 
Hispanic working people, nearly a third of them self-described conservatives, requires more than a large 
megaphone; - more, even, than fluency, frequency and passion in appropriate venues.  It requires a virtual 
monopoly of those venues.  Such a monopoly is impossible without the co-operation of the opposition.  A 
“spike” is like a series of touchdowns scored against an opponent who has forfeited the game. 
 
 Isolation subsumes all other trends in minority opinion.  It is a plain fact that millions of Blacks 
and Hispanics with conservative views on Right-to-Life, taxation, education, and national defense vote for, 
and are represented by, Democratic politicians with whom they fundamentally disagree.  
 

It is one-party politics that disenfranchises minorities. 
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Part II. The Countermeasure Campaign: 
ACG’s Seven-Point Program 
 

Once the centrality of minority isolation is understood, our task is transformed from fine-tuning our 
clients’ opinions to asserting their will.  We take the Republican platform as we find it, and proceed to the 
tactical problem at hand:  How to end the cultural isolation of Blacks and the linguistic isolation of 
Hispanics in the field of politics. 
 
 The countermeasure campaign Access Communications Group designed for its clients had three 
primary goals: 
 

1) To increase Republican vote share among Blacks and Hispanics; 
2) To decrease Democratic voting among these same groups; and 
3) To measure how vigorous countermeasure campaigns affected Democrats’ minority performance 

in the 2002 midterms. 
 

Our countermeasures were designed under the following client-dictated constraints: 
 

1) The ads, whether radio, TV or print, encouraged Republican partisan identification based on issues, 
not candidates. 

2) The ads were designed for broadcast in multiple media markets, and were therefore national in 
approach. 

 
ACG designed its countermeasures using a seven-point program.  The first four mimicked tactics 

Democratic Party operatives have perfected: 
 

1) Right Venue.  We placed our ads exclusively on media overwhelmingly patronized by our target 
audiences.  For African Americans, this meant an emphasis on radio:  Urban contemporary 
stations, soul/blues stations, jazz stations, and Black Gospel stations.  Black Entertainment 
Television was utilized when funding was available.  For Hispanics, we used Spanish language 
media exclusively:  Univision and Telefutura TV outlets, and Spanish-language radio.  In four 
cities, African American and/or Spanish language ¼ page ads were purchased.  In two cities, we 
used auto-dialed phone messages.  Part IV of this report lists the stations and newspapers employed 
in each market we have evaluated, including the number of plays (or placements) in each media 
venue. 

 
2) Right Frequency.  We campaigned at saturation levels equaling or exceeding that of the 

Democrats.  Our ideal frequency on radio venues was two issue ads per hour, four hours of 
morning drive, four hours of afternoon drive.  Our minimum target in these time slots was one ad 
per hour.  On BET or Spanish-language television, we placed no less than three spots per evening 
during prime time.   

 
3) Right Context.  Democrats campaign in minority venues as a coalition.  “Signature” issue groups, 

along with unions, public and private, supplement the efforts of party and candidate committees. 
We strove to air viewpoints of the entire Republican coalition by promoting a large cross-section of 
Republican platform issues.  Our ads supported choices in education, health care and social 
security.  We advertised the G.O.P. as the party of Right-to-Life and military preparedness; of 
school reform and faith-based social services.   
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4) Right Intensity.  ACG ads advocated Republican platform positions without timidity or apology.  

We didn’t hesitate to attack prominent Democrats such as Jesse Jackson, Bill Clinton and Al Gore 
by name, or to promote non-ballot Republicans such as Colin Powell, Rod Paige, Miguel Estrada, 
and President George W. Bush.  Our materials relentlessly attacked Democratic positions on school 
choice, taxation, military preparedness, and abortion as inimical to the interests of Hispanics and 
African Americans, both as communities and as individuals.  Our object was not to avoid 
controversy, but to initiate debate where none had existed. 

 
The Democrats were our teachers on venue, frequency, context, and intensity.  But to counteract 

their cumulative advantages in these culturally isolated venues, we had to do more. 
 

5) Early Insertion.  We hit the airwaves eight weeks before the election in most media markets, and 
no later than six weeks out anywhere.  “Early insertion” was a critical component of our 
countermeasure program for two reasons.  First, it enabled us to negotiate prices on large buys well 
before the stations were booked.  As a consequence, we were generally able to place issue ads at 
the “lowest rate” available to candidates.  In a program where repetition was critical, purchasing 
early meant purchasing better.  Second, our abrupt, substantial presence in minority venues caused 
our opponents to redesign their campaigns.  Instead of concentrating on an impending Republican 
“Reign of Terror,” they were forced to address our positions on school choice, on Social Security 
reform, on taxes.  To the extent that Democrats entered these debates - and regardless of the extent 
to which they were believed - they were off-balance and off-message.  Unanswered diatribes create 
Democrat spikes, not political debate. Our early entrance on the most familiar Hispanic and 
African American venues pre-empted this possibility.  That is why, in 29 of 29 African American 
and Hispanic studies, no spikes occurred. 

 
6) Racial Vindication.  The Democrats’ national “spike” strategy demonizes Republicans not as 

individuals, but as a group. When Democrats accuse Republicans of hate crimes, racial profiling, 
election fraud, or any other outrage on Black or Hispanic media, we must respond forcefully and 
immediately.  Silence in the venues on which these charges daily air gives them an unmerited 
weight and credibility.  ACG prepared spots to answer racially charged accusations in a timely and 
forceful manner on issues like election theft, hate crimes, and racial profiling.  

 
7) Party Validation.  To allow our partisan foes to define Republicanism as malignity condemns 

Republican candidates to extricate themselves individually from that collective guilt.  G.O.P. 
minority outreach cannot be cost effective without the efficiencies of positive band-name 
identification.  This meant presenting the Republican Party and its real positions forthrightly and 
often in culturally relevant venues.  

 
The countermeasure program we designed did not represent all that Republicans could do – only 

all we could do, given our clients’ financial and legal constraints.   
 

- Our campaign was preponderantly an “air war”, run primarily through broadcast media.  
Surely a ground war was desirable.   

- Our campaign ran Republican issue spots exclusively.  Surely candidate ads were desirable. 
 
 In some places, local parties and candidates ran ground and air programs independent of ours; in 
others, we were the sole Republican presence.  But in terms of the tactical goals we had set, our constraints 
were unimportant.  Our campaign sought to defend the Republican name; to discredit Democrat policies; 

 28 



and to fracture the virtual one-party state that restricts speech in many Black and Hispanic communities.  
For these purposes, aggressive Republican issue advertising was needed.  And it is what we provided.  
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Part III: Methodology 
 

Methodologically, this study analyzes outcomes relevant to candidates, issue groups, and 
consultants.  Our results are measured in real votes cast, advantages gained, and majorities obtained within 
a given slice of geography or among a discrete demographic subgroup. 
   
Data Sets 

Our wards, precincts, or polling places were chosen referencing the three predictors for a “spike” 
outlined earlier: 

 
- A unified Democratic party likely, by circumstance or history, to conduct a “spike” in 2002. 
- One or more close top-line elections.  We define “top-line” elections as statewide or federal races 

of national significance.   
- Targetable minority populations served by unique media.  To minimize data contamination, we 

sought precincts that were either 90+ percent Black or 80+ percent Hispanic.  (Segregated African 
American neighborhoods are, by most Census Bureau measures, more compact than heavily 
Hispanic neighborhoods.  It was hard to find Latino precincts whose target concentrations averaged 
higher than 80%.) 

 
 For our 2000 top-line, we generally used the Bush-Gore presidential tallies.  Our reasoning was 
two-fold.  First, the Presidential campaign was universal (i.e., the same candidates running in all states).  
Second, “spike” techniques were national in scope, having been deployed extensively in the 2000 
presidential contest.  To measure Republicans’ marginal progress against these techniques, Bush-Gore was 
the best baseline. 
 

Most of our 2002 “top-lines” were Senate seats or governorships.  In some instances, we added 
Congressional contests to examine how an issue campaign affected multiple overlapping candidacies. 
   
 In a meta-study with one intended variable, it is crucial to distinguish the results associated with 
that variable from outcomes that occur in its absence.  To check our methodology for bias, we examined 
returns from a number of “control study sites” (see Table IV).  These were demographically similar 
precincts situated within the same election areas as our study precincts, but outside of the media areas 
where our spots aired.  For instance, in Georgia, Columbus and Macon were “study” cities; Augusta and 
Savannah were “controls”.  Demographically similar precincts were chosen in each.  But our client’s issue 
ads played only in Columbus and Macon.   

  
 In some instances, we varied the 2000 top-line for purposes of direct comparison.  In our two 
Congressional races, an incumbent’s results in 2002 are measured against his (or her) 2000 results.  Jim 
Talent’s 2002 Senate tallies are compared against results from his 2000 gubernatorial race – but also 
against Bush-Gore 2000 tallies. 
 
Measure I: Top-line vote share 
 The simplest, most straightforward way to measure the popularity of Republican candidates is to 
calculate their vote share, expressed as a percentage of votes cast within a targeted group.  This is how 
most polling results are reported in newspaper articles and exit poll summaries.  The G.O.P. vote share is 
reported three ways in Tables II, III, and IV: 

1) “GOP top-line share, 2000” – Republican votes as a percentage of top-line ballots cast in the 
presidential election; 
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2) “GOP top-line share, 2002” – Republican votes as a percentage of top-line ballots cast in the mid-
term election; 

3) “Net change” – A computation derived by subtracting the 2000 percentage from the 2002 
percentage.  This is reported on the Blue line in Tables II, III, and IV. 

 
Measure II: Turnout 
 Unfortunately, the “simple” approach of Measure I leaves much unsaid.  Minority turnout can 
fluctuate radically.  In recent years, those fluctuations have defied trend-line analysis. There is no “trend” 
that explains an African American turnout of 65% in Florida versus 35% in New Jersey. Rather, minority 
turnout has been heavily affected by the tactical decisions of Democratic operatives. 
 
 Fluctuations in turnout have greater electoral significance among groups whose political affiliation 
tilts decidedly from the norm; and that is the case both among Hispanics, who vote Democratic 2-to-1, and 
African Americans, who vote Democratic 10-to-1.   
 

To assess the electoral impact of any campaign tactic among these groups, turnout effects must be 
measured three ways: 
   

a) As a norm.  In order to isolate minority turnout effects, normative shifts must be measured first.  
For instance, turnout at the 2002 midterms dropped 25.26% nationally from the presidential contest 
of 2000.  But in the competitive states where we ran programs, the population-weighted turnout fell 
only 19.94%.  And each state had its own top-line pattern, varying from a “high” decline of 
33.72% in New Jersey to a “low” decline of 6.81% in Minnesota.  “Normative turnout decline” in 
Tables II, III, and IV reports the state-wide, all-race, all-ethnicity percentage by which turnout 
declined from the top-line 2000 race to the top-line 2002 contest.  The following figure, “Turnout 
co-efficient”, inverts this decline, expressing statewide turnout in 2002 as a decimal of turnout in 
2000.   

b) Within the group.  This measure calculates the percentage by which turnout declined in the 
minority study precincts, 2000-to-2002, based on actual top-line votes cast for top-line candidates 
within those precincts.  The result is represented in Tables II, III, and IV as “Sample pc’t turnout 
decline”. 

c) The group compared to the norm.  Here we measure the percentage by which the minority 
precinct turnout decline exceeded (+) or undershot (-) the percentage decline that was normative in 
that particular race.  We admit to a consultant’s bias in how we’ve expressed this.  A consultant 
takes “normative” shifts as a given, whether they’re going up (as in a presidential year), or down 
(as in a mid-term).  What he wants to know is how a particular group’s turnout is going to exceed 
or undershoot these trends.  Given that this was a midterm year, where turnout decline was 
ubiquitous, we’ve expressed larger-than-normal declines with a (+), smaller-than-normal declines 
with a (-).  To calculate the “group compared to the norm”, we take the line “Sample pc’t turnout 
decline”, subtract the line “Normative decline”, divide the difference by “Normative decline”, then 
multiply times 100 to change that figure to a percent.  We record the result in Tables II, III, and 
IV as “% more (+)/ less (-) than normative decline”, highlighted with a pink line.  This 
represents the percentage, and direction, by which minority precinct turnout trends deviated from 
aggregate turnout trends, 2000 to 2002.  

 
 With this data on record, we can compare minority turnout trends in places where aggressive 
Republican issue advertising aired, versus places where it did not.  
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Measure III: Democratic Party performance 
 For a consultant, who must make dollar decisions based on real returns, the bottom line is, “How 
many votes does this mean?”  He wants to know how many fewer votes Jean Carnahan will carry out of 
North St. Louis if he runs aggressive Republican issue ads.  He wants to know how Heather Wilson can 
expect to fare among the Hispanics in Legislative District 13, Albuquerque.  He wants to know if this kind 
of program helps or hurts G.O.P. candidates among pro-Republican minorities, like Cubans in Florida. 
 
 Measurement III estimates “what he wants to know” – a percentage he can use to estimate the 
impact of aggressive Republican issue advertising on his bottom-line margins in minority communities in 
a given media area. 
 
 Our method starts with Democrat-minus-Republican margins in top-line 2000 elections, and 
adjusts them to project a “baseline” of performance for the Democrat-minus-Republican top-line in 2002.  
We do this in two steps: 
 

1) Calculate the Democrat-minus-Republican real-vote margin in the study precincts in the year 2000. 
2) Adjust that figure by the Turnout co-efficient derived in Measure II from the normative turnout 

decline.  This revised vote margin represents the baseline of what a Democrat consultant might 
expect these precincts to deliver, adjusted for turnout.  (In a midterm year, these coefficients are all 
less than “1”.  In a presidential year, they would be greater than “1”.) In the tables, this is listed as 
“2002 margin expectation, turnout-adjusted.” 

 
We now have a reasonable projection of results based on past performance.  But we also have 

something against which to compare it; namely, the actual precinct results from the 2002 election.  These 
real results can be reported the same way as the baseline:  as a Democrat-minus-Republican margin.  (See 
“Actual margin, 2002” in Tables II, III, and IV.)   
 

The two measures are now compatible. Democrat performance, compared to the baseline, can be 
expressed two ways: 
 

1) We can take the “Actual margin, 2002” and divide it by “2002 margin expectation, turnout 
adjusted”, and multiply that times 100 to turn it into a percentage.  This is expressed as “Dem. 
margin as % of expectation” in Tables II, III, and IV. 

2) Or, we can invert the expression, subtracting 100% from the “Dem. margin as % of expectation.”  
This is expressed as “Dem. margin compared to projection” on the yellow lines of Tables II, 
III, and IV.  It represents the percent by which Democrats underperformed (-) or out-performed 
(+) their 2000-based, turnout-adjusted margin projections.  As we will see in Part IV, this 
percentage is generally negative in Tables II and III, but not in Table IV. 

 
Summary 

Various factors can be adduced in each media market to explain differences between the actual 
2002 results and the 2000-based, turnout adjusted Democrat-minus-Republican benchmarks.  But in our 
program studies, an invariant factor influencing the actual results was heavy Republican issue advertising, 
present in 2002, absent in 2000.  And in the control studies, an invariant factor was the absence of such 
advertising in both years. 
 
 The purpose of a meta-study is to isolate a single variable in a sizeable series of studies to see if 
that one variable correlates with predictable outcomes or tendencies across the studies.  The “controls” in 
a meta-study eliminate that variable to see if those outcomes or tendencies disappear or persist. 
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 In the next section, we will examine whether “predictable outcomes or tendencies” occurred in our 
19 African American case studies and 10 Hispanic case studies; and we will see whether they disappeared 
or persisted in our 8 control studies. 
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Part IV: Program Results: African American Studies 
 
Case I: Atlantic County Sample Precincts 
2000 Presidential Contest (Bush/Gore) & 2002 Senate Contest (Forrester/Lautenberg) 
 
Description: Returns were analyzed in heavily African American precincts in Atlantic County, New 
Jersey.  Fourteen are in Atlantic City: Ward 1, precincts 1, 2, 3, and 4; Ward 2, precincts 2, 3, 4, and 5; 
Ward 3, precincts 1, 3, and 4; and Ward 4, precincts 2, 3, and 4.  Nine are in Pleasantville: Ward 1, 
precincts 2, 3, 4, and 5; and Ward 2, precincts 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5.  Results were disaggregated by the three 
primary criteria discussed above: 

1) Percentage shifts in top-line GOP vote share, 2000-2002; 
2) Percentage variance in minority voter turnout from normative top-line turnout patterns, 2000-2002; 
3) Percentage variance in Democrats’ 2002 performance from turnout-adjusted, 2000-based 

expectations.  
 
Access Communications Group Involvement 
Client: Council for Better Government 
 
city   station   genre   # of spots 
Atlantic City  WTTH-fm  Black radio         650 
Atlantic City  WUSS-am  Black radio      615 
 
1st Measure – Top-line Republican Vote Percentage 
 In these precincts, the 2000 vote-share for the Republican Presidential ticket of George W. Bush 
and Dick Cheney was 8.67% of ballots cast in the Nov. 7th general election.  The 2002 vote share for 
Republican Senatorial candidate Douglas Forrester was 12.22% of ballots cast in the Nov. 5th general 
election.  

 Finding:  This represented a differential increase of 3.55%, and a proportional increment of 40.95% 
over the 2000 Republican top-line share. 

 
2nd Measure – Participation Trends 
 Top-line voter participation, measured by ballots cast, declined state-wide from 3,187,226 in the 
New Jersey presidential elector contest of 2000 to 2,112,604 for Senate, 2002 – a decrease of 33.72%.  
(This can be expressed as a New Jersey 2002 turnout co-efficient of  0.6628). 
 Top-line ballots cast in the Atlantic County African American sample precincts declined from 
9,731 in 2000 to 5,238 in 2002 – a 46.17% decrease. 

 Finding:  The 46.17% turnout decrease in the predominantly African American precincts was 36.92% 
greater than the normative state-wide participation decrease. 

 
3rd Measure – Year 2002 percentage deviation from turnout-adjusted, 2000-based Democrat-minus-
Republican margins.  
 In 2000, the Democrat presidential ticket out-polled Bush/Cheney by 7,936 votes in the sample 
precincts. 
 The projected Democrat-minus-Republican margin in the 2002 Senatorial contest, controlling for 
turnout, was 5,260 (0.6628 x 7,936). 
 The actual 2002 Democrat advantage in the sample was 3,943, or 74.96% of the baseline. 

 Bottom Line:  In 2002, the Democratic Party -- as measured by its top-line victory margin in the 
predominantly African American precincts of Atlantic County -- underperformed its 2000-based, 
turnout-adjusted projections by 25.04%. 
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Comment:  These precincts had a special interest for several of the researchers on this project.  They are 
the same precincts that were analyzed in the Republican Idea Committee’s Black Voter Project in 2001, 
following the gubernatorial contest between Republican Bret Schundler and Democrat Jim McGreevy.  
Schundler, the former Mayor of Jersey City, had built his entire career on outreach, winning the mayorship 
twice in a multi-ethnic environment that had miniscule Republican registration.  Aggressive Republican 
issue advertising on urban contemporary radio helped Schundler win 11.6% of the African American vote 
in Atlantic County, up from George Bush’s 8.67% in 2000.  The results were widely circulated in 
Republican circles at the time.  But it was an open question what would happen if a subsequent candidate, 
lacking Schundler’s history or experience with minorities would fare as well.  Doug Forrester, the 
Republican candidate for Governor of New Jersey, lacked Schundler’s minority credentials.  But the 
Republican vote share went up again (albeit modestly), to 12.22%. 
 
Case II: Columbus, Georgia Sample Precincts 
2000 Presidential Contest (Bush/Gore) & 2002 Senate Contest (Chambliss/Cleland) 
 
Description: Returns were analyzed in nine heavily African American precincts in Columbus, Georgia 
(Muscogee County).  The precincts were Britt, Carver, Rigdon, Muscogee, St. Mary’s, Dawson, Forrest 
Road, Fort, and North Lumpkin. Results were disaggregated by the three primary criteria discussed above: 

1) Percentage shifts in top-line GOP vote share, 2000-2002; 
2) Percentage variance in minority voter turnout from normative top-line turnout patterns, 2000-2002; 
3) Percentage variance in Democrats’ 2002 performance from turnout-adjusted, 2000-based 

expectations.  
 
Access Communications Group Involvement 
Client: Council for Better Government 
 
city   station/other  genre   # of spots
Columbus  BET   Black TV       1,257 
Columbus  WAGH-fm  Black radio       480 
Columbus  WFXE-fm  Black radio       360 
Columbus  WOKS-am  Black radio       360 
Columbus  Times    Black newspaper          8 
 
1st Measure – Top-line Republican Vote Percentage 
 In these precincts, the 2000 vote-share for the Republican Presidential ticket of George W. Bush 
and Dick Cheney was 4.97% of ballots cast in the Nov. 7th general election.  The 2002 vote share for 
Republican Senatorial candidate Saxby Chambliss was 4.87% of ballots cast in the Nov. 5th general 
election.  

 Finding:  This represented a differential decrease of 0.10%, and an proportional decrease of  2.01% 
compared to the 2000 Republican top-line share. 

 
2nd Measure – Participation Trends 
 Top-line voter participation, measured by ballots cast, declined state-wide from 2,583,208 in the 
Georgia presidential elector contest of 2000 to 2,031,604 for Senate, 2002 – a decrease of 21.35%.  (This 
can be expressed as a Georgia 2002 turnout co-efficient of  0.7865). 
 Top-line ballots cast in the Columbus African American sample precincts declined from 8,914 in 
2000 to 6,688 in 2002 – a 24.97% decrease. 

 Finding:  The 24.97% turnout decrease in the predominantly African American precincts was 16.96% 
greater than the normative state-wide participation decrease. 
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3rd Measure – Year 2002 percentage deviation from turnout-adjusted, 2000-based Democrat-minus-
Republican margins.  
 In 2000, the Democrat presidential ticket out-polled Bush/Cheney by 7,860 votes in the sample 
precincts. 
 The projected Democrat-minus-Republican margin in the 2002 Senatorial contest, controlling for 
turnout, was 6,182 (0.7865 x 7,936). 
 The actual 2002 Democrat advantage in the sample was 5,962, or 96.36% of the baseline. 

 Bottom Line:  In 2002, the Democratic Party -- as measured by its top-line victory margin in the 
predominantly African American precincts of Columbus -- underperformed its 2000-based, turnout-
adjusted projections by 3.64%. 

 
Comment: In the racially divisive Georgia midterms, Black voters influenced three close House races, a 
Senate contest, and a governorship.  African Americans were courted vigorously by the Democrats.  
Republican strategy concentrated on groups with conservative voting patterns, which tended to be white.  
However, independent ACG clients ran aggressive pro-Republican issue campaigns in Columbus and 
Macon, and enjoyed modest success.  In Augustus and Savannah, cities with Black populations 
comparable to those of Columbus and Macon, ACG clients were inactive.  There, the Democrats 
substantially outperformed their 2000-based, turnout-adjusted baselines.  (See Part V of this report, 
Example #1.) 
 
Case III: Columbus, Georgia Sample Precincts  
2000 Presidential Contest (Bush/Gore) & 2002 Governor’s Contest (Perdue/Barnes) 
 
Description: Returns were analyzed in nine heavily African American precincts in Columbus, Georgia 
(Muscogee County).  The precincts were Britt, Carver, Rigdon, Muscogee, St. Mary’s, Dawson, Forrest 
Road, Fort, and North Lumpkin. Results were disaggregated by the three primary criteria discussed above: 

1) Percentage shifts in top-line GOP vote share, 2000-2002; 
2) Percentage variance in minority voter turnout from normative top-line turnout patterns, 2000-2002; 
3) Percentage variance in Democrats’ 2002 performance from turnout-adjusted, 2000-based 

expectations.  
 
Access Communications Group Involvement 
Client: Council for Better Government 
 
city   station/other  genre   # of spots 
Columbus  BET   Black TV       1,257 
Columbus  WAGH-fm  Black radio       480 
Columbus  WFXE-fm  Black radio       360 
Columbus  WOKS-am  Black radio       360 
Columbus  Times    Black newspaper          8 
 
1st Measure – Top-line Republican Vote Percentage 
 In these precincts, the 2000 vote-share for the Republican Presidential ticket of George W. Bush 
and Dick Cheney was 4.97% of ballots cast in the Nov. 7th general election.  The 2002 vote share for 
Republican Gubernatorial candidate Sonny Perdue was 5.34% of ballots cast in the Nov. 5th general 
election.  

 Finding:  This represented a differential increase of 0.37%, and a proportional increment of 7.44% 
compared to the 2000 Republican top-line share. 
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2nd Measure – Participation Trends 
 Top-line voter participation, measured by ballots cast, declined state-wide from 2,583,208 in the 
Georgia presidential elector contest of 2000 to 2,027,524 for governor, 2002 – a decrease of 21.51%.  
(This can be expressed as a Georgia 2002 turnout co-efficient of  0.7849). 
 Top-line ballots cast in the Columbus African American sample precincts declined from 8,914 in 
2000 to 6,699 in 2002 – a 24.85% decrease. 

 Finding:  The 24.85% turnout decrease in the predominantly African American precincts was 15.53% 
greater than the normative state-wide participation decrease. 

 
3rd Measure – Year 2002 percentage deviation from turnout-adjusted, 2000-based Democrat-minus-
Republican margins.  
 In 2000, the Democrat presidential ticket out-polled Bush/Cheney by 7,860 votes in the sample 
precincts. 
 The projected Democrat-minus-Republican margin in the 2002 gubernatorial contest, controlling 
for turnout, was 6,169 (0.7849 x 7,860). 
 The actual 2002 Democrat advantage in the sample was 5,888, or 95.44% of the baseline. 

 Bottom Line:  In 2002, the Democratic Party -- as measured by its top-line victory margin in the 
predominantly African American precincts of Columbus -- underperformed its 2000-based, turnout-
adjusted projections by 4.56%. 

 
Comment: See case II above. 
 
Case IV:  Denver, Colorado Sample Precincts  
2000 Presidential Contest (Bush/Gore) & 2002 Senate Contest (Allard/Strickland) 
 
Description: Returns were analyzed in twelve heavily African American precincts in Denver, Colorado.  
Due to reassessment, which involved both renumbering and realignment, different precincts were chosen 
in 2000 and 2002 to hold the geographical area as constant as possible.  In 2000, the sample precincts 
were:  716, 718, 719, 721, 808, 809, 813, 814, 815, 816, 817 and 818.  In 2002, the geographically 
coincident precincts were:  806, 807, 808, 809, 814, 815, 816, 817, 818, 819, 820 and 821. 
 
Results were disaggregated by the three primary criteria discussed above: 

1) Percentage shifts in top-line GOP vote share, 2000-2002; 
2) Percentage variance in minority voter turnout from normative top-line turnout patterns, 2000-2002; 
3) Percentage variance in Democrats’ 2002 performance from turnout-adjusted, 2000-based 

expectations.  
 
Access Communications Group Involvement 
Client: Council for Better Government 
 
city   station/other  genre   # of spots 
Denver   BET   Black TV         200 
Denver   KJCD-fm  Black radio      224 
Denver   Weekly News  Black newspaper         6 
 
1st Measure – Top-line Republican Vote Percentage 
 In these precincts, the 2000 vote-share for the Republican Presidential ticket of George W. Bush 
and Dick Cheney was 7.06% of ballots cast in the Nov. 7th general election.  The 2002 vote share for 
Republican Senate candidate Wayne Allard was 8.74% of ballots cast in the Nov. 5th general election.  
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 Finding:  This represented a differential increase of 1.68%, and a proportional increment of 23.80% 
compared to the 2000 Republican top-line share. 

 
2nd Measure – Participation Trends 
 Top-line voter participation, measured by ballots cast, declined state-wide from 1,741,368 in the  
presidential elector contest of 2000 to 1,415,487 for Senate, 2002 – a decrease of 18.71%.  (This can be 
expressed as a Colorado 2002 turnout co-efficient of  0.8129). 
 Top-line ballots cast in the Denver African American sample precincts declined from 3,188 in 
2000 to 2,459 in 2002 – a 22.87% decrease. 

 Finding:  The 22.87% turnout decrease in the predominantly African American precincts was 22.23% 
greater than the normative state-wide participation decrease. 

 
3rd Measure – Year 2002 percentage deviation from turnout-adjusted, 2000-based Democrat-minus-
Republican margins.  
 In 2000, the Democrat presidential ticket out-polled Bush/Cheney by 2,587 votes in the sample 
precincts. 
 The projected Democrat-minus-Republican margin in the 2002 Senatorial contest, controlling for 
turnout, was 2,103 (0.8129 x 2,587). 
 The actual 2002 Democrat advantage in the sample was 1,987, or 94.48% of the baseline. 

 Bottom Line:  In 2002, the Democratic Party -- as measured by its top-line victory margin in the 
predominantly African American precincts of Denver -- underperformed its 2000-based, turnout-
adjusted projections by 5.52%. 

 
Comment: Denver was the only African American case study where no major Urban Contemporary station 
was available.  KJCD, a smooth jazz station with an audience half white, delivered less minority audience 
than our radio venues in other areas.  As a result, the program depended more on secondary media – BET 
and Black newspapers.  Nonetheless, the Democrats modestly underperformed their 2000-based, turnout 
adjusted baseline in a demographic critical to the success of their Senate candidate, Tom Strickland. 
 
Case V:  Denver, Colorado Sample Precincts  
2000 Presidential Contest (Bush/Gore) & 2002 Governor’s Contest (Owens/Heath) 
 
Description: Returns were analyzed in twelve heavily African American precincts in Denver, Colorado.  
Due to reassessment, which involved both renumbering and realignment, differently numbered precincts 
were chosen in 2000 and 2002 to hold the geographical area as constant as possible.  In 2000, the sample 
precincts were:  716, 718, 719, 721, 808, 809, 813, 814, 815, 816, 817 and 818.  In 2002, the 
geographically coincident precincts were:  806, 807, 808, 809, 814, 815, 816, 817, 818, 819, 820 and 821. 
 
Results were disaggregated by the three primary criteria discussed above: 

1) Percentage shifts in top-line GOP vote share, 2000-2002; 
2) Percentage variance in minority voter turnout from normative top-line turnout patterns, 2000-2002; 
3) Percentage variance in Democrats’ 2002 performance from turnout-adjusted, 2000-based 

expectations.  
 
Access Communications Group Involvement 
Client: Council for Better Government 
 
city   station/other  genre   # of spots 
Denver   BET   Black TV         200 
Denver   KJCD-fm  Black radio      224 
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Denver   Weekly News  Black newspaper         6 
 
1st Measure – Top-line Republican Vote Percentage 
 In these precincts, the 2000 vote-share for the Republican Presidential ticket of George W. Bush 
and Dick Cheney was 7.06% of ballots cast in the Nov. 7th general election.  The 2002 vote share for 
Republican gubernatorial candidate Bill Owens was 17.40% of ballots cast in the Nov. 5th general election.  

 Finding:  This represented a differential increase of 10.34%, and a proportional increment of 146.46% 
compared to the 2000 Republican top-line share. 

 
2nd Measure – Participation Trends 
 Top-line voter participation, measured by ballots cast, declined state-wide from 1,741,368 in the  
presidential elector contest of 2000 to 1,411,995 for governor, 2002 – a decrease of 18.91%.  (This can be 
expressed as a Colorado 2002 turnout co-efficient of  0.8109). 
 Top-line ballots cast in the Denver African American sample precincts declined from 3,188 in 
2000 to 2,356 in 2002 – a 26.10% decrease. 

 Finding:  The 26.10% turnout decrease in the predominantly African American precincts was 38.02% 
greater than the normative state-wide participation decrease. 

 
3rd Measure – Year 2002 percentage deviation from turnout-adjusted, 2000-based Democrat-minus-
Republican margins.  
 In 2000, the Democrat presidential ticket out-polled Bush/Cheney by 2,587 votes in the sample 
precincts. 
 The projected Democrat-minus-Republican margin in the 2002 Senatorial contest, controlling for 
turnout, was 2,098 (0.8109 x 2,587). 
 The actual 2002 Democrat advantage in the sample was 1,475, or 70.31% of the baseline. 

 Bottom Line:  In 2002, the Democratic Party -- as measured by its top-line victory margin in the 
predominantly African American precincts of Denver -- underperformed its 2000-based, turnout-
adjusted projections by 29.69%. 

 
Comment: With his extensive history of supporting charter schools and public school choice, Bill Owens 
has developed a considerable constituency among African Americans in the Denver area.  His popularity 
certainly exceeded that of Senatorial candidate Wayne Allard.  But the positive outreach undertaken by the 
Owens campaign was associated with an even steeper turnout decline in Black precincts: (-) 26.10% in the 
gubernatorial contest, versus (-) 22.87% in the Senate contest.   
 
Case VI:  Hoke County, North Carolina Sample Precincts  
2000 Presidential Contest (Bush/Gore) & 2002 Senate Contest (Dole/Bowles) 
 
Description: Returns were analyzed in four heavily African American precincts in Hoke County, North 
Carolina.  The Hoke sample precincts, numbers 1, 3, 63 and 65, comprised part of North Carolina’s 8th 
Congressional District in both 2000 and 2002.  All are in the Fayetteville media area. 
 
Results were disaggregated by the three primary criteria discussed above: 

1) Percentage shifts in top-line GOP vote share, 2000-2002; 
2) Percentage variance in minority voter turnout from normative top-line turnout patterns, 2000-2002; 
3) Percentage variance in Democrats’ 2002 performance from turnout-adjusted, 2000-based 

expectations.  
 
Access Communications Group Involvement 
Client: Council for Better Government 
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city   station/other  genre   # of spots 
Fayetteville  WUKS-fm  Black radio         500 
Fayetteville  WZFX-fm  Black radio      269 
 
1st Measure – Top-line Republican Vote Percentage 
 In these precincts, the 2000 vote-share for the Republican Presidential ticket of George W. Bush 
and Dick Cheney was 14.18% of ballots cast in the Nov. 7th general election.  The 2002 vote share for 
Republican Senate candidate Elizabeth Dole was 17.30% of ballots cast in the Nov. 5th general election.  

 Finding:  This represented a differential increase of 3.12%, and a proportional increment of 22.00% 
compared to the 2000 Republican top-line share. 

 
2nd Measure – Participation Trends 
 Top-line voter participation, measured by ballots cast, declined state-wide from 2,914,990 in the  
presidential elector contest of 2000 to 2,331,181 for Senate, 2002 – a decrease of 20.03%.  (This can be 
expressed as a North Carolina 2002 turnout co-efficient of  0.7997). 
 Top-line ballots cast in the Hoke County African American sample precincts declined from 1,587 
in 2000 to 971 in 2002 – a 38.82% decrease. 

 Finding:  The 38.82% turnout decrease in the predominantly African American precincts was 93.81% 
greater than the normative state-wide participation decrease. 

 
3rd Measure – Year 2002 percentage deviation from turnout-adjusted, 2000-based Democrat-minus-
Republican margins.  
 In 2000, the Democrat presidential ticket out-polled Bush/Cheney by 1,127 votes in the sample 
precincts. 
 The projected Democrat-minus-Republican margin in the 2002 Senatorial contest, controlling for 
turnout, was 901 (0.7997 x 1,127). 
 The actual 2002 Democrat advantage in the sample was 620, or 68.81% of the baseline. 

 Bottom Line:  In 2002, the Democratic Party -- as measured by its top-line victory margin in the 
predominantly African American precincts of Hoke County -- underperformed its 2000-based, turnout-
adjusted projections by 31.19%. 

 
Comment: The voting places is this case study and the next were selected because they overlapped both a 
top-line state-wide candidacy, and a top-line congressional contest (i.e., competitive federal races of 
national significance.)  The media market in question, Fayetteville, North Carolina, featured urban 
contemporary stations with amazing Arbitron coverage.  As unexpected participants in this “secondary” 
Black media market, ACG clients enjoyed a remarkable success. 
 
Case VII:  Hoke County, North Carolina Sample Precincts  
2000 8th Congressional District (Hayes/Taylor) & 2002 8th Congressional District (Hayes/Kouri) 
 
Description: Returns were analyzed in four heavily African American precincts in Hoke County, North 
Carolina.  The Hoke sample precincts, numbers 1, 3, 63 and 65, comprised part of North Carolina’s 8th 
Congressional District in both 2000, before redistricting, and 2002 afterwards.  All are in the Fayetteville 
media area. 
 
Results were disaggregated by the three primary criteria discussed above: 

1) Percentage shifts in top-line GOP vote share, 2000-2002; 
2) Percentage variance in minority voter turnout from normative top-line turnout patterns, 2000-2002; 
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3) Percentage variance in Democrats’ 2002 performance from turnout-adjusted, 2000-based 
expectations.  

 
Access Communications Group Involvement 
Client: Council for Better Government 
 
city   station/other  genre   # of spots 
Fayetteville  WUKS-fm  Black radio         500 
Fayetteville  WZFX-fm  Black radio      269 
 
1st Measure – Congressional District Republican Vote Percentage 
 In these precincts, the 2000 vote-share for Robin Hayes, the incumbent Republican 8th District 
Congressman, was 10.74% of ballots cast in the Nov. 7th general election.  His 2002 vote share was 
17.90% of ballots cast in the Nov. 5th general election.  

 Finding:  This represented a differential increase of 7.90%, and a proportional increment of 66.67% 
compared to his 2000 vote-share. 

 
2nd Measure – Participation Trends 
 Top-line voter participation, measured by ballots cast, declined in the 8th District from 203,464 in 
the presidential elector contest of 2000 to 149,736 in the 2000 midterms – a decrease of 26.41%.  (This can 
be expressed as a North Carolina 8th District 2002 turnout co-efficient of  0.7359). 
 Congressional ballots cast in the Hoke County African American sample precincts declined from 
1,415 in 2000 to 905 in 2002 – a 36.04% decrease. 

 Finding:  The 36.04% turnout decrease in the predominantly African American precincts was 35.46% 
greater than the normative district-wide participation decrease. 

 
3rd Measure – Year 2002 percentage deviation from turnout-adjusted, 2000-based Democrat-minus-
Republican margins.  
 In 2000, the Democrat 8th District challenger out-polled Robin Hayes by 1,102 votes in the sample 
precincts. 
 The projected Democrat-minus-Republican margin in the 2002 congressional contest, controlling 
for turnout, was 811 (0.7359 x 1,102). 
 The actual 2002 Democrat advantage in the sample was 569, or 70.16% of the baseline. 

 Bottom Line:  In 2002, the Democratic Party -- as measured by its top-line congressional victory 
margin in the predominantly African American precincts of Hoke County -- underperformed its 2000-
based, turnout-adjusted projections by 29.84%. 

 
Comment: Running in a competitive House seat redistricted by a Democrat legislature and a Democrat 
governor, Robin Hayes improved his vote share substantially in minority precincts.  We note that while he 
outpolled Elizabeth Dole in these precincts, the votes cast in the congressional contest were 6.80% fewer – 
another example of a more-popular G.O.P. candidate associated with a lower turnout in the Black 
community. 
 
Case VIII:  Jefferson County, Arkansas Sample Precincts  
2000 Presidential Contest (Bush/Gore) & 2002 Senate Contest (Hutchinson/Pryor) 
 
Description: Returns were analyzed in seven heavily African American precincts in Jefferson County, 
Arkansas.  The sample precincts are: the 34th & Missouri Street School; Greenville School; Highland 
Baptist Church; the U. of Arkansas at Pine Bluff Fine Arts Building; the School Administration Office; 
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New Town Mississippi Baptist Church; and Gospel Temple Baptist Church.  All are in the Pine Bluff 
media area. 
 
Results were disaggregated by the three primary criteria discussed above: 

1)  Percentage shifts in top-line GOP vote share, 2000-2002; 
2) Percentage variance in minority voter turnout from normative top-line turnout patterns, 2000-2002; 
3) Percentage variance in Democrats’ 2002 performance from turnout-adjusted, 2000-based 

expectations.  
 
Access Communications Group Involvement 
Client: Council for Better Government 
 
city   station/other  genre   # of spots 
Pine Bluff  KIPR-fm  Black radio         480 
 
1st Measure – Top-line Republican Vote Percentage 
 In these precincts, the 2000 vote-share for the Republican Presidential ticket of George W. Bush 
and Dick Cheney was 2.49% of ballots cast in the Nov. 7th general election.  The 2002 vote share for 
Republican Senate candidate Tim Hutchinson was 6.47% of ballots cast in the Nov. 5th general election.  

 Finding:  This represented a differential increase of 3.98%, and a proportional increment of 159.84% 
compared to the 2000 Republican top-line share. 

 
2nd Measure – Participation Trends 
 Top-line voter participation, measured by ballots cast, declined state-wide from 921,781 in the 
presidential elector contest of 2000 to 804,121 for Senate, 2002 – a decrease of 12.76%.  (This can be 
expressed as an Arkansas 2002 turnout co-efficient of  0.8724). 
 Top-line ballots cast in the Jefferson County African American sample precincts declined from 
2,931 in 2000 to 2,380 in 2002 – an 18.80% decrease. 

 Finding:  The 18.80% turnout decrease in the predominantly African American precincts was 47.34% 
greater than the normative state-wide participation decrease. 

 
3rd Measure – Year 2002 percentage deviation from turnout-adjusted, 2000-based Democrat-minus-
Republican margins.  
 In 2000, the Democrat presidential ticket out-polled Bush/Cheney by 2,741 votes in the sample 
precincts. 
 The projected Democrat-minus-Republican margin in the 2002 Senatorial contest, controlling for 
turnout, was 2,391 (0.8724 x 2,741). 
 The actual 2002 Democrat advantage in the sample was 2,072, or 86.66% of the baseline. 

 Bottom Line:  In 2002, the Democratic Party -- as measured by its top-line victory margin in the 
predominantly African American precincts of Jefferson County -- underperformed its 2000-based, 
turnout-adjusted projections by 13.34%. 

 
Comments: This study provided an interesting contrast in major and secondary markets.  The giant urban 
contemporary station KIPR covers both Pine Bluff, the small town where it is located, and Little Rock, the 
state’s largest city.  As in Fayetteville (Hoke County), the unexpected insertion of pro-Republican issue 
advertising in the minority media of a secondary market correlated with a substantial increase in 
Republican top-line vote share, and with substantial Democrat underperformance. 
 
Case IX:  Kansas City, Kansas Sample Precincts  
2000 Presidential Contest (Bush/Gore) & 2002 Governor’s Contest (Shallenburger/Sibelius) 
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Description: Returns were analyzed in 26 heavily African American precincts in Kansas City, Kansas 
(Wyandotte County).  The selected precincts were:  Ward 1, precincts 2, 3, 4, and 5; Ward 2, precincts 1, 
2, 3, 5, 6, and 7; Ward 3, precincts 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9 and 10; and Ward 10, precincts 4, 5, 8, 9, 10 and 
11. 
Results were disaggregated by the three primary criteria discussed above: 

1) Percentage shifts in top-line GOP vote share, 2000-2002; 
2) Percentage variance in minority voter turnout from normative top-line turnout patterns, 2000-2002; 
3) Percentage variance in Democrats’ 2002 performance from turnout-adjusted, 2000-based 

expectations.  
 
Access Communications Group Involvement 
Clients: Council for Better Government 
 
city   station/other  genre   # of spots 
Kansas City  BET   Black TV          284 
Kansas City  KPRS-fm  Black radio       936 
Kansas City  KPRT-am  Black radio       160 
Kansas City  KMJK-fm  Black radio       489 
Kansas City  Call    Black newspaper          4 
Kansas City   Globe   Black newspaper          6 
 
1st Measure – Top-line Republican Vote Percentage 
 In these precincts, the 2000 vote-share for the Republican Presidential ticket of George W. Bush 
and Dick Cheney was 3.25% of ballots cast in the Nov. 7th general election.  The 2002 vote share for 
Republican gubernatorial candidate Tim Shallenburger was 4.26% of ballots cast in the Nov. 5th general 
election.  

 Finding:  This represented a differential increase of 1.01%, and a proportional increment of 31.08% 
compared to the 2000 Republican top-line share. 

 
2nd Measure – Participation Trends 
 Top-line voter participation, measured by ballots cast, declined state-wide from 1,072,212 in the 
Kansas presidential elector contest of 2000 to 823,802 for governor, 2002 – a decrease of 23.17%.  (This 
can be expressed as a Kansas 2002 turnout co-efficient of  0.7683). 
 Top-line ballots cast in the Kansas City, Kansas African American sample precincts declined from 
4,375 in 2000 to 3,120 in 2002 – a 28.69% decrease. 

 Finding:  The 28.69% turnout decrease in the predominantly African American precincts was 23.82% 
greater than the normative state-wide participation decrease. 

 
3rd Measure – Year 2002 percentage deviation from turnout-adjusted, 2000-based Democrat-minus-
Republican margins.  
 In 2000, the Democrat presidential ticket out-polled Bush/Cheney by 4,038 votes in the sample 
precincts. 
 The projected Democrat-minus-Republican margin in the 2002 gubernatorial contest, controlling 
for turnout, was 3,102 (0.7683 x 4,038). 
 The actual 2002 Democrat advantage in the sample was 2,764, or 89.10% of the baseline. 

 Bottom Line:  In 2002, the Democratic Party -- as measured by its top-line victory margin in the 
predominantly African American precincts of Kansas City, Kansas -- underperformed its 2000-based, 
turnout-adjusted projections by 10.90%. 
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Comments: Kansas City, Kansas did not feature a competitive state-wide race of national significance in 
2002.  The Gubernatorial contest between Republican Tim Shallenburger, bruised by a brutal three-way 
primary, and Democrat Kathleen Sebelius, flush with cash, was never close.  But Kansas City, Kansas 
shares the media market of Kansas City, Missouri, where both parties invested heavily in minority media 
due to a contested U.S. Senate seat.  It is therefore instructive to compare the partisan voting trends on 
both sides of the state line. ACG clients advertised vigorously in this market on radio and television.  In 
heavily Black precincts, Republican top-line share increases and turnout declines were roughly equal on 
both sides of the state line.  But the baseline statewide turnout decline in Missouri, where both parties 
directed major efforts, was less than in Kansas, generating a steeper Democrat underperformance in the 
“Show-Me” state.  An auto-dial telephone program, present in Missouri but absent in Kansas, also 
influenced outcome differentials (see “Variance Within the Programs,” Part VII). 
 
Case X:  Kansas City, Missouri Sample Wards  
2000 Presidential Contest (Bush/Gore) & 2002 Senate Contest (Talent/Carnahan) 
 
Description: Returns were analyzed in eight heavily African American wards in Kansas City, Missouri 
(Jackson County).  The selected voter blocks were wards 2, 3, 7, 14, 15, 16, 17 and 18.  In 2002, returns 
from three ward 17 precincts – numbers 17-09, 17-10 and 17-11 – were deleted in order to keep the 
geographical area analyzed constant after redistricting.  Results were disaggregated by the three primary 
criteria discussed above:  

1)   Percentage shifts in top-line GOP vote share, 2000-2002; 
2) Percentage variance in minority voter turnout from normative top-line turnout patterns, 2000-2002; 
3) Percentage variance in Democrats’ 2002 performance from turnout-adjusted, 2000-based 

expectations.  
 
Access Communications Group Involvement 
Clients: Council for Better Government; Missouri Republican Party 
 
city   station/other  genre   # of spots 
Kansas City  BET   Black TV          284 
Kansas City  KPRS-fm  Black radio       936 
Kansas City  KPRT-am  Black radio       160 
Kansas City  KMJK-fm  Black radio       489 
Kansas City  Call    Black newspaper          4 
Kansas City   Globe   Black newspaper          6 
Kansas City  Phone calls  Auto-dial  60,000 (approx) 
 
1st Measure – Top-line Republican Vote Percentage 
 In these wards, the 2000 vote-share for the Republican Presidential ticket of George W. Bush and 
Dick Cheney was 4.65% of ballots cast in the Nov. 7th general election.  The 2002 vote share for 
Republican Senate candidate Jim Talent was 4.98% of ballots cast in the Nov. 5th general election.  

 Finding:  This represented a differential increase of 0.33%, and a proportional increment of 7.10% 
compared to the 2000 Republican top-line share. 

 
2nd Measure – Participation Trends 
 Top-line voter participation, measured by ballots cast, declined state-wide from 2,359,892 in the 
Missouri presidential elector contest of 2000 to 1,868,041 for Senate, 2002 – a decrease of 20.84%.  (This 
can be expressed as a Missouri 2002 turnout co-efficient of 0.7916). 
 Top-line ballots cast in the Kansas City, Missouri African American sample wards declined from 
33,618 in 2000 to 23,055 in 2002 – a 31.42% decrease. 
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 Finding:  The 31.42% turnout decrease in the predominantly African American wards was 50.77% 
greater than the normative state-wide participation decrease. 

 
3rd Measure – Year 2002 percentage deviation from turnout-adjusted, 2000-based Democrat-minus-
Republican margins.  
 In 2000, the Democrat presidential ticket out-polled Bush/Cheney by 30,182 votes in the sample 
wards. 
 The projected Democrat-minus-Republican margin in the 2002 Senate contest, controlling for 
turnout, was 23,892 (0.7916 x 30,182). 
 The actual 2002 Democrat advantage in the sample was 20,624, or 86.32% of the baseline. 

 Bottom Line:  In 2002, the Democratic Party -- as measured by its top-line victory margin in the 
predominantly African American wards of Kansas City, Missouri -- underperformed its 2000-based, 
turnout-adjusted projections by 13.68%. 

 
Comments: The 2002 Missouri Senate race featured the intensity of a presidential contest.  Democrats, 
Republicans, and their respective coalitions advertised eight times per hour (i.e., four times apiece) on the 
most listened-to African American stations.  Democrats invoked national figures like Bill Clinton and 
Jesse Jackson, Jr.; Republicans ran spots by J.C. Watts.  Minority-directed political ads were prominent in 
minority papers, and on Black Entertainment Television.  Both sides deployed a substantial phone effort.  
But in one respect the campaigns differed.  The Democrats and their allies ran frequent candidate ads on 
African American media, many of them in Senator Carnahan’s own voice.  The campaign of Republican 
Jim Talent abandoned Black venues almost completely, leaving the state party, issue groups and other 
G.O.P. candidates to advance the Republican cause without invoking his name.  The net result of the ad 
blitz was positive for Republicans:  Democrats underperformed their baseline by 13.68%, despite a 
tremendous effort.  Republicans had driven up Democrat negatives, and alleviated fears regarding the 
G.O.P.  But absent a positive effort from Sen. Talent’s camp, the top-line G.O.P. vote share barely budged 
in the African American precincts.  In the same market, Kansas Republican Tim Shallenburger, 
underfunded and out-gunned in his gubernatorial race, ran sparse but positive spots featuring J.C. Watts in 
appropriate venues, and improved the G.O.P. top line vote on the Kansas side a full percentage point.    
 
Case XI:  Kansas City, Missouri Sample Wards  
2000 Gubernatorial Contest (Talent/Holden) & 2002 Senate Contest (Talent/Carnahan) 
 
Description: Returns were analyzed in eight heavily African American wards in Kansas City, Missouri 
(Jackson County).  The selected voter blocks were wards 2, 3, 7, 14, 15, 16, 17 and 18.  In 2002, returns 
from three ward 17 precincts – numbers 17-09, 17-10 and 17-11 – were deleted in order to keep the 
geographical area analyzed constant after redistricting.  Results were disaggregated by the three primary 
criteria discussed above:  

1)   Percentage shifts in top-line GOP vote share, 2000-2002; 
2) Percentage variance in minority voter turnout from normative top-line turnout patterns, 2000-2002; 
3) Percentage variance in Democrats’ 2002 performance from turnout-adjusted, 2000-based 

expectations.  
 
Access Communications Group Involvement 
Clients: Council for Better Government; Missouri Republican Party 
 
city   station/other  genre   # of spots 
Kansas City  BET   Black TV          284 
Kansas City  KPRS-fm  Black radio       936 
Kansas City  KPRT-am  Black radio       160 
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Kansas City  KMJK-fm  Black radio       489 
Kansas City  Call    Black newspaper          4 
Kansas City   Globe   Black newspaper          6 
Kansas City  Phone calls  Auto-dial  60,000 (approx) 
 
1st Measure – Top-line Republican Vote Percentage 
 In these wards, the 2000 vote-share for Republican gubernatorial candidate Jim Talent was 4.43% 
of ballots cast in the Nov. 7th general election.  The 2002 vote share for Republican Senate candidate Jim 
Talent was 4.98% of ballots cast in the Nov. 5th general election.  

 Finding:  This represented a differential increase of 0.55%, and a proportional increment of 12.42% 
compared to the 2000 Republican top-line share. 

 
2nd Measure – Participation Trends 
 Top-line voter participation, measured by ballots cast, declined state-wide from 2,346,830 in the 
Missouri gubernatorial contest of 2000 to 1,868,041 for Senate, 2002 – a decrease of 20.40%.  (This can 
be expressed as a Missouri 2002 turnout co-efficient of  0.7960). 
 Top-line ballots cast in the Kansas City, Missouri African American sample wards declined from 
33,759 in 2000 to 23,055 in 2002 – a 31.71% decrease. 

 Finding:  The 31.71% turnout decrease in the predominantly African American wards was 55.44% 
greater than the normative state-wide participation decrease. 

 
3rd Measure – Year 2002 percentage deviation from turnout-adjusted, 2000-based Democrat-minus-
Republican margins.  
 In 2000, the Democrat presidential ticket out-polled Bush/Cheney by 30,335 votes in the sample 
wards. 
 The projected Democrat-minus-Republican margin in the 2002 Senate contest, controlling for 
turnout, was 24,147 (0.7960 x 30,335). 
 The actual 2002 Democrat advantage in the sample was 20,624, or 85.41% of the baseline. 

 Bottom Line:  In 2002, the Democratic Party -- as measured by its top-line victory margin in the 
predominantly African American wards of Kansas City, Missouri -- underperformed its 2000-based, 
turnout-adjusted projections by 14.59%. 

 
Comment: Although this study generally uses the presidential contest of 2000 as its baseline, it is 
instructive to compare statewide contests that involved the same G.O.P. candidate in 2000 and 2002.  Here 
the changed 2000 baseline (i.e., Talent rather than Bush) yielded a slightly greater Democrat 
underperformance.  Talent’s African American vote share was slightly lower than Bush’s in 2000, and the 
gubernatorial turnout exceeded that for the presidency in the Black wards. 
 
Case XII:  Little Rock, Arkansas Sample Precincts 
2000 Presidential Contest (Bush/Gore) & 2002 Senate Contest (Hutchinson/Pryor) 
 
Description: Returns were analyzed in 13 heavily African American precincts in Little Rock, Arkansas 
(Pulaski County).  The selected voter blocks were precincts 4, 86, 91, 92, 93, 94, 95, 96, 97, 99, 100, 117 
and 118.  Results were disaggregated by the three primary criteria discussed above:  

1)   Percentage shifts in top-line GOP vote share, 2000-2002; 
2) Percentage variance in minority voter turnout from normative top-line turnout patterns, 2000-2002; 
3) Percentage variance in Democrats’ 2002 performance from turnout-adjusted, 2000-based 

expectations.  
 
Access Communications Group Involvement 
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Clients: Council for Better Government  
 
city   station/other  genre   # of spots 
Little Rock  BET   Black TV          832 
Little Rock  KIPR-fm  Black radio       432 
Little Rock  KYFX-fm  Black radio       300 
Little Rock  KOKY-fm  Black radio       480 
 
1st Measure – Top-line Republican Vote Percentage 
 In these precincts, the 2000 vote-share for the Republican Presidential ticket of George W. Bush 
and Dick Cheney was 4.40% of ballots cast in the Nov. 7th general election.  The 2002 vote share for 
Republican Senate candidate Tim Hutchinson was 4.80% of ballots cast in the Nov. 5th general election.  

 Finding:  This represented a differential increase of 0.40%, and a proportional increment of 9.09% 
compared to the 2000 Republican top-line share. 

 
2nd Measure – Participation Trends 
 Top-line voter participation, measured by ballots cast, declined state-wide from 921,781 in the 
Arkansas presidential elector contest of 2000 to 804,121 for Senate, 2002 – a decrease of 12.76%.  (This 
can be expressed as an Arkansas 2002 turnout co-efficient of  0.8724). 
 Top-line ballots cast in the Little Rock, Arkansas African American sample precincts declined 
from 7,537 in 2000 to 6,087 in 2002 – a 19.24% decrease. 

 Finding:  The 19.24% turnout decrease in the predominantly African American precincts was 50.78% 
greater than the normative state-wide participation decrease. 

 
3rd Measure – Year 2002 percentage deviation from turnout-adjusted, 2000-based Democrat-minus-
Republican margins.  
 In 2000, the Democrat presidential ticket out-polled Bush/Cheney by 6,806 votes in the sample 
precincts. 
 The projected Democrat-minus-Republican margin in the 2002 Senate contest, controlling for 
turnout, was 5,938 (0.8724 x 6,806). 
 The actual 2002 Democrat advantage in the sample was 5,503, or 92.67% of the baseline. 

 Bottom Line:  In 2002, the Democratic Party -- as measured by its top-line victory margin in the 
predominantly African American precincts of Little Rock, Arkansas -- underperformed its 2000-based, 
turnout-adjusted projections by 7.33%. 

 
Comments:  Sen. Tim Hutchinson lost his re-election bid.  But it was not due to a “spike” in minority 
voting.  Arkansas’s 87.24% turnout was among the highest in the nation; conversely, its turnout decline 
(12.76%) among the lowest.  African American turnout decline exceeded the statewide average by 50.78% 
in Little Rock, the most populous Black community in Arkansas. Hutchinson actually improved the top-
line Republican vote share, albeit marginally, from 4.40% in 2000 to 4.80% in 2002. 
 
Case XIII:  Little Rock, Arkansas Sample Precincts 
2000 Presidential Contest (Bush/Gore) & 2002 Governor’s Contest (Huckabee/Fisher) 
 
Description: Returns were analyzed in 13 heavily African American precincts in Little Rock, Arkansas 
(Pulaski County).  The selected voter blocks were precincts 4, 86, 91, 92, 93, 94, 95, 96, 97, 99, 100, 117 
and 118.  Results were disaggregated by the three primary criteria discussed above:  

1)   Percentage shifts in top-line GOP vote share, 2000-2002; 
2) Percentage variance in minority voter turnout from normative top-line turnout patterns, 2000-2002; 
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3) Percentage variance in Democrats’ 2002 performance from turnout-adjusted, 2000-based 
expectations.  

 
Access Communications Group Involvement 
Clients: Council for Better Government 
 
city   station/other  genre   # of spots 
Little Rock  BET   Black TV          832 
Little Rock  KIPR-fm  Black radio       432 
Little Rock  KYFX-fm  Black radio       300 
Little Rock  KOKY-fm  Black radio       480 
 
1st Measure – Top-line Republican Vote Percentage 
 In these precincts, the 2000 vote-share for the Republican Presidential ticket of George W. Bush 
and Dick Cheney was 4.40% of ballots cast in the Nov. 7th general election.  The 2002 vote share for 
Republican Gubernatorial candidate Mike Huckabee was 13.86% of ballots cast in the Nov. 5th general 
election.  

 Finding:  This represented a differential increase of 9.46%, and a proportional increment of 215.00% 
compared to the 2000 Republican top-line share. 

 
2nd Measure – Participation Trends 
 Top-line voter participation, measured by ballots cast, declined state-wide from 921,781 in the 
Arkansas presidential elector contest of 2000 to 805,846 for governor, 2002 – a decrease of 12.58%.  (This 
can be expressed as an Arkansas 2002 turnout co-efficient of  0.8742). 
 Top-line ballots cast in the Little Rock, Arkansas African American sample precincts declined 
from 7,537 in 2000 to 6,041 in 2002 – a 19.85% decrease. 

 Finding:  The 19.85% turnout decrease in the predominantly African American precincts was 55.64% 
greater than the normative state-wide participation decrease. 

 
3rd Measure – Year 2002 percentage deviation from turnout-adjusted, 2000-based Democrat-minus-
Republican margins.  
 In 2000, the Democrat presidential ticket out-polled Bush/Cheney by 6,806 votes in the sample 
precincts. 
 The projected Democrat-minus-Republican margin in the 2002 Senate contest, controlling for 
turnout, was 5,950 (0.8742 x 6,806). 
 The actual 2002 Democrat advantage in the sample was 4,367, or 73.39% of the baseline. 

 Bottom Line:  In 2002, the Democratic Party -- as measured by its top-line victory margin in the 
predominantly African American precincts of Little Rock, Arkansas -- underperformed its 2000-based, 
turnout-adjusted projections by 26.61%. 

 
Comments:  Gov. Mike Huckabee, a former President of the 490,000 member Arkansas Baptist 
Convention, has strong roots with religious conservatives, both Black and white.  In Arkansas, he runs 
substantially ahead of the rest of the Republican ticket among African Americans.  Again, we see Black 
turnout declining more for the popular Huckabee – (-) 19.85% - than Huchinson, with whom he shared the 
Republican top-line – (-) 19.24%. 
 
Case XIV:  Macon, Georgia Sample Precincts 
2000 Presidential Contest (Bush/Gore) & 2002 Senate Contest (Chambliss/Cleland) 
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Description: Returns were analyzed in five heavily African American precincts in Macon and other parts 
of Bibb County, Georgia.  The selected voter blocks were East Macon precincts 1, 3, and 6; Macon 
precinct 3; and Godfrey precinct 3.  Results were disaggregated by the three primary criteria discussed 
above:  

1)   Percentage shifts in top-line GOP vote share, 2000-2002; 
2) Percentage variance in minority voter turnout from normative top-line turnout patterns, 2000-2002; 
3) Percentage variance in Democrats’ 2002 performance from turnout-adjusted, 2000-based 

expectations.  
 
Access Communications Group Involvement 
Clients: Council for Better Government 
 
city   station/other  genre   # of spots 
Macon  WIBB-fm   Black radio          240 
Macon  WRBV-fm   Black radio       240 
Macon  WELV-am   Black radio       390 
Macon  WLCG-am   Black radio       390 
 
1st Measure – Top-line Republican Vote Percentage 
 In these precincts, the 2000 vote-share for the Republican Presidential ticket of George W. Bush 
and Dick Cheney was 3.46% of ballots cast in the Nov. 7th general election.  The 2002 vote share for 
Republican Senate candidate Saxby Chambliss was 5.82% of ballots cast in the Nov. 5th general election.  

 Finding:  This represented a differential increase of 2.36%, and a proportional increment of 68.21% 
compared to the 2000 Republican top-line share. 

 
2nd Measure – Participation Trends 
 Top-line voter participation, measured by ballots cast, declined state-wide from 2,583,208 in the 
Georgia presidential elector contest of 2000 to 2,031,604 for Senate, 2002 – a decrease of 21.35%.  (This 
can be expressed as a Georgia 2002 turnout co-efficient of  0.7865). 
 Top-line ballots cast in the Macon, Georgia African American sample precincts declined from 
2,887 in 2000 to 2,252 in 2002 – a 22.00% decrease. 

 Finding:  The 22.00% turnout decrease in the predominantly African American precincts was 3.04% 
greater than the normative state-wide participation decrease. 

 
3rd Measure – Year 2002 percentage deviation from turnout-adjusted, 2000-based Democrat-minus-
Republican margins.  
 In 2000, the Democrat presidential ticket out-polled Bush/Cheney by 2,680 votes in the sample 
precincts. 
 The projected Democrat-minus-Republican margin in the 2002 Senate contest, controlling for 
turnout, was 2,108 (0.7865 x 2,680). 
 The actual 2002 Democrat advantage in the sample was 1,975, or 93.69% of the baseline. 

 Bottom Line:  In 2002, the Democratic Party -- as measured by its top-line victory margin in the 
predominantly African American precincts of Macon, Georgia -- underperformed its 2000-based, 
turnout-adjusted projections by 6.31%. 

 
Comments: See Case Study II, and Part V, Example #1. 
 
Case XV:  Macon, Georgia Sample Precincts 
2000 Presidential Contest (Bush/Gore) & 2002 Governor’s Contest (Perdue/Barnes) 
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Description: Returns were analyzed in five heavily African American precincts in Macon and other parts 
of Bibb County, Georgia.  The selected voter blocks were East Macon precincts 1, 3, and 6; Macon 
precinct 3; and Godfrey precinct 3.  Results were disaggregated by the three primary criteria discussed 
above:  

1)   Percentage shifts in top-line GOP vote share, 2000-2002; 
2) Percentage variance in minority voter turnout from normative top-line turnout patterns, 2000-2002; 
3) Percentage variance in Democrats’ 2002 performance from turnout-adjusted, 2000-based 

expectations.  
 
Access Communications Group Involvement 
Clients: Council for Better Government 
 
city   station/other  genre   # of spots 
Macon  WIBB-fm   Black radio          240 
Macon  WRBV-fm   Black radio       240 
Macon  WELV-am   Black radio       390 
Macon  WLCG-am   Black radio       390 
 
1st Measure – Top-line Republican Vote Percentage 
 In these precincts, the 2000 vote-share for the Republican Presidential ticket of George W. Bush 
and Dick Cheney was 3.46% of ballots cast in the Nov. 7th general election.  The 2002 vote share for 
Republican Gubernatorial candidate Sonny Perdue was 5.22% of ballots cast in the Nov. 5th general 
election.  

 Finding:  This represented a differential increase of 1.76%, and a proportional increment of 50.87% 
compared to the 2000 Republican top-line share. 

 
2nd Measure – Participation Trends 
 Top-line voter participation, measured by ballots cast, declined state-wide from 2,583,208 in the 
Georgia presidential elector contest of 2000 to 2,027,524 for governor, 2002 – a decrease of 21.51%.  
(This can be expressed as a Georgia 2002 turnout co-efficient of  0.7849). 
 Top-line ballots cast in the Macon, Georgia African American sample precincts declined from 
5,063 in 2000 to 4,143 in 2002 – a 22.97% decrease. 

 Finding:  The 22.97% turnout decrease in the predominantly African American precincts was 6.79% 
greater than the normative state-wide participation decrease. 

 
3rd Measure – Year 2002 percentage deviation from turnout-adjusted, 2000-based Democrat-minus-
Republican margins.  
 In 2000, the Democrat presidential ticket out-polled Bush/Cheney by 2,680 votes in the sample 
precincts. 
 The projected Democrat-minus-Republican margin in the 2002 Senate contest, controlling for 
turnout, was 2,104 (0.7849 x 2,680). 
 The actual 2002 Democrat advantage in the sample was 1955, or 92.92% of the baseline. 

 Bottom Line:  In 2002, the Democratic Party -- as measured by its top-line victory margin in the 
predominantly African American precincts of Macon, Georgia -- underperformed its 2000-based, 
turnout-adjusted projections by 7.08%. 

 
Comments:  See Case Study II, and Part V, example #1. 
 
Case XVI:  Minneapolis, Minnesota Sample Precincts 
2000 Presidential Contest (Bush/Gore) & 2002 Senate Contest (Coleman/Mondale) 
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Description: Returns were analyzed in six heavily African American precincts in Minneapolis, Minnesota 
(Hennepin County), all in Ward 5: precincts 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, and 7.  Results were disaggregated by the three 
primary criteria discussed above:  

1)   Percentage shifts in top-line GOP vote share, 2000-2002; 
2) Percentage variance in minority voter turnout from normative top-line turnout patterns, 2000-2002; 
3) Percentage variance in Democrats’ 2002 performance from turnout-adjusted, 2000-based 

expectations.  
 
Access Communications Group Involvement 
Clients: Council for Better Government 
 
city   station/other  genre   # of spots 
Minneapolis  KTTB-fm  Black radio          640 
 
1st Measure – Top-line Republican Vote Percentage 
 In these precincts, the 2000 vote-share for the Republican Presidential ticket of George W. Bush 
and Dick Cheney was 8.79% of ballots cast in the Nov. 7th general election.  The 2002 vote share for 
Republican Senate candidate Norm Coleman was 13.54% of ballots cast in the Nov. 5th general election.  

 Finding:  This represented a differential increase of 4.75%, and a proportional increment of 54.04% 
compared to the 2000 Republican top-line share. 

 
2nd Measure – Participation Trends 
 Top-line voter participation, measured by ballots cast, declined state-wide from 2,438,685 in the 
Minnesota presidential elector contest of 2000 to 2,254,639 for Senate, 2002 – a decrease of 7.55%.  (This 
can be expressed as a Minnesota 2002 turnout co-efficient of  0.9245). 
 Top-line ballots cast in the Minneapolis, Minnesota African American sample precincts declined 
from 5,132 in 2000 to 4,218 in 2002 – a 17.81% decrease. 

 Finding:  The 17.81% turnout decrease in the predominantly African American precincts was 135.89% 
greater than the normative state-wide participation decrease. 

 
3rd Measure – Year 2002 percentage deviation from turnout-adjusted, 2000-based Democrat-minus-
Republican margins.  
 In 2000, the Democrat presidential ticket out-polled Bush/Cheney by 4,019 votes in the sample 
precincts. 
 The projected Democrat-minus-Republican margin in the 2002 Senate contest, controlling for 
turnout, was 3,716 (0.9245 x 4,019). 
 The actual 2002 Democrat advantage in the sample was 2,973, or 80.01% of the baseline. 

 Bottom Line:  In 2002, the Democratic Party -- as measured by its top-line victory margin in the 
predominantly African American precincts of Minneapolis, Minnesota -- underperformed its 2000-
based, turnout-adjusted projections by 19.99%. 

 
Comments:  Minneapolis shows what an experienced urban Republican can achieve, given an optimistic 
minority message and a powerful Republican issue campaign. The Democrats’ 19.99% underperformance 
in the crucial Black wards of Hennepin County derived from both a healthy increase in top-line 
Republican vote share, and a steep decline in minority turnout. 
 
Case XVII:  Minneapolis, Minnesota Sample Precincts 
2000 Senate Contest (Grams/Dayton) & 2002 Senate Contest (Coleman/Mondale) 
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Description: Returns were analyzed in six heavily African American precincts in Minneapolis, Minnesota, 
all in Ward 5: precincts 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, and 7.  Results were disaggregated by the three primary criteria 
discussed above:  

1)   Percentage shifts in top-line GOP vote share, 2000-2002; 
2) Percentage variance in minority voter turnout from normative top-line turnout patterns, 2000-2002; 
3) Percentage variance in Democrats’ 2002 performance from turnout-adjusted, 2000-based 

expectations.  
 
Access Communications Group Involvement 
Clients: Council for Better Government 
 
city   station/other  genre   # of spots 
Minneapolis  KTTB-fm  Black radio          640 
 
1st Measure – Top-line Republican Vote Percentage 
 In these precincts, the 2000 vote-share for Republican senate candidate Rod Grams was 10.19% of 
ballots cast in the Nov. 7th general election.  The 2002 vote share for Republican senate candidate Norm 
Coleman was 13.54% of ballots cast in the Nov. 5th general election.  

 Finding:  This represented a differential increase of 3.35%, and a proportional increment of 32.88% 
compared to the 2000 Republican top-line share. 

 
2nd Measure – Participation Trends 
 Top-line voter participation, measured by ballots cast, declined state-wide from 2,419,520 in the 
2000 Minnesota Senate contest of 2000 to 2,254,639 in the 2002 Minnesota Senate contest – a decrease of 
6.81%.  (This can be expressed as a Minnesota 2002 turnout co-efficient of  0.9319). 
 Top-line ballots cast in the Minneapolis, Minnesota African American sample precincts declined 
from 5,063 in 2000 to 4,143 in 2002 – a 16.69% decrease. 

 Finding:  The 16.69% turnout decrease in the predominantly African American precincts was 145.08% 
greater than the normative state-wide participation decrease. 

 
3rd Measure – Year 2002 percentage deviation from turnout-adjusted, 2000-based Democrat-minus-
Republican margins.  
 In 2000, the Democrat presidential ticket out-polled Bush/Cheney by 3,567 votes in the sample 
precincts. 
 The projected Democrat-minus-Republican margin in the 2002 Senate contest, controlling for 
turnout, was 3,324 (0.9319 x 3,567). 
 The actual 2002 Democrat advantage in the sample was 2,973, or 89.44% of the baseline. 

 Bottom Line:  In 2002, the Democratic Party -- as measured by its top-line victory margin in the 
predominantly African American precincts of Minneapolis, Minnesota -- underperformed its 2000-
based, turnout-adjusted projections by 10.56%. 

 
Comments: Although this study generally uses the presidential contest of 2000 as its baseline, it is also 
instructive to compare statewide contests that involved the same G.O.P. office in 2000 and 2002.  Here the 
changed 2000 baseline yields a lesser Democrat “underperformance.” The primary cause of the difference 
was a 9.16% vote for minor-party candidates in the 2000 Senate race, coming chiefly at the expense of 
DFL candidate Mark Drayton.  
 
Case XVIII:  Orlando, Florida Sample Precincts 
2000 Presidential Contest (Bush/Gore) & 2002 Governor’s Contest (Bush/McBride) 
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Description: Returns were analyzed in five heavily African American precincts in Orlando, Florida 
(Orange County).  The voter blocks selected, based on geographic and demographic similarity before and 
after reassessment, were precincts 601, 603, 610, 611, and 612.  Results were disaggregated by the three 
primary criteria discussed above:  

1)   Percentage shifts in top-line GOP vote share, 2000-2002; 
2) Percentage variance in minority voter turnout from normative top-line turnout patterns, 2000-2002; 
3) Percentage variance in Democrats’ 2002 performance from turnout-adjusted, 2000-based 

expectations.  
 
Access Communications Group Involvement 
Clients: Council for Better Government 
 
city   station/other  genre   # of spots 
Orlando  WJHM-fm  Black radio          225 
 
1st Measure – Top-line Republican Vote Percentage 
 In these precincts, the 2000 vote-share for the Republican Presidential ticket of George W. Bush 
and Dick Cheney was 5.83% of ballots cast in the Nov. 7th general election.   The 2002 vote share for 
Republican gubernatorial candidate Jeb Bush was 9.97% of ballots cast in the Nov. 5th general election.  

 Finding:  This represented a differential increase of 4.14%, and a proportional increment of 71.01% 
compared to the 2000 Republican top-line share. 

 
2nd Measure – Participation Trends 
 Top-line voter participation, measured by ballots cast, declined state-wide from 5,959,895 in the 
2000 Florida presidential elector contest of 2000 to 5,104,004 for governor, 2002 – a decrease of 14.36%.  
(This can be expressed as a Florida 2002 turnout co-efficient of  0.8564). 
 Top-line ballots cast in the Orlando, Florida African American sample precincts declined from 
3,500 in 2000 to 2,798 in 2002 – a 20.06% decrease. 

 Finding:  The 20.06% turnout decrease in the predominantly African American precincts was 39.69% 
greater than the normative state-wide participation decrease. 

 
3rd Measure – Year 2002 percentage deviation from turnout-adjusted, 2000-based Democrat-minus-
Republican margins.  
 In 2000, the Democrat presidential ticket out-polled Bush/Cheney by 3,074 votes in the sample 
precincts. 
 The projected Democrat-minus-Republican margin in the 2002 gubernatorial contest, controlling 
for turnout, was 2,633 (0.8564 x 3,074). 
 The actual 2002 Democrat advantage in the sample was 2,220, or 84.31% of the baseline. 

 Bottom Line:  In 2002, the Democratic Party -- as measured by its top-line victory margin in the 
predominantly African American precincts of Orlando, Florida -- underperformed its 2000-based, 
turnout-adjusted projections by 15.69%. 

 
Comment:  Republican Jeb Bush benefited not only from the positive results of the Republican issue 
campaign, but from the fallout of the Democrat primary.  Former U.S. Attorney General Janet Reno won 
the Black wards of Orlando (and the rest of Florida) handily, but newcomer Bill McBride, backed by the 
unions, captured the nomination.  The ill-will created by this contest hampered Democrats state-wide in 
their attempts to duplicate the “spike” of 2000. 
 
Case XIX:  St. Louis, Missouri Sample Wards  
2000 Presidential Contest (Bush/Gore) & 2002 Senate Contest (Talent/Carnahan) 
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Description: Returns were analyzed in ten heavily African American wards in St. Louis, Missouri.  The 
selected voter blocks were wards 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 18, 19, 20, 21, and 22.  Results were disaggregated by the 
three primary criteria discussed above:  

1)   Percentage shifts in top-line GOP vote share, 2000-2002; 
2) Percentage variance in minority voter turnout from normative top-line turnout patterns, 2000-2002; 
3) Percentage variance in Democrats’ 2002 performance from turnout-adjusted, 2000-based 

expectations.  
 
Access Communications Group Involvement 
Clients: Council for Better Government; Missouri Republican Party 
 
city   station/other  genre   # of spots 
St. Louis  KATZ-am  Black radio          390 
St. Louis  KATZ-fm  Black radio       240 
St. Louis  KMJM-fm  Black radio         56 
 
1st Measure – Top-line Republican Vote Percentage 
 In these wards, the 2000 vote-share for the Republican Presidential ticket of George W. Bush and 
Dick Cheney was 2.84% of ballots cast in the Nov. 7th general election.  The 2002 vote share for 
Republican Senate candidate Jim Talent was 4.42% of ballots cast in the Nov. 5th general election.  

 Finding:  This represented a differential increase of 1.58%, and a proportional increment of 55.63% 
compared to the 2000 Republican top-line share. 

 
2nd Measure – Participation Trends 
 Top-line voter participation, measured by ballots cast, declined state-wide from 2,359,892 in the 
Missouri presidential elector contest of 2000 to 1,868,041 for Senate, 2002 – a decrease of 20.84%.  (This 
can be expressed as a Missouri 2002 turnout co-efficient of  0.7916). 
 Top-line ballots cast in the St. Louis, Missouri African American sample wards declined from 
36,777 in 2000 to 28,193 in 2002 – a 23.34% decrease. 

 Finding:  The 23.34% turnout decrease in the predominantly African American wards was 12.00% 
greater than the normative state-wide participation decrease. 

 
3rd Measure – Year 2002 percentage deviation from turnout-adjusted, 2000-based Democrat-minus-
Republican margins.  
 In 2000, the Democrat presidential ticket out-polled Bush/Cheney by 34,381 votes in the sample 
wards. 
 The projected Democrat-minus-Republican margin in the 2002 Senate contest, controlling for 
turnout, was 27,216 (0.7916 x 34,381). 
 The actual 2002 Democrat advantage in the sample was 25,313, or 93.01% of the baseline. 

 Bottom Line:  In 2002, the Democratic Party -- as measured by its top-line victory margin in the 
predominantly African American wards of St. Louis, Missouri -- underperformed its 2000-based, 
turnout-adjusted projections by 6.99%. 

 
Comments: The St. Louis program of Republican issue advertising on African American media was 
substantially less intensive than its analogue in Kansas City, and the results, while positive for the G.O.P., 
were less impressive.  Part V, example #3, describes the differences between the two efforts.  
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Program Results: Hispanic Studies  
 
Case I:  Albuquerque, New Mexico, 13th Legislative District  
2000 Presidential Contest (Bush/Gore) & 2002 Governor’s Contest (Sanchez/Richardson) 
 
Description: Returns were analyzed in the 13th Legislative District of Bernalillo County, consisting of 13 
heavily Hispanic precincts: numbers 32, 33, 41, 42, 43, 44, 45, 48, 49, 50, 51, 52, and 53.  All are in the 
Albuquerque media area. 
 
Results were disaggregated by the three primary criteria discussed above: 

1)   Percentage shifts in top-line GOP vote share, 2000-2002; 
2) Percentage variance in minority voter turnout from normative top-line turnout patterns, 2000-2002; 
3) Percentage variance in Democrats’ 2002 performance from turnout-adjusted, 2000-based 

expectations. 
 
Access Communications Group Involvement 
Client: Council for Better Government 
 
city   station/other  genre   # of spots 
Albuquerque  KFTA-48  Hispanic TV        140 
Albuquerque  KLUZ-41  Hispanic TV       60 
Albuquerque  KLVO-fm  Hispanic radio     352 
Albuquerque  KRZY-fm  Hispanic radio     390 
Albuquerque  KRZY-am  Hispanic radio     330 
 
1st Measure – Top-line Republican Vote Percentage 
 In these precincts, the 2000 vote-share for the Republican Presidential ticket of George W. Bush 
and Dick Cheney was 30.56% of ballots cast in the Nov. 7th general election.  The 2002 vote share for 
Republican gubernatorial candidate John Sanchez was 27.83% of ballots cast in the Nov. 5th general 
election.  

 Finding:  This represented a differential decrease of 2.73%, and a proportional reduction of 8.93% 
compared to the 2000 Republican top-line share. 

 
2nd Measure – Participation Trends 
 Top-line voter participation, measured by ballots cast, declined state-wide from 598,605 in the  
presidential elector contest of 2000 to 484,229 – a decrease of 19.11%.  (This can be expressed as a New 
Mexico 2002 turnout co-efficient of  0.8089). 
 Top-line ballots cast in the Bernalillo County Hispanic sample precincts declined from 6,997 in 
2000 to 4,672 in 2002 – a 33.23% decrease. 

 Finding:  The 33.23% turnout decrease in the predominantly Hispanic precincts was 73.89% greater 
than the normative state-wide participation decrease. 

 
3rd Measure – Year 2002 percentage deviation from turnout-adjusted, 2000-based Democrat-minus-
Republican margins.  
 In 2000, the Democrat presidential ticket out-polled Bush/Cheney by 2,523 votes in the sample 
precincts. 
 The projected Democrat-minus-Republican margin in the 2002 Senatorial contest, controlling for 
turnout, was 2,041 (0.8089 x 2,523). 
 The actual 2002 Democrat advantage in the sample was 1,924, or 94.27% of the baseline. 
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 Bottom Line:  In 2002, the Democratic Party -- as measured by its top-line victory margin in the 
predominantly Hispanic precincts of Bernalillo County -- underperformed its 2000-based, turnout-
adjusted projections by 5.73%. 

 
Comments: Despite the overwhelming popularity of Bill Richardson among New Mexico Hispanics, 
despite the G.O.P. regression in top-line vote share, Democrats still underperformed their 2000-based, 
turnout-adjusted benchmarks in the Hispanic wards of Albuquerque – a testament to the power of  
Republican issue advertising in adverse circumstances. 
 
Case II: Albuquerque, New Mexico, 13th Legislative District 
2000 1st Congressional District (Wilson/Kelly) & 2002 1st Congressional District (Wilson/Romero) 
 
Description: Returns were analyzed in the 13th Legislative District of Bernalillo County, consisting of 13 
heavily Hispanic precincts: numbers 32, 33, 41, 42, 43, 44, 45, 48, 49, 50, 51, 52, and 53.  All are in the 
Albuquerque media area. 
 
Results were disaggregated by the three primary criteria discussed above: 
 1)   Percentage shifts in top-line GOP vote share, 2000-2002; 
 2)   Percentage variance in minority voter turnout from normative top-line turnout patterns, 2000-2002; 
      3)   Percentage variance in Democrats’ 2002 performance from turnout-adjusted, 2000-based 

      expectations.  
 
Access Communications Group Involvement 
Client: Council for Better Government 
 
city   station/other  genre   # of spots 
Albuquerque  KFTA-48  Hispanic TV        140 
Albuquerque  KLUZ-41  Hispanic TV       60 
Albuquerque  KLVO-fm  Hispanic radio     352 
Albuquerque  KRZY-fm  Hispanic radio     390 
Albuquerque  KRZY-am  Hispanic radio     330 
 
1st Measure – Congressional District Republican Vote Percentage 
 In these precincts, the 2000 vote-share for Heather Wilson, the incumbent Republican 1st District 
Congresswoman, was 31.56% of ballots cast in the Nov. 7th general election.  Her 2002 vote share was 
42.24% of ballots cast in the Nov. 5th general election.  

 Finding:  This represented a differential increase of 10.68%, and a proportional increment of 33.84% 
compared to her 2000 vote-share. 

 
2nd Measure – Participation Trends 
 Top-line voter participation, measured by ballots cast, declined in the 1st District from 213,139 in 
the presidential elector contest of 2000 to 172,945 in the 2000 midterms – a decrease of 18.86%.  (This can 
be expressed as a New Mexico 1st District 2002 turnout co-efficient of  0.8114). 
 Congressional ballots cast in the Bernalillo County Hispanic sample precincts declined from 6,895 
in 2000 to 4,652 in 2002 – a 32.53% decrease. 

 Finding:  The 32.53% turnout decrease in the predominantly Hispanic precincts was 72.48% greater 
than the normative district-wide participation decrease. 

 
3rd Measure – Year 2002 percentage deviation from turnout-adjusted, 2000-based Democrat-minus-
Republican margins.  
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 In 2000, the Democrat 1st District challenger out-polled Heather Wilson by 2,210 votes in the 
sample precincts. 
 The projected Democrat-minus-Republican margin in the 2002 congressional contest, controlling 
for turnout, was 1,793 (0.8114 x 2,210). 
 The actual 2002 Democrat advantage in the sample was 722, or 40.27% of the baseline. 

 Bottom Line:  In 2002, the Democratic Party -- as measured by its turnout-adjusted congressional 
victory margin in the predominantly Hispanic precincts of Bernalillo County -- underperformed its 
2000-based, turnout-adjusted projections by 59.73%. 

 
Comments:  After two full terms, Congresswoman Heather Wilson increased her support in the Hispanic 
precincts of the 1st District, removing this district from the “endangered” list.  We note that Rep. Wilson 
attracted higher percentages of Hispanics than George Bush in 2000, or John Sanchez in 2002, but in both 
cases, fewer votes were cast in the Congressional contest.  Again, we see minorities’ positive view of 
Republican candidates correlating negatively to their turnout – a symptom that fear-based voting has 
subsided. 
 
Case III:  Denver, Colorado Sample Precincts  
2000 Presidential Contest (Bush/Gore) & 2002 Senate Contest (Allard/Strickland) 
 
Description: Returns were analyzed in heavily Hispanic precincts in Denver, Colorado.  Due to 
reassessment, which involved both renumbering and realignment, differently numbered precincts were 
chosen in 2000 and 2002 to hold the geographical area as constant as possible.  In 2000, the sample 
precincts were:  501, 502, 503, 504, 505, 506, 507, 508, 509, 510, 518, and 801. In 2002, the 
geographically coincident precincts were:  501, 502, 503, 504, 505, 506, 507, 508, 509, 510, and 511. 
 
Results were disaggregated by the three primary criteria discussed above: 

1)  Percentage shifts in top-line GOP vote share, 2000-2002; 
2)  Percentage variance in minority voter turnout from normative top-line turnout patterns, 2000-2002; 
3)  Percentage variance in Democrats’ 2002 performance from turnout-adjusted, 2000-based   
     expectations.  

 
Access Communications Group Involvement 
Client: Council for Better Government 
 
city   station/other  genre   # of spots 
Denver   KCEC-50  Hispanic TV         120 
Denver   KTFD-36  Hispanic TV      300 
Denver   KJMN-fm  Hispanic radio      416 
Denver   KMXA-am  Hispanic radio      296 
Denver   La Voz   Hispanic newspaper         6 
Denver   Phone calls  Auto-dial            30,000 (approx.) 
 
1st Measure – Top-line Republican Vote Percentage 
 In these precincts, the 2000 vote-share for the Republican Presidential ticket of George W. Bush 
and Dick Cheney was 16.37% of ballots cast in the Nov. 7th general election.  The 2002 vote share for 
Republican Senate candidate Wayne Allard was 18.08% of ballots cast in the Nov. 5th general election.  

 Finding:  This represented a differential increase of 1.71%, and a proportional increment of 10.45% 
compared to the 2000 Republican top-line share. 

 
2nd Measure – Participation Trends 
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 Top-line voter participation, measured by ballots cast, declined state-wide from 1,741,368 in the  
presidential elector contest of 2000 to 1,415,487 for Senate, 2002 – a decrease of 18.71%.  (This can be 
expressed as a Colorado 2002 turnout co-efficient of  0.8129). 
 Top-line ballots cast in the Denver Hispanic sample precincts declined from 2,572 in 2000 to 1,659 
in 2002 – a 35.50% decrease. 

 Finding:  The 35.50% turnout decrease in the predominantly Hispanic precincts was 89.74% greater 
than the normative state-wide participation decrease. 

 
3rd Measure – Year 2002 percentage deviation from turnout-adjusted, 2000-based Democrat-minus-
Republican margins.  
 In 2000, the Democrat presidential ticket out-polled Bush/Cheney by 1,545 votes in the sample 
precincts. 
 The projected Democrat-minus-Republican margin in the 2002 Senatorial contest, controlling for 
turnout, was 1,256 (0.8129 x 1,545). 
 The actual 2002 Democrat advantage in the sample was 977, or 77.79% of the baseline. 

 Bottom Line:  In 2002, the Democratic Party -- as measured by its top-line victory margin in the 
predominantly Hispanic precincts of Denver -- underperformed its 2000-based, turnout-adjusted 
projections by 22.21%. 

 
Comments:  Democrats’ use of Hispanic media is not as sophisticated nor as intensive as their use of 
African American venues.  If Republicans are aggressive, they can steal a march.  The Denver Republican 
issue campaign, which included Spanish-language radio, TV, newspapers, and auto-dial phone calls, drove 
up Democratic Party negatives while allaying Hispanic fears regarding the Republican Party.  As a result, 
Democrats underperformed substantially among this key constituency in a close Senate race. 
 
Case IV:  Denver, Colorado Sample Precincts  
2000 Presidential Contest (Bush/Gore) & 2002 Governor’s Contest (Owens/Heath) 
 
Description: Returns were analyzed in heavily Hispanic precincts in Denver, Colorado.  Due to 
reassessment, which involved both renumbering and realignment, differently numbered precincts were 
chosen in 2000 and 2002 to hold the geographical area as constant as possible.  In 2000, the sample 
precincts were:  501, 502, 503, 504, 505, 506, 507, 508, 509, 510, 518, and 801. In 2002, the 
geographically coincident precincts were:  501, 502, 503, 504, 505, 506, 507, 508, 509, 510, and 511. 
 
Results were disaggregated by the three primary criteria discussed above: 

1) Percentage shifts in top-line GOP vote share, 2000-2002; 
2) Percentage variance in minority voter turnout from normative top-line turnout patterns, 2000-2002; 
3) Percentage variance in Democrats’ 2002 performance from turnout-adjusted, 2000-based 

expectations.  
 
Access Communications Group Involvement 
Client: Council for Better Government 
 
city   station/other  genre   # of spots 
Denver   KCEC-50  Hispanic TV         120 
Denver   KTFD-36  Hispanic TV      300 
Denver   KJMN-fm  Hispanic radio      416 
Denver   KMXA-am  Hispanic radio      296 
Denver   La Voz   Hispanic newspaper         6 
Denver   Phone calls  Auto-dial            30,000 (approx.) 
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1st Measure – Top-line Republican Vote Percentage 
 In these precincts, the 2000 vote-share for the Republican Presidential ticket of George W. Bush 
and Dick Cheney was 16.37% of ballots cast in the Nov. 7th general election.  The 2002 vote share for 
Republican gubernatorial candidate Bill Owens was 34.12% of ballots cast in the Nov. 5th general election.  

 Finding:  This represented a differential increase of 17.75%, and a proportional increment of 108.43% 
compared to the 2000 Republican top-line share. 

 
2nd Measure – Participation Trends 
 Top-line voter participation, measured by ballots cast, declined state-wide from 1,741,368 in the  
presidential elector contest of 2000 to 1,411,995 for governor, 2002 – a decrease of 18.91%.  (This can be 
expressed as a Colorado 2002 turnout co-efficient of  0.8109). 
 Top-line ballots cast in the Denver Hispanic sample precincts declined from 2,572 in 2000 to 1,612 
in 2002 – a 37.33% decrease. 

 Finding:  The 37.33% turnout decrease in the predominantly Hispanic precincts was 97.41% greater 
than the normative state-wide participation decrease. 

 
3rd Measure – Year 2002 percentage deviation from turnout-adjusted, 2000-based Democrat-minus-
Republican margins.  
 In 2000, the Democrat presidential ticket out-polled Bush/Cheney by 1,545 votes in the sample 
precincts. 
 The projected Democrat-minus-Republican margin in the 2002 gubernatorial contest, controlling 
for turnout, was 1,253 (0.8109 x 1,545). 
 The actual 2002 Democrat advantage in the sample was 415, or 33.12% of the baseline. 

 Bottom Line:  In 2002, the Democratic Party -- as measured by its top-line victory margin in the 
predominantly Hispanic precincts of Denver -- underperformed its 2000-based, turnout-adjusted 
projections by 66.88%. 

 
Comment:  Gov. Bill Owens built strong ties to the Hispanic community of Colorado in his first term, 
particularly on the issue of education.  A Republican’s popularity both raises his percentage of minority 
votes cast, and reduces the fear-based vote induced by Democrat “spike” techniques.  Here, both factors 
were at play.  In 2002, Bill Owens received almost twice the vote share of Wayne Allard in the Hispanic 
precincts of Denver; but more Hispanic votes were cast in the Senate contest than in the gubernatorial. 
 
Case V:  Hartford, Connecticut Sample Voting Districts  
2000 Presidential Contest (Bush/Gore) & 2002 Governor’s Contest (Rowland/Curry) 
 
Description: Returns were analyzed in heavily Hispanic voting districts in Hartford, Connecticut.  
Reassessment realigned voting districts between the general elections of 2000 and 2002.  The closest 
match in both years, both ethnically and geographically, were voting districts 8 and 9.  These were chosen 
for the sample.  
 
Results were disaggregated by the three primary criteria discussed above: 

1) Percentage shifts in top-line GOP vote share, 2000-2002; 
2) Percentage variance in minority voter turnout from normative top-line turnout patterns, 2000-2002; 
3) Percentage variance in Democrats’ 2002 performance from turnout-adjusted, 2000-based   
    expectations.  

 
Access Communications Group Involvement 
Client: Council for Better Government 
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city   station/other  genre   # of spots 
Hartford  WLAT-am  Hispanic radio          540 
Hartford  WNEZ-am  Hispanic radio          540 
 
1st Measure – Top-line Republican Vote Percentage 
 In these voting districts, the 2000 vote-share for the Republican Presidential ticket of George W. 
Bush and Dick Cheney was 10.21% of ballots cast in the Nov. 7th general election.  The 2002 vote share 
for Republican gubernatorial candidate John Rowland was 20.22% of ballots cast in the Nov. 5th general 
election.  

 Finding:  This represented a differential increase of 10.01%, and a proportional increment of 98.04% 
compared to the 2000 Republican top-line share. 

 
2nd Measure – Participation Trends 
 Top-line voter participation, measured by ballots cast, declined state-wide from 1,459,481 in the  
presidential elector contest of 2000 to 1,022,942 for governor, 2002 – a decrease of 29.91%.  (This can be 
expressed as a Connecticut 2002 turnout co-efficient of  0.7009). 
 Top-line ballots cast in the Hartford Hispanic sample voter districts declined from 2,350 in 2000 to 
1,568 in 2002 – a 33.28% decrease. 

 Finding:  The 33.28% turnout decrease in the predominantly Hispanic voter districts was 11.27% 
greater than the normative state-wide participation decrease. 

 
3rd Measure – Year 2002 percentage deviation from turnout-adjusted, 2000-based Democrat-minus-
Republican margins.  
 In 2000, the Democrat presidential ticket out-polled Bush/Cheney by 1,733 votes in the sample 
precincts. 
 The projected Democrat-minus-Republican margin in the 2002 gubernatorial contest, controlling 
for turnout, was 1,215 (0.7009 x 1,733). 
 The actual 2002 Democrat advantage in the sample was 934, or 76.87% of the baseline. 

 Bottom Line:  In 2002, the Democratic Party -- as measured by its top-line victory margin in the 
predominantly Hispanic voter districts of Hartford -- underperformed its 2000-based, turnout-adjusted 
projections by 66.88%. 

 
Comments:  This study probably overstates Democratic performance.  Redistricting reduced 29 Hartford 
polling areas in 2000 to 23 in 2002.  While demographically and geographically similar in both years, 
Hartford voting districts 8 and 9 covered somewhat more area in 2002 – a circumstance which implies that 
the heavy Hispanic turnout decline may have been even steeper than it appears.  The strong top-line 
G.O.P. share increase demonstrates that Republican centrists like Gov. John Rowland can attract Hispanic 
voters quite as effectively as conservatives like Gov. Bill Owens.   
 
Case VI:  Kansas City, Missouri Sample Wards  
2000 Presidential Contest (Bush/Gore) & 2002 Senate Contest (Talent/Carnahan) 
 
Description: Returns were analyzed in two heavily Hispanic precincts in Kansas City, Missouri (Jackson 
County): Ward 1, precinct 5, and Ward 1, precinct 8.  Results were disaggregated by the three primary 
criteria discussed above:  

1)   Percentage shifts in top-line GOP vote share, 2000-2002; 
2)   Percentage variance in minority voter turnout from normative top-line turnout patterns, 2000-2002; 
3) Percentage variance in Democrats’ 2002 performance from turnout-adjusted, 2000-based 

expectations.  
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Access Communications Group Involvement 
Clients: Council for Better Government; Missouri Republican Party 
 
city   station/other  genre   # of spots 
Kansas City  KCZZ-fm  Hispanic radio       960 
Kansas City   Dos Mundos  Hispanic newspaper          6 
 
1st Measure – Top-line Republican Vote Percentage 
 In these wards, the 2000 vote-share for the Republican Presidential ticket of George W. Bush and 
Dick Cheney was 9.51% of ballots cast in the Nov. 7th general election.  The 2002 vote share for 
Republican Senate candidate Jim Talent was 9.77% of ballots cast in the Nov. 5th general election.  

 Finding:  This represented a differential increase of 0.26%, and a proportional increment of 2.73% 
compared to the 2000 Republican top-line share. 

 
2nd Measure – Participation Trends 
 Top-line voter participation, measured by ballots cast, declined state-wide from 2,359,892 in the 
Missouri presidential elector contest of 2000 to 1,868,041 for Senate, 2002 – a decrease of 20.84%.  (This 
can be expressed as a Missouri 2002 turnout co-efficient of  0.7916). 
 Top-line ballots cast in the Kansas City, Missouri Hispanic sample precincts declined from 1,020 
in 2000 to 686 in 2002 – a 32.75% decrease. 

 Finding:  The 32.75% turnout decrease in the predominantly Hispanic precincts was 57.15% greater 
than the normative state-wide participation decrease. 

 
3rd Measure – Year 2002 percentage deviation from turnout-adjusted, 2000-based Democrat-minus-
Republican margins.  
 In 2000, the Democrat presidential ticket out-polled Bush/Cheney by 809 votes in the sample 
precincts. 
 The projected Democrat-minus-Republican margin in the 2002 Senate contest, controlling for 
turnout, was 640 (0.7916 x 809). 
 The actual 2002 Democrat advantage in the sample was 542, or 84.69% of the baseline. 

 Bottom Line:  In 2002, the Democratic Party -- as measured by its top-line victory margin in the 
predominantly Hispanic wards of Kansas City, Missouri -- underperformed its 2000-based, turnout-
adjusted projections by 15.31%. 

 
Comment: Intense advertising on Kansas City’s sole 24-hour Spanish language radio station produced 
negligible vote-share effects, but a substantial turnout decline.  Democrats were relatively inactive here, in 
marked contrast to their performance in Kansas City’s Black venues. This market was one of several 
where “local insert” advertisement was unavailable on Spanish language cable TV.   
 
Case VII:  Kansas City, Missouri Sample Wards  
2000 Gubernatorial Contest (Talent/Holden) & 2002 Senate Contest (Talent/Carnahan) 
 
Description: Returns were analyzed in two heavily Hispanic precincts in Kansas City, Missouri (Jackson 
County): Ward 1, precinct 5, and Ward 1, precinct 8.  Results were disaggregated by the three primary 
criteria discussed above:  

1)   Percentage shifts in top-line GOP vote share, 2000-2002; 
2)   Percentage variance in minority voter turnout from normative top-line turnout patterns, 2000-2002; 
3) Percentage variance in Democrats’ 2002 performance from turnout-adjusted, 2000-based 

expectations.  
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Access Communications Group Involvement 
Clients: Council for Better Government; Missouri Republican Party 
 
city   station/other  genre   # of spots 
Kansas City  KCZZ-fm  Hispanic radio       960 
Kansas City    Dos Mundos   Hispanic newspaper          6 
 
1st Measure – Top-line Republican Vote Percentage 
 In these precincts, the 2000 vote-share for Republican gubernatorial candidate Jim Talent was 
8.09% of ballots cast in the Nov. 7th general election.  The 2002 vote share for Republican Senate 
candidate Jim Talent was 9.77% of ballots cast in the Nov. 5th general election.  

 Finding:  This represented a differential increase of 1.68%, and a proportional increment of 20.77% 
compared to the 2000 Republican top-line share. 

 
2nd Measure – Participation Trends 
 Top-line voter participation, measured by ballots cast, declined state-wide from 2,346,830 in the 
Missouri gubernatorial contest of 2000 to 1,868,041 for Senate, 2002 – a decrease of 20.40%.  (This can 
be expressed as a Missouri 2002 turnout co-efficient of  0.7960). 
 Top-line ballots cast in the Kansas City, Missouri Hispanic sample precincts declined from 1,014 
in 2000 to 686 in 2002 – a 32.35% decrease. 

 Finding:  The 32.35% turnout decrease in the predominantly Hispanic precincts was 58.58% greater 
than the normative state-wide participation decrease. 

 
3rd Measure – Year 2002 percentage deviation from turnout-adjusted, 2000-based Democrat-minus-
Republican margins.  
 In 2000, the Democratic gubernatorial candidate Bob Holden outpolled Republican Jim Talent by 
831 votes in the sample precincts. 
 The projected Democrat-minus-Republican margin in the 2002 Senate contest, controlling for 
turnout, was 661 (0.7960 x 1014). 
 The actual 2002 Democrat advantage in the sample was 542, or 82.00% of the baseline. 

 Bottom Line:  In 2002, the Democratic Party -- as measured by its top-line victory margin in the 
predominantly Hispanic precincts of Kansas City, Missouri -- underperformed its 2000-based, turnout-
adjusted projections by 18.00%. 

 
Comments: Although this study generally uses the presidential contest of 2000 as its baseline, it is 
instructive to compare statewide contests that involved the same G.O.P. candidate in 2000 and 2002.  Here 
again, the changed 2000 baseline (i.e., Talent rather than Bush), yields a slightly greater Democrat 
underperformance, based primarily on Talent’s lower 2000 Hispanic vote percentage vis-à-vis Bush. 
 
 
Case VIII:  Orlando, Florida Sample Precincts 
2000 Presidential Contest (Bush/Gore) & 2002 Governor’s Contest (Bush/McBride) 
 
Description: Returns were analyzed in three heavily Hispanic precincts in Orlando, Florida (Orange 
County).  The voter blocks selected, based on geographic and demographic similarity before and after 
reassessment, were precincts 325, 329, and 430.  Results were disaggregated by the three primary criteria 
discussed above:  

1)   Percentage shifts in top-line GOP vote share, 2000-2002; 
2)   Percentage variance in minority voter turnout from normative top-line turnout patterns, 2000-2002; 
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3) Percentage variance in Democrats’ 2002 performance from turnout-adjusted, 2000-based 
expectations.  
 
Access Communications Group Involvement 
Clients: Council for Better Government 
 
city   station/other  genre   # of spots 
Orlando  WRMQ-am  Hispanic radio      650 
Orlando  WONQ-am  Hispanic radio      650 
 
1st Measure – Top-line Republican Vote Percentage 
 In these precincts, the 2000 vote-share for the Republican Presidential ticket of George W. Bush 
and Dick Cheney was 40.09% of ballots cast in the Nov. 7th general election.   The 2002 vote share for 
Republican gubernatorial candidate Jeb Bush was 56.77% of ballots cast in the Nov. 5th general election.  

 Finding:  This represented a differential increase of 16.68%, and a proportional increment of 41.61% 
compared to the 2000 Republican top-line share. 

 
2nd Measure – Participation Trends 
 Top-line voter participation, measured by ballots cast, declined state-wide from 5,959,895 in the 
2000 Florida presidential elector contest of 2000 to 5,104,004 for governor, 2002 – a decrease of 14.36%.  
(This can be expressed as a Florida 2002 turnout co-efficient of  0.8564). 
 Top-line ballots cast in the Orlando, Florida Hispanic sample precincts declined from 3,278 in 
2000 to 2,327 in 2002 – a 29.01% decrease. 

 Finding:  The 29.01% turnout decrease in the predominantly Hispanic precincts was 102.02% greater 
than the normative state-wide participation decrease. 

 
3rd Measure – Year 2002 percentage deviation from turnout-adjusted, 2000-based Democrat-minus-
Republican margins.  
 In 2000, the Democrat presidential ticket out-polled Bush/Cheney by 596 votes in the sample 
precincts. 
 The projected Democrat-minus-Republican margin in the 2002 gubernatorial contest, controlling 
for turnout, was 510 (0.8564 x 596). 
 But in 2002 Republicans won these precincts by 340 votes; i.e., the actual 2002 Democrat 
performance was minus (-) 66.67% of the baseline. 

 Bottom Line:  In 2002, the Democratic Party -- as measured by its top-line margin of defeat in the 
predominantly Hispanic precincts of Orlando, Florida -- underperformed its 2000-based, turnout-
adjusted projections by 166.67%. 

 
Comment:  We eliminated the Orlando data from most of our summary averages because of the many 
incidental factors that played into the G.O.P.’s spectacular performance among Hispanics in Florida (see 
footnotes to Table III).  A strong Bush outreach effort, a divided Democratic Party, and a surge of 
Republican support among Cubans all helped, as did the ACG Republican issue advertising campaign.  To 
separate the impact of Republican issue advertising from other factors, we have provided additional 
analysis in Part V, example #5 of this study. 
 
Case IX:  Pueblo, Colorado Sample Precincts  
2000 Presidential Contest (Bush/Gore) & 2002 Senate Contest (Allard/Strickland) 
 
Description: Returns were analyzed in heavily Hispanic precincts in Pueblo, Colorado.  The sample 
precincts chosen were:  30, 31, 32, 33, 34, 35, 36, 37, 38 and 39. 
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Results were disaggregated by the three primary criteria discussed above: 

1)  Percentage shifts in top-line GOP vote share, 2000-2002; 
2)  Percentage variance in minority voter turnout from normative top-line turnout patterns, 2000-2002; 
3)  Percentage variance in Democrats’ 2002 performance from turnout-adjusted, 2000-based   
     expectations.  

 
Access Communications Group Involvement 
Client: Council for Better Government 
 
city   station/other  genre   # of spots 
Pueblo   KNKN-fm  Hispanic radio        720 
 
1st Measure – Top-line Republican Vote Percentage 
 In these precincts, the 2000 vote-share for the Republican Presidential ticket of George W. Bush 
and Dick Cheney was 21.39% of ballots cast in the Nov. 7th general election.  The 2002 vote share for 
Republican Senate candidate Wayne Allard was 21.86% of ballots cast in the Nov. 5th general election.  

 Finding:  This represented a differential increase of 0.47%, and a proportional increment of 2.20% 
compared to the 2000 Republican top-line share. 

 
2nd Measure – Participation Trends 
 Top-line voter participation, measured by ballots cast, declined state-wide from 1,741,368 in the  
presidential elector contest of 2000 to 1,415,487 for Senate, 2002 – a decrease of 18.71%.  (This can be 
expressed as a Colorado 2002 turnout co-efficient of  0.8129). 
 Top-line ballots cast in the Pueblo Hispanic sample precincts declined from 1,959 in 2000 to 1,642 
in 2002 – a 16.18% decrease. 

 Finding:  The 16.18% turnout decrease in the predominantly Hispanic precincts was 13.52% less than 
the normative state-wide participation decrease. 

 
3rd Measure – Year 2002 percentage deviation from turnout-adjusted, 2000-based Democrat-minus-
Republican margins.  
 In 2000, the Democrat presidential ticket out-polled Bush/Cheney by 1,036 votes in the sample 
precincts. 
 The projected Democrat-minus-Republican margin in the 2002 Senatorial contest, controlling for 
turnout, was 842 (0.8129 x 1,036). 
 The actual 2002 Democrat advantage in the sample was 816, or 96.91% of the baseline. 

 Bottom Line:  In 2002, the Democratic Party -- as measured by its top-line victory margin in the 
predominantly Hispanic precincts of Pueblo -- underperformed its 2000-based, turnout-adjusted 
projections by 3.09%. 

 
Comments:  Heavy advertising on single Spanish language radio station held Democrats beneath their 
2000-based, turnout adjusted baseline, despite a strong get-out-the-vote effort. 
 
Case X:  Pueblo, Colorado Sample Precincts  
2000 Presidential Contest (Bush/Gore) & 2002 Governor’s Contest (Owens/Heath) 
 
Description: Returns were analyzed in heavily Hispanic precincts in Pueblo, Colorado.  The sample 
precincts chosen were:  30, 31, 32, 33, 34, 35, 36, 37, 38 and 39. 
 
Results were disaggregated by the three primary criteria discussed above: 
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1)  Percentage shifts in top-line GOP vote share, 2000-2002; 
2)  Percentage variance in minority voter turnout from normative top-line turnout patterns, 2000-2002; 
3)  Percentage variance in Democrats’ 2002 performance from turnout-adjusted, 2000-based   
     expectations.  

 
Access Communications Group Involvement 
Client: Council for Better Government 
 
city   station/other  genre   # of spots 
Pueblo   KNKN-fm  Hispanic radio      720          
 
1st Measure – Top-line Republican Vote Percentage 
 In these precincts, the 2000 vote-share for the Republican Presidential ticket of George W. Bush 
and Dick Cheney was 21.39% of ballots cast in the Nov. 7th general election.  The 2002 vote share for 
Republican gubernatorial candidate Bill Owens was 32.22% of ballots cast in the Nov. 5th general election.  

 Finding:  This represented a differential increase of 10.83%, and a proportional increment of 50.63% 
compared to the 2000 Republican top-line share. 

 
2nd Measure – Participation Trends 
 Top-line voter participation, measured by ballots cast, declined state-wide from 1,741,368 in the  
presidential elector contest of 2000 to 1,411,995 for governor, 2002 – a decrease of 18.91%.  (This can be 
expressed as a Colorado 2002 turnout co-efficient of  0.8109). 
 Top-line ballots cast in the Pueblo Hispanic sample precincts declined from 1,959 in 2000 to 1,642 
in 2002 – a 16.18% decrease. 

 Finding:  The 16.18% turnout decrease in the predominantly Hispanic precincts was 14.44% less than 
the normative state-wide participation decrease. 

 
3rd Measure – Year 2002 percentage deviation from turnout-adjusted, 2000-based Democrat-minus-
Republican margins.  
 In 2000, the Democrat presidential ticket out-polled Bush/Cheney by 1,036 votes in the sample 
precincts. 
 The projected Democrat-minus-Republican margin in the 2002 gubernatorial contest, controlling 
for turnout, was 840 (0.8109 x 1,036). 
 The actual 2002 Democrat advantage in the sample was 536, or 63.81% of the baseline. 

 Bottom Line:  In 2002, the Democratic Party -- as measured by its top-line victory margin in the 
predominantly Hispanic precincts of Pueblo -- underperformed its 2000-based, turnout-adjusted 
projections by 36.19%. 

 
Comment: As in Denver, the outreach skills of Gov. Bill Owens helped produce a healthy increase in 
Republican vote share among Hispanics in Pueblo, despite a higher-than-projected Hispanic turnout.  The 
problem of isolating the effects associated with Republican issue advertising from the effects associated 
with candidate popularity in Latino communities is explored in Part V, Example #2. 
 

Non-Program Results:  
African American & Hispanic Control Cities 
 
Case I: Augusta, Georgia Sample Polling Places 
2000 Presidential Contest (Bush/Gore) & 2002 Senate Contest (Chambliss/Cleland) 
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Description: Returns were analyzed in eight heavily African American polling places in Augusta, Georgia 
(Richmond County).  The sites selected were:  Dyess Park, Eastview Recreation Center, Johnson 
Recreation Center-A, Johnson Recreation Center-B, Mt. Vernon Baptist Church, Second Mount Moriah 
Church, Gracewood Community Center, and the Augusta Deliverance Evangelical Church.  Results were 
disaggregated by the three primary criteria discussed above: 

1)   Percentage shifts in top-line GOP vote share, 2000-2002; 
2) Percentage variance in minority voter turnout from normative top-line turnout patterns, 2000-2002; 
3) Percentage variance in Democrats’ 2002 performance from turnout-adjusted, 2000-based 

expectations.  
 
Access Communications Group was not engaged in this market. 
 
1st Measure – Top-line Republican Vote Percentage 
 In these polling places, the 2000 vote-share for the Republican Presidential ticket of George W. 
Bush and Dick Cheney was 5.39% of ballots cast in the Nov. 7th general election.  The 2002 vote share for 
Republican Senatorial candidate Saxby Chambliss was 5.27% of ballots cast in the Nov. 5th general 
election.  

 Finding:  This represented a differential decrease of 0.12%, and a proportional decrease of 2.23% 
compared to the 2000 Republican top-line share. 

 
2nd Measure – Participation Trends 
 Top-line voter participation, measured by ballots cast, declined state-wide from 2,583,208 in the 
Georgia presidential elector contest of 2000 to 2,031,604 for Senate, 2002 – a decrease of 21.35%.  (This 
can be expressed as a Georgia 2002 turnout co-efficient of  0.7865). 
 Top-line ballots cast in the Augusta African American sample polling places declined from 4,936 
in 2000 to 4,384 in 2002 – a 11.18% decrease. 

 Finding:  The 11.18% turnout decrease in the predominantly African American polling places was 
47.63% less than  the normative state-wide participation decrease. 

 
3rd Measure – Year 2002 percentage deviation from turnout-adjusted, 2000-based Democrat-minus-
Republican margins.  
 In 2000, the Democrat presidential ticket out-polled Bush/Cheney by 4,380 votes in the sample 
polling places. 
 The projected Democrat-minus-Republican margin in the 2002 Senatorial contest, controlling for 
turnout, was 3,445 (0.7865 x 4,380). 
 The actual 2002 Democrat advantage in the sample was 3,861, or 112.08% of the baseline. 

 Bottom Line:  In 2002, the Democratic Party -- as measured by its top-line victory margin in the 
predominantly African American polling places of Richmond County -- outperformed its 2000-based, 
turnout-adjusted projections by 12.08%. 

 
Comments: We assume in the bulk of this paper that the Democrats’ performance baseline in minority 
communities is based on their 2000 top-line performance, adjusted for aggregate turnout effects.  But 
Democrat consultants assume no such thing.  In close contests they attempt to improve on that 
performance, and frequently, they do.  In Georgia, with a governorship, a Senate seat, and three 
Congressional districts in play, Democrat candidates improved on their baseline in Augusta and Savannah, 
where ACG clients were inactive.  In Augusta and Savannah, Black turnout declined less than the state-
wide average.  A study comparing the Black vote in these cities with demographically similar precincts in 
Columbus and Macon can be found in Part V, example #1.   
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Case II: Augusta, Georgia Polling Places 
2000 Presidential Contest (Bush/Gore) & 2002 Governor’s Contest (Perdue/Barnes) 
 
Description: Returns were analyzed in eight heavily African American polling places in Augusta, Georgia 
(Richmond County).  The sites selected were:  Dyess Park, Eastview Recreation Center, Johnson 
Recreation Center – A, Johnson Recreation Center – B, Mt. Vernon Baptist Church, Second Mount 
Moriah Church, Gracewood Community Center, and the Augusta Deliverance Evangelical Church.  
Results were disaggregated by the three primary criteria discussed above: 

1)   Percentage shifts in top-line GOP vote share, 2000-2002; 
2) Percentage variance in minority voter turnout from normative top-line turnout patterns, 2000-2002; 
3) Percentage variance in Democrats’ 2002 performance from turnout-adjusted, 2000-based 

expectations.  
 
Access Communications Group was not engaged in this market. 
 
1st Measure – Top-line Republican Vote Percentage 
 In these polling places, the 2000 vote-share for the Republican Presidential ticket of George W. 
Bush and Dick Cheney was 5.39% of ballots cast in the Nov. 7th general election.  The 2002 vote share for 
Republican Gubernatorial candidate Sonny Perdue was 5.18% of ballots cast in the Nov. 5th general 
election.  

 Finding:  This represented a differential decrease of 0.21%, and a proportional decrease of 3.90% 
compared to the 2000 Republican top-line share. 

 
2nd Measure – Participation Trends 
 Top-line voter participation, measured by ballots cast, declined state-wide from 2,583,208 in the 
Georgia presidential elector contest of 2000 to 2,027,524 for governor, 2002 – a decrease of 21.51%.  
(This can be expressed as a Georgia 2002 turnout co-efficient of  0.7849). 
 Top-line ballots cast in the Augusta African American sample polling places declined from 4,936 
in 2000 to 4,403 in 2002 – a 10.80% decrease. 

 Finding:  The 10.80% turnout decrease in the predominantly African American polling places was 
49.79% less than the normative state-wide participation decrease. 

 
3rd Measure – Year 2002 percentage deviation from turnout-adjusted, 2000-based Democrat-minus-
Republican margins.  
 In 2000, the Democrat presidential ticket out-polled Bush/Cheney by 4,380 votes in the sample 
polling places. 
 The projected Democrat-minus-Republican margin in the 2002 gubernatorial contest, controlling 
for turnout, was 3,438 (0.7849 x 4,380). 
 The actual 2002 Democrat advantage in the sample was 3,884, or 112.97% of the baseline. 

 Bottom Line:  In 2002, the Democratic Party -- as measured by its top-line victory margin in the 
predominantly African American polling places of Richmond County -- underperformed its 2000-
based, turnout-adjusted projections by 12.97%. 

 
Comments:  See Case I above. 
 
Case III:  Miami, Florida Sample Precincts 
2000 Presidential Contest (Bush/Gore) & 2002 Governor’s Contest (Bush/McBride) 
 
Description: Returns were analyzed in 20 heavily Hispanic precincts in Miami, Florida (Miami-Dade 
County).  The voter blocks selected were precincts 509, 510, 526, 527, 543, 545, 547, 548, 549, 550, 551, 
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552, 553, 554, 555, 556, 557, 558, 559, and 560.  Results were disaggregated by the three primary criteria 
discussed above:  

1)   Percentage shifts in top-line GOP vote share, 2000-2002; 
2)   Percentage variance in minority voter turnout from normative top-line turnout patterns, 2000-2002; 
3) Percentage variance in Democrats’ 2002 performance from turnout-adjusted, 2000-based 

expectations.  
 
Access Communications Group was not engaged in this market. 
 
1st Measure – Top-line Republican Vote Percentage 
 In these precincts, the 2000 vote-share for the Republican Presidential ticket of George W. Bush 
and Dick Cheney was 75.31% of ballots cast in the Nov. 7th general election.   The 2002 vote share for 
Republican gubernatorial candidate Jeb Bush was 82.59% of ballots cast in the Nov. 5th general election.  

 Finding:  This represented a differential increase of 7.28%, and a proportional increment of 9.67% 
compared to the 2000 Republican top-line share. 

 
2nd Measure – Participation Trends 
 Top-line voter participation, measured by ballots cast, declined state-wide from 5,959,895 in the 
2000 Florida presidential elector contest of 2000 to 5,104,004 for governor, 2002 – a decrease of 14.36%.  
(This can be expressed as a Florida 2002 turnout co-efficient of  0.8564). 
 Top-line ballots cast in the Miami, Florida Hispanic sample precincts declined from 23,468 in 2000 
to 13,277 in 2002 – a 43.43% decrease. 

 Finding:  The 43.43% turnout decrease in the predominantly Hispanic precincts was 202.44% greater 
than the normative state-wide participation decrease. 

 
3rd Measure – Year 2002 percentage deviation from turnout-adjusted, 2000-based Democrat-minus-
Republican margins.  
 In 2000, the Democrat presidential ticket lost to Bush/Cheney by 11,880 votes in the sample 
precincts. 
 The projected Democrat-minus-Republican margin in the 2002 gubernatorial contest, controlling 
for turnout, was again negative:  (-) 10,174 [i.e., 0.8564 x (-) 11,880]. 
 But in 2002 Republicans won these precincts by 8653 votes; i.e., the actual 2002 Democrat 
performance was 114.95% of the baseline. 

 Bottom Line:  In 2002, the Democratic Party -- as measured by its top-line margin of defeat in the 
predominantly Hispanic precincts of Miami, Florida -- outperformed its 2000-based, turnout-adjusted 
projections by 14.95%. 

 
Comments: This was a G.O.P. defeat masked as victory. In the New Mexico governor’s race and the 
Columbus Senate contest, we reviewed studies where a slight loss in Republican minority top-line vote 
share, 2000-to-2002, masked a Republican success.  In those two cases, when turnout effects were 
captured in the bottom line, Democrats underperformed relative to their 2000-based, turnout-adjusted 
benchmarks.  Here the situation is reversed:  A seemingly strong Republican percentage pickup among the 
predominantly Cuban, heavily Hispanic precincts of Miami disguises an overall G.O.P. failure.  In 2002, 
Jeb Bush outperformed his brother, the President, with 82.59% of the vote, compared to George W.’s 
75.31% share in 2000.  But turnout in these wards decreased 43.43%, compared to a statewide turnout 
decline of 14.36%.  This wiped out the top-line vote share gains.  Beneath the lines of this apparent 
Republican triumph, Democrats out-performed their 2000-based, turnout-adjusted benchmark by 14.95%.  
Indeed, this study looks like an ACG issue campaign in reverse.  Here it was the Democrats who were able 
to drive up G.O.P. negatives while ameliorating fears associated with their party name among this heavily 
Republican group. 
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Case IV:  Pitt County and Lenoir County, North Carolina Sample Precincts  
2000 Presidential Contest (Bush/Gore) & 2002 Senate Contest (Dole/Bowles) 
 
Description: Returns were analyzed in six heavily African American precincts in Pitt County and Lenoir 
County, North Carolina.  All are in the Greenville/New Bern/Jacksonville media area.  The Pitt voter 
samples were precincts number 1501, 1503, and 1505-B.  The Lenoir voter samples were precincts number 
Kinston-2, Kinston-6, and Kinston-8. 
 
Results were disaggregated by the three primary criteria discussed above: 

1)   Percentage shifts in top-line GOP vote share, 2000-2002; 
2) Percentage variance in minority voter turnout from normative top-line turnout patterns, 2000-2002; 
3) Percentage variance in Democrats’ 2002 performance from turnout-adjusted, 2000-based 

expectations.  
 
Access Communications Group was not engaged in this market. 
 
1st Measure – Top-line Republican Vote Percentage 
 In these precincts, the 2000 vote-share for the Republican Presidential ticket of George W. Bush 
and Dick Cheney was 10.76% of ballots cast in the Nov. 7th general election.  The 2002 vote share for 
Republican Senate candidate Elizabeth Dole was 9.23% of ballots cast in the Nov. 5th general election.  

 Finding:  This represented a differential decrease of 1.53%, and a proportional decrease of 14.22% 
compared to the 2000 Republican top-line share. 

 
2nd Measure – Participation Trends 
 Top-line voter participation, measured by ballots cast, declined state-wide from 2,914,990 in the  
presidential elector contest of 2000 to 2,331,181 for Senate, 2002 – a decrease of 20.03%.  (This can be 
expressed as a North Carolina 2002 turnout co-efficient of  0.7997). 
 Top-line ballots cast in the Pitt and Lenoir African American sample precincts declined from 4,481 
in 2000 to 3,552 in 2002 – a 20.73% decrease. 

 Finding:  The 20.73% turnout decrease in the predominantly African American precincts was 3.49% 
greater than the normative state-wide participation decrease. 

 
3rd Measure – Year 2002 percentage deviation from turnout-adjusted, 2000-based Democrat-minus-
Republican margins.  
 In 2000, the Democrat presidential ticket out-polled Bush/Cheney by 3,505 votes in the sample 
precincts. 
 The projected Democrat-minus-Republican margin in the 2002 Senatorial contest, controlling for 
turnout, was 2,803 (0.7997 x 3,505). 
 The actual 2002 Democrat advantage in the sample was 2,890, or 103.10% of the baseline. 

 Bottom Line:  In 2002, the Democratic Party -- as measured by its top-line victory margin in the 
predominantly African American precincts of Pitt and Lenoir counties -- outperformed its 2000-based, 
turnout-adjusted projections by 3.10%. 

 
Comments:  In the Greenville/New Bern/Jacksonville media area, Elizabeth Dole’s 2002 Black precinct 
vote share was less than George W. Bush’s in 2000, and Democrats outperformed their 2000-based, 
turnout-adjusted benchmarks.  Again, Democrats turned in a solid performance in the absence of 
countermeasures. 
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Case V:  Sante Fe, New Mexico, Sample Precincts  
2000 Presidential Contest (Bush/Gore) & 2002 Governor’s Contest (Sanchez/Richardson) 
 
Description: Returns were analyzed in heavily Hispanic precincts of Sante Fe.  The vote samples were 
precincts 31, 41, 62, 66 and 67.  Results were disaggregated by the three primary criteria discussed above: 

1)   Percentage shifts in top-line GOP vote share, 2000-2002; 
2) Percentage variance in minority voter turnout from normative top-line turnout patterns, 2000-2002; 
3) Percentage variance in Democrats’ 2002 performance from turnout-adjusted, 2000-based 

expectations. 
 
Access Communications Group was not engaged in this market. 
 
1st Measure – Top-line Republican Vote Percentage 
 In these precincts, the 2000 vote-share for the Republican Presidential ticket of George W. Bush 
and Dick Cheney was 23.71% of ballots cast in the Nov. 7th general election.  The 2002 vote share for 
Republican gubernatorial candidate John Sanchez was 17.63% of ballots cast in the Nov. 5th general 
election.  

 Finding:  This represented a differential decrease of 6.08%, and a proportional reduction of 25.64% 
compared to the 2000 Republican top-line share. 

 
2nd Measure – Participation Trends 
 Top-line voter participation, measured by ballots cast, declined state-wide from 598,605 in the  
presidential elector contest of 2000 to 484,229 for governor, 2002 – a decrease of 19.11%.  (This can be 
expressed as a New Mexico 2002 turnout co-efficient of  0.8089). 
 Top-line ballots cast in the Santa Fe Hispanic sample precincts declined from 1,632 in 2000 to 
1,197 in 2002 – a 26.65% decrease. 

 Finding:  The 26.65% turnout decrease in the predominantly Hispanic precincts was 39.46% greater 
than the normative state-wide participation decrease. 

 
3rd Measure – Year 2002 percentage deviation from turnout-adjusted, 2000-based Democrat-minus-
Republican margins.  
 In 2000, the Democrat presidential ticket out-polled Bush/Cheney by 763 votes in the sample 
precincts. 
 The projected Democrat-minus-Republican margin in the 2002 Senatorial contest, controlling for 
turnout, was 617 (0.8089 x 763). 
 The actual 2002 Democrat advantage in the sample was 680, or 110.21% of the baseline. 

 Bottom Line:  In 2002, the Democratic Party -- as measured by its top-line victory margin in the 
predominantly Hispanic precincts of Santa Fe – outperformed its 2000-based, turnout-adjusted 
projections by 10.21%. 

 
Comments:  Spikes are possible in Hispanic precincts as well. Despite turnout problems, Democrats 
exceeded their benchmark margins handily in Santa Fe, where no countermeasure campaign aired.  For a 
direct comparison of Hispanic voting in the program precincts of Albuquerque and the non-program 
precincts of Santa Fe, see Part V, Example #2.   
 
Case VI: Savannah, Georgia Sample Precincts 
2000 Presidential Contest (Bush/Gore) & 2002 Senate Contest (Chambliss/Cleland) 
 
Description: Returns were analyzed in 15 heavily African American precincts in Savannah, Georgia 
(Chatham County).  The voter samples, by ward and precinct, were: 02-02, 02-03, 02-04, 05-03, 05-04, 
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05-05, 05-09, 08-05, 08-06, 08-07, 08-08, 08-09, 08-10, 08-11, and 08-12.  Results were disaggregated by 
the three primary criteria discussed above: 

1) Percentage shifts in top-line GOP vote share, 2000-2002; 
2) Percentage variance in minority voter turnout from normative top-line turnout patterns, 2000-2002; 
3) Percentage variance in Democrats’ 2002 performance from turnout-adjusted, 2000-based 

expectations.  
 
Access Communications Group was not engaged in this market. 
 
1st Measure – Top-line Republican Vote Percentage 
 In these precincts, the 2000 vote-share for the Republican Presidential ticket of George W. Bush 
and Dick Cheney was 1.87% of ballots cast in the Nov. 7th general election.  The 2002 vote share for 
Republican Senatorial candidate Saxby Chambliss was 2.36% of ballots cast in the Nov. 5th general 
election.  

 Finding:  This represented a differential increase of 0.49%, and a proportional increase of 26.20% 
compared to the 2000 Republican top-line share. 

 
2nd Measure – Participation Trends 
 Top-line voter participation, measured by ballots cast, declined state-wide from 2,583,208 in the 
Georgia presidential elector contest of 2000 to 2,031,604 for Senate, 2002 – a decrease of 21.35%.  (This 
can be expressed as a Georgia 2002 turnout co-efficient of  0.7865). 
 Top-line ballots cast in the Savannah African American sample precincts declined from 7,286 in 
2000 to 5,772 in 2002 – a 20.78% decrease. 

 Finding:  The 20.78% turnout decrease in the predominantly African American precincts was 2.67% 
less than  the normative state-wide participation decrease. 

 
3rd Measure – Year 2002 percentage deviation from turnout-adjusted, 2000-based Democrat-minus-
Republican margins.  
 In 2000, the Democrat presidential ticket out-polled Bush/Cheney by 6,992 votes in the sample 
precincts. 
 The projected Democrat-minus-Republican margin in the 2002 Senatorial contest, controlling for 
turnout, was 5,499 (0.7865 x 6,992). 
 The actual 2002 Democrat advantage in the sample was 5,418, or 98.53% of the baseline. 

 Bottom Line:  In 2002, the Democratic Party -- as measured by its top-line victory margin in the 
predominantly African American polling places of Chatham County -- underperformed its 2000-based, 
turnout-adjusted projections by 1.47%. 

 
Comments:  This was the only one of four Georgia “control” studies in which Democrats underperformed 
(albeit slightly) their 2000-based, turnout-adjusted benchmark. 
 
Case VII: Savannah, Georgia Sample Precincts  
2000 Presidential Contest (Bush/Gore) & 2002 Governor’s Contest (Perdue/Barnes) 
 
Description: Returns were analyzed in 15 heavily African American precincts in Savannah, Georgia 
(Chatham County).  The voter samples, by ward and precinct, were: 02-02, 02-03, 02-04, 05-03, 05-04, 
05-05, 05-09, 08-05, 08-06, 08-07, 08-08, 08-09, 08-10, 08-11, and 08-12.  Results were disaggregated by 
the three primary criteria discussed above: 

1)   Percentage shifts in top-line GOP vote share, 2000-2002; 
2) Percentage variance in minority voter turnout from normative top-line turnout patterns, 2000-2002; 
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3) Percentage variance in Democrats’ 2002 performance from turnout-adjusted, 2000-based 
expectations.  

 
Access Communications Group was not engaged in this market. 
 
1st Measure – Top-line Republican Vote Percentage 
 In these polling places, the 2000 vote-share for the Republican Presidential ticket of George W. 
Bush and Dick Cheney was 1.87% of ballots cast in the Nov. 7th general election.  The 2002 vote share for 
Republican Gubernatorial candidate Sonny Perdue was 1.80% of ballots cast in the Nov. 5th general 
election.  

 Finding:  This represented a differential decrease of 0.07%, and a proportional decrease of 3.74% 
compared to the 2000 Republican top-line share. 

 
2nd Measure – Participation Trends 
 Top-line voter participation, measured by ballots cast, declined state-wide from 2,583,208 in the 
Georgia presidential elector contest of 2000 to 2,027,524 for governor, 2002 – a decrease of 21.51%.  
(This can be expressed as a Georgia 2002 turnout co-efficient of  0.7849). 
 Top-line ballots cast in the Savannah African American sample precincts declined from 7,286 in 
2000 to 5,772 in 2002 – a 20.75% decrease. 

 Finding:  The 20.75% turnout decrease in the predominantly African American precincts was 3.53% 
less than the normative state-wide participation decrease. 

 
3rd Measure – Year 2002 percentage deviation from turnout-adjusted, 2000-based Democrat-minus-
Republican margins.  
 In 2000, the Democrat presidential ticket out-polled Bush/Cheney by 6,992 votes in the sample 
precincts. 
 The projected Democrat-minus-Republican margin in the 2002 gubernatorial contest, controlling 
for turnout, was 5,488 (0.7849 x 6,992). 
 The actual 2002 Democrat advantage in the sample was 5,514, or 100.47% of the baseline. 

 Bottom Line:  In 2002, the Democratic Party -- as measured by its top-line victory margin in the 
predominantly African American precincts of Chatham County -- outperformed its 2000-based, 
turnout-adjusted projections by 0.47%. 

 
Comments:  See comments, Case I above, pg. 67. 
 
Case VIII:  Tampa, Florida Sample Precincts 
2000 Presidential Contest (Bush/Gore) & 2002 Governor’s Contest (Bush/McBride) 
 
Description: Returns were analyzed in eleven heavily African American precincts in Tampa, Florida 
(Pinellas County).  The sample precincts are numbers 113, 114, 115, 127, 128, 129, 130, 204, 205, 225, 
and 226.  Results were disaggregated by the three primary criteria discussed above:  

1)   Percentage shifts in top-line GOP vote share, 2000-2002; 
2) Percentage variance in minority voter turnout from normative top-line turnout patterns, 2000-2002; 
3) Percentage variance in Democrats’ 2002 performance from turnout-adjusted, 2000-based 

expectations.  
 
Access Communications Group was not engaged in this market. 
 
1st Measure – Top-line Republican Vote Percentage 
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 In these precincts, the 2000 vote-share for the Republican Presidential ticket of George W. Bush 
and Dick Cheney was 3.28% of ballots cast in the Nov. 7th general election.   The 2002 vote share for 
Republican gubernatorial candidate Jeb Bush was 5.24% of ballots cast in the Nov. 5th general election.  

 Finding:  This represented a differential increase of 1.96%, and a proportional increment of 59.76% 
compared to the 2000 Republican top-line share. 

 
2nd Measure – Participation Trends 
 Top-line voter participation, measured by ballots cast, declined state-wide from 5,959,895 in the 
2000 Florida presidential elector contest of 2000 to 5,104,004 for governor, 2002 – a decrease of 14.36%.  
(This can be expressed as a Florida 2002 turnout co-efficient of  0.8564). 
 Top-line ballots cast in the Tampa, Florida African American sample precincts declined from 6,807 
in 2000 to 5,475 in 2002 – a 19.57% decrease. 

 Finding:  The 19.57% turnout decrease in the predominantly African American precincts was 36.28% 
greater than the normative state-wide participation decrease. 

 
3rd Measure – Year 2002 percentage deviation from turnout-adjusted, 2000-based Democrat-minus-
Republican margins.  
 In 2000, the Democrat presidential ticket out-polled Bush/Cheney by 6,293 votes in the sample 
precincts. 
 The projected Democrat-minus-Republican margin in the 2002 gubernatorial contest, controlling 
for turnout, was 5,389 (0.8564 x 6,293). 
 The actual 2002 Democrat advantage in the sample was 4,852, or 90.04% of the baseline. 

 Bottom Line:  In 2002, the Democratic Party -- as measured by its top-line victory margin in the 
predominantly African American precincts of Tampa, Florida -- underperformed its 2000-based, 
turnout-adjusted projections by 9.96%. 

 
Comments: Where Black and non-Black factions of the Democratic Party are disunited, a “spike” may fail 
to materialize – even in a contested race, and even in the absence of countermeasures.  But Republicans 
can still do better. In Part V, Example #4 we examine the partisan differences between Black voting 
patterns in the non-program city of Tampa, FL and the program city of Orlando, FL. 
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Part V:  Paired Studies 
 
 ACG-designed programs succeeded everywhere they aired.  But the degree of that success varied 
considerably.  Below, we assess some of the incidental factors that increased volatility within the 
observable trends.   
 
#1: Disappointment in Dixie? 
 This first paired study analyzes four Georgia cities.  In Columbus and Macon, Access 
Communications Group ran extensive G.O.P. issue campaigns on behalf of its client Council for Better 
Government.  In Augusta and Savannah, no such campaigns aired.   
 
 The program city results were positive for Republicans, but meager (see Table II).  In Columbus, 
Democrats underperformed their 2000-based, turnout-adjusted projections by 3.56% in the Senatorial 
contest, and by 4.56% in the gubernatorial race.  In Macon, the deficits were somewhat greater: 6.31% 
(Senate) and 7.08% (Governor). 
 
 But Democrats are not necessarily satisfied with “2000-based, turnout-adjusted” performance in 
close races.    Like Republicans, they plan to win.  In New Orleans, Democrat advantage among Blacks 
“spiked” 23 percent in a single month (see Table I).  Similarly, in the Savannah and Augusta midterms, 
Democrats outperformed their 2000-based, turnout-adjusted benchmarks by an average 5.31% in the 
Senate race, and 6.72% in the gubernatorial race. 
 
 Table V, line #1, averages key performance indices for the two program cities (Columbus and 
Macon) and compares them against comparable averages for the control cities (Augusta and Savannah).   
 
 The average Republican vote share was greater in the program cities than in the controls, but not by 
much:  a 0.94% advantage in the Senate race, and a 0.93% advantage in the gubernatorial contest. 
 
 But turnout varied substantially between the program and non-program cities.  In the Senate race, 
turnout declined 23.49% from 2000 top-line levels in Macon and Columbus, compared to a 15.98% 
decline in the non-program cities of Augusta and Savannah.  In the gubernatorial contest, turnout declined 
an average 23.91% in the program cities, 15.78% in the control cities.   
 
 The bottom line:  In the program cities, Democrats underperformed their 2000-based, turnout-
adjusted projections; in the control cities, absent Republican countermeasures, the Democrats 
outperformed these same benchmarks.  The G.O.P. advantage in the program cities, compared to the 
control cities, was 10.24 points in the Senate race, 12.54 points in the gubernatorial contest (Table V, 
Example #1, Measures 5). 
 
 So the “meager” results of the Columbus and Macon programs mask a larger G.O.P. advantage that 
surfaces when actual Democrat effort replaces “2000-based, turnout-adjusted” projections.  In Georgia, as 
elsewhere, Republican issue advertising correlated with higher Republican vote share, lower minority 
turnout, and substantial Democrat underperformance. 
 
#2: Candidates Popular & Unpopular 
 “Top-line” vote tallies were preferred in this study because the tactics under review were national 
in scope – both the Democrat “spikes” and the Republican “countermeasures.”  In such a program, results 
fluctuate considerably with the popularity or unpopularity of particular candidates.  Indeed, given the 
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range of candidacies reviewed in this meta-study, its authors were astonished at the consistency of the 
results.   
 
 Obviously, some 2002 candidates proved more attractive to Black and Hispanic voters, and some 
less.  This study pairs two same-state candidates – one comparatively popular, one not – and two sets of 
heavily Hispanic precincts, one in a program media area, one in a “control.”  The object is to determine 
whether both popular and unpopular G.O.P. candidates benefit from a program of aggressive G.O.P. issue 
advertising.  Implicitly, the question is whether G.O.P.-favorable trends associated with issue advertising 
mask trends more accurately associated with the prior popularity of candidates. 
 
 In 2002, Democrat Bill Richardson defeated Republican John Sanchez for New Mexico Governor, 
55% to 39%.  Richardson, arguably the most popular Hispanic politician in the nation, won the Latino vote 
decisively in both the program precincts of Albuquerque, and in the non-program precincts of Santa Fe.  
But in Albuquerque, the popular Democrat underperformed his 2000-based, turnout-adjusted projection, 
while in Santa Fe, unopposed by aggressive Republican advertising, he did unexpectedly well. 
 
 Taking that contest measure by measure:  Compared to George W. Bush, Republican John Sanchez 
lost vote share in both cities, but by different amounts.  In the non-program Hispanic precincts of Santa Fe, 
Sanchez won 17.63% of the vote - 6.08% less than George Bush’s 23.71% vote share.  In Albuquerque, a 
program city, the decline was only 2.73% - from 30.56% for Bush (2000) to 27.83% for Sanchez (2002). 
 
 In the non-program Hispanic precincts of Santa Fe, turnout declined 26.65%.  But in Albuquerque, 
the Latino vote decline was greater: 33.23%. 
 
 The bottom line:  In the program city of Albuquerque, Democrat Bill Richardson underperformed 
his 2000-based, turnout-adjusted projection by 5.73%, despite his personal popularity.  But in Santa Fe, 
absent Republican issue ads on Hispanic TV and radio, Richardson outperformed his 2000-based, turnout-
adjusted projection by 10.21%.  The G.O.P advantage in Albuquerque, vis-à-vis Santa Fe, was 15.94 
points. 
 
 Clearly, the overmatched Sanchez benefited from a pro-G.O.P. media presence. 
 
 Reversing the situation:  what if the Republicans run a candidate far more popular than George 
Bush?  How does that affect the performance spread of both parties in program and non-program media 
areas? 
 
 In 2002, Republican Pete Domenici defeated Democrat Gloria Tristani for U.S. Senate, 65%-to- 
35%.  Domenici, arguably New Mexico’s most popular politician, outperformed Bush’s 2000 Hispanic 
vote share handily in both the program city of Albuquerque, and in the non-program city of Santa Fe.   
And in fact, Tristani, the top-line Democrat, underperformed 2000-based, turnout-adjusted Democrat 
projections by huge amounts.   
 

But those amounts differed considerably in program and non-program areas. 
 
 Taking the New Mexico U.S. Senate contest measure by measure:  In the non-program Hispanic 
precincts of Santa Fe, Domenici won 46.69% of the vote – 22.98% more than George Bush’s 23.71% vote 
share.  In Albuquerque, the gain was 24.37% - from 30.56% for George Bush in 2000 to 54.93% for 
Domenici in 2002.  The G.O.P. percentage increase was modestly better in the program city. 
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 In the “control” Hispanic precincts of Santa Fe, turnout declined 26.78%.  But in Albuquerque, the 
Latino vote decline was greater: 32.71% 
 
 The bottom line:  In the non-program city of Santa Fe, Democrat Gloria Tristani underperformed 
her 2000-based, turnout-adjusted projection by 87.18%.  But in Albuquerque, where Republican issue ads 
aired abundantly on Hispanic TV and radio, Tristani underperformed her 2000-based, turnout-adjusted 
projection by 122.79%.  The G.O.P advantage in Albuquerque, vis-à-vis Santa Fe, was 35.61 points. 
 
#3: Half Programs, Half Results 
 How greatly do results vary in relation to the volume of spots aired in a Republican 
countermeasure campaign? 
 
 The volume of advertisement is one variable in a hierarchy of factors that affect results.  These 
include the prior popularity of various candidates, the availability of appropriate media venues, and the 
effort of the opposition.  But in two states in 2002, we were able to compare and contrast a “whole” 
program with a “half” program among demographically similar voters. 
 
 ACG clients ran issue advertising programs on Black media in both Kansas City and St. Louis.   In 
Kansas City, we placed 1,869 minutes of advertising on major urban contemporary and Black gospel 
stations over eight weeks. In St. Louis, we placed 686 minutes over six weeks.  (Independently, other pro-
G.O.P. groups placed roughly 200 additional minutes on St. Louis stations.) 
 
 In Denver, our Spanish-language program included 420 minutes on popular Univision and 
Telefutura TV outlets, plus 712 minutes on powerful-signal Hispanic radio stations.  The program lasted 
seven weeks. In Pueblo, our program consisted of a six-week, 720 minutes on a single radio station – the 
only Spanish-language outlet available. 
 
 The half-programs yielded half results.  Comparing the 2002 Senate campaigns against the 2000 
Presidential campaigns, Republicans experienced minor share increases in all four cities, varying from (+) 
0.47% in Pueblo to (+) 1.71% in Denver.  But minority turnout varied considerably between the full- and 
half-programs.  In Denver, the Latino top-line turnout decline was 35.50%, compared to 16.18% in the 
“half-program” of Pueblo.  In Kansas City, Black top-line turnout decline was 31.42%, compared to 
23.34% in the “half-program” of St. Louis. 
 
 Bottom Line, Missouri:  In 2002, Democrats underperformed their turnout-adjusted baseline by 
13.68% in the Black precincts of Kansas City, but by only 6.99% in the demographically similar precincts 
of St. Louis – a 6.69-point differential.   
 

Bottom line, Colorado: In 2002, Democrats underperformed their turnout-adjusted baseline by 
22.21% in the Hispanic precincts of Denver, but by only 3.09% in the demographically similar precincts of 
Pueblo – a 19.12 point differential. 
 
 In all four cities a program of aggressive Republican issue advertising was associated with 
increased Republican vote-share and reduced Democrat performance.  But the full programs were more 
potent. 
 
#4: Democrat Underperformance 
 Results in the African American precincts of New Orleans highlight what happens in media areas 
where Democrats utilize “spike” techniques unopposed by Republican countermeasures.  Here we will 
consider the opposite: Democrat laxity.  Program cities in this study were chosen with the preconditions of 
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a Democrat “spike” in mind – close elections, a discrete population served by unique media, and a unified 
Democratic Party.  But none of these preconditions are precise.  In some instances, ACG programs ran in 
media markets where anticipated “spikes” never fully materialized. 
 
 What happened where Republicans advertised aggressively, and Democrats did not? 
 
 This question is not merely academic.  Many Republican consultants hold that aggressive 
advertising in minority venues will drive up turnout, thereby counteracting whatever advantage the G.O.P. 
might derive from improved vote share.  Thus far, we have seen that in competitive races, this is palpably 
untrue. 
 

But what about “countermeasures” as a stand-alone tactic?  How does a campaign fare that 
unilaterally promotes the G.O.P. while actively attacking Democrat policy and leadership?  Does such a 
campaign drive up minority turnout? 
 
 In Florida, Democrats had every reason to replicate the “spike” that nearly handed the presidency 
to Al Gore.  But in a bitterly contested gubernatorial primary, Janet Reno, the favorite of most African 
American Floridians, lost to Bill McBride.  The Democratic Party entered the mid-term fray lacking unity. 
 
 In New Jersey, the ethical questions surrounding Democratic incumbent Sen. Robert Torricelli 
placed a “safe” Democrat seat at risk.  Both parties prepared for a close contest.  But Torricelli withdrew in 
favor of former Senator Frank Lautenberg, and the state electorate’s Democrat tilt rapidly re-emerged.  By 
Election Day, New Jersey’s open Senate seat was no longer contested. 
 
 In Orlando, Florida and Atlantic County, New Jersey ACG produced and placed Republican issue 
radio ads campaigns for clients.  Our post-election studies included precincts in same-state control areas 
with comparable demographics:  Tampa in Florida, and Trenton (Mercer County) in New Jersey. 
 
 Absent a substantial Democrat effort in the Black community, Republicans fared better in the 
African American wards of West Trenton than they had in 2000.  The Republican top-line vote rose from 
8.23% for George Bush to 12.80% for Douglas Forrester, the Republican Senatorial candidate.  Indeed, the 
G.O.P. share increase was greater in West Trenton than in the program precincts of Atlantic County, where 
the Republican top-line increased from 8.67% (Bush 2000) to 12.22% (Forrester 2002). 
 
 Sharp turnout declines are common in New Jersey mid-terms, due to the costliness of that state’s 
media markets.  But the African American turnout decline in the sample precincts was far greater in the 
program area (Atlantic County), where our clients advertised aggressively, than in the control (Mercer 
County), where they did not.  The normative state turnout decline in 2002 was 33.72%.  The turnout 
decline in the Black wards of West Trenton tracked that closely – 34.88%.  But turnout in the African 
American wards of Atlantic County dropped an incredible 46.17%; i.e., 36.92% greater than the normative 
decline. 
 
 The bottom line: Lautenberg underperformed his party’s 2000-based, turnout adjusted projection by 
12.93% in West Trenton; but by 25.04% in the African American wards of Atlantic City and Pleasantville. 
 
 In the African American wards of Tampa, Florida, Republicans fared better than they had in 2000,  
given the dissension in the Democratic ranks.  The Republican top-line vote rose 1.96%, from 3.28% for 
George Bush to 5.24% for his brother Jeb.  In the program city of Orlando, the G.O.P. fared even better.  
Jeb Bush increased his brother’s 5.83% Black vote share to 9.97% - a 4.14% increment. 
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 The African American turnout decline was far greater in Orlando, where our client advertised 
aggressively, than in Tampa, where it did not.   The normative Florida turnout decline, 2000-2002, was 
14.36% - meager for a mid-term.  In the Black wards of Tampa, turnout decline was greater:  19.57%.  
And in the program city of Orlando, the decline was greater still:  20.06%.   
 
 Bottom line: Democratic gubernatorial candidate Bill McBride underperformed his party’s 2000-
based, turnout adjusted projection by 9.96% in the control precincts of Tampa; but by 15.69% in the 
African American wards of Orlando. 
 
 This paired study covers two situations where a substantial Democrat minority effort appeared 
likely, but failed to materialize: an unexpectedly easy election in New Jersey, and a lack of party unity in 
Florida.  In each case, the presence of vigorous Republican issue advertising intensified both turnout 
decline and Democrat underperformance among African American voters. 
 
#5:  Reverse Psychology 
 What happens where a program of aggressive Republican issue advertising is run in a minority 
community where the G.O.P. commands a majority?   
 
 Among some Hispanics, Democrats are the “minority.”  In 2000, Cuban Floridians gave George 
W. Bush his margin of victory.  Two years later, they supported Jeb Bush’s bid for re-election as governor. 
In such instances, does an aggressive Republican issue campaign gain or sacrifice votes on net? 
 
 In Orlando, where ACG ran an aggressive issue campaign on two Spanish language radio stations, 
Jeb Bush improved on his brother’s vote share by a hefty 16.68% -- from 40.09% for George W. in 2000 
to 56.77% for Jeb in 2002.  In the paired city, Miami, no such campaign aired.  Here too Jeb Bush 
outperformed his brothers’ 2000 performance – but by not as much.  In Miami, the Republican share 
increase in the heavily Hispanic precincts was 7.28% - less than half the top-line 16.68% increase in the 
program-city. 
  

Turnout trends differentiating program and control areas were inverted among Cubans - but the 
outcome still favored the program city.  In Orlando, votes cast in the Hispanic precincts fell 29.01% - more 
than twice the average 14.36% statewide decline.  But in the heavily Hispanic “control” wards of Miami, 
where ACG was inactive, the turnout decline was far steeper:  (-) 43.43% in Miami versus (-) 29.01% in 
Orlando. 
 
 Bottom line:  In Miami, where no ACG client was active, Democrats outperformed their 2000-
based, turnout-adjusted targets by 14.95%.  In Orlando, where an aggressive Republican issue campaign 
aired, Democrats under-performed their 2000-based, turnout-adjusted targets by 166.67% - a hefty 
performance spread of 181.62% favoring the G.O.P. in the program city.  (For reasons discussed in Part 
VII, we generally exclude these unusual Cuban-Hispanic percentage shifts when calculating “average” 
effects.) 
 
 So where the G.O.P. commands the allegiance of the majority of a minority, an aggressive 
Republican issue campaign is associated with higher vote-share growth, higher turnout, and higher bottom 
line performance than in demographically similar places where such a campaign is not waged.    
 
 Breaking down the isolation that a cultural tradition has engendered works well for the excluded 
party, whether Republican or Democrat.  In such a situation, the tactical positions of the two parties are 
reversed:  It is the Democrats who seek to drive down minority turnout, and allay the fears that their own 
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party inspires.  But even here, an aggressive pro-G.O.P. issue campaign improved the party’s tactical 
position. 
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Part VI: Cost per Vote 
 
 The number, size, and geographical variety of the media markets involved in this meta-study make 
it possible to estimate the amount a typical client might spend per-vote in a program that approximates its 
scope. 
 
 Here, we define a “vote” as an ordinal shift of one in the Democrat-minus-Republican margin 
among a targeted minority group within a given media area. 
 
 The following chart illustrates the rough cost of such a program: 
 
 
 
  Category  Totals   
  18,000 ad spots  $                           680,000.00    
  Ad production  $                           125,000.00    
  Salaries  $                             53,800.00    
  Contract services  $                             15,000.00    
  Office & Travel  $                             13,700.00    
  Legal & Accounting  $                               5,000.00    
  Profit @ 15%  $                           157,500.00   
  Budget Totals  $                         1,050,000.00    
 
 
 

Obviously, costs can vary.  The above paradigm does not present the particulars of any one 
consultant’s experience; but it is consistent with what we believe to be practical, based on our own 
experience. We leave it to our fellow professionals to adjust these categories to reflect their priorities and 
practices. 
 

We have lined “profit” as a separate budget item, although a consultant would ordinarily allocate it 
among the services billed.  The final calculation of cost-per-vote will vary as the consultancy expands or 
restricts the value it places on its own services. 
 
 For the precise number of ads we ran for clients in each market, we refer the reader back to Part IV 
of this report.  In this summary we duplicate the rough spot numbers, as allocated between African 
American and Hispanic markets.  We also separate the two programs’ relative ad-placement expenditures 
in rough proportion to our experience. 
 

We have allocated the non-placement costs two ways.  In the first paradigm, they are spread 
equally between the two programs.  Our clients took both Hispanic and Black outreach seriously, and 
spent roughly equal sums in their preparation.  However, we have provided a supplementary paradigm that 
allocates all expenses between the programs in the same ratio as the cost directly attributable to placing the 
ad spots ($475,000-to-$205,000, or 95-to-41).  
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 BUDGET PARADIGM I    
   Black program   Hispanic Program   Totals   
 10,000 ad spots  $                           475,000.00    $                           475,000.00   
 8,000 ad spots   $                           205,000.00   $                           205,000.00   
 Ad production  $                             62,500.00   $                             62,500.00   $                           125,000.00   
 Salaries  $                             26,900.00   $                             26,900.00   $                             53,800.00   
 Contract services  $                               7,500.00   $                               7,500.00   $                             15,000.00   
 Office & Travel  $                               6,850.00   $                               6,850.00   $                             13,700.00   
 Legal & Accounting  $                               2,500.00   $                               2,500.00   $                               5,000.00   
 Profit @ 15%  $                             78,750.00  $                             78,750.00  $                           157,500.00  
 Budget totals:  $                           660,000.00   $                           390,000.00   $                         1,050,000.00   
 
 
 BUDGET PARADIGM II    
   Black program   Hispanic Program   Totals   
 10,000 ad spots  $                           475,000.00    $                           475,000.00   
 8,000 ad spots   $                           205,000.00   $                           205,000.00   
 Ad production  $                             87,316.25   $                             37,683.75   $                           125,000.00   
 Salaries  $                             37,580.91   $                             16,219.09   $                             53,800.00   
 Contract services  $                             10,477.95   $                               4,522.05   $                             15,000.00   
 Office & Travel  $                               9,569.86   $                               4,130.14   $                             13,700.00   
 Legal & Accounting  $                               3,492.65   $                               1,507.35   $                               5,000.00   
 Profit @ 15%  $                           110,018.48  $                             47,481.53  $                           157,500.00  
 Budget totals:  $                           733,456.10   $                           316,543.90   $                         1,050,000.00   

 
 
 Methodologically, the following estimates make two major assumptions.   
 

First, we believe that our bottom-line, yellow-line computations – the Democrats’ 2002 percentage 
deviation from 2000-based, turnout-adjusted performance -- apply to Black and Hispanic populations 
throughout a media area in which we ran a program, and not merely to the high-density minority polling 
places we measured.  Republican voting is commoner among African Americans and Hispanics living in 
suburbs than among those living in highly segregated enclaves.  We assume – though we have not proven 
– that a campaign of vigorous G.O.P. advertising will have pro-Republican effects at least as great on 
subgroups more favorably disposed to Republicans initially.  The sole instance in this meta-study where 
this thesis can be tested supports it.  Cubans, heavily represented in the Orlando study, are more disposed 
than other Hispanic groups to vote Republican, due to the G.O.P.’s long-time anti-Communist stance.  In 
the target precincts of Orlando, the Table III measurements favored the G.O.P. top-line candidate, Jeb 
Bush, by margins far wider than the averages recorded for Hispanic populations in general. 

 
Second, we believe that the Black and Hispanic media areas included in this meta-study are 

electorally representative of these groups in the nation as a whole.  Included are African Americans from 
the Northeast (Atlantic City, Hartford), South (Macon, Columbus, Orlando, Little Rock, Fayetteville), 
Midwest (St. Louis, Kansas City, Minneapolis), and Mountain (Denver).  Hispanics include Mexican 
populations (Denver, Pueblo and Albuquerque), Puerto Ricans (Hartford), Cubans (Orlando), and mixed 
South Americans (Kansas City). 
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 Our cost-per-vote computation will follow these steps: 
 

1) Calculate the total minority vote in our project media areas in 2000. 
2) Calculate the margin by which Democrats won that vote in 2000. 
3) Project a 2000-based, turnout-adjusted Democrat-minus-Republican baseline margin for minority 

populations in these same media areas in 2002. 
4) Project the number of votes by which Democrats underperformed these projections in 2002, based 

on our meta-study averages. 
5) Divide that number of votes by the budget. 

 
We will perform these operations separately for the African American and the Hispanic programs, and 
then will synthesize the two for an average cost-per-vote for the entire program. 
 
Black Cost-per-Vote 

The SDRS media market survey, Vol. 83, ranks both general (all-race) and African American 
media markets by total population twelve years of age and over.  For the African American program, the 
media markets involved were:  Atlantic City, Columbus, Denver, Fayetteville (NC), Kansas City, Little 
Rock, Macon, Minneapolis, Orlando, and St. Louis. 
 

 The sum of all persons 12 years and older in these media areas was 10,470,000.  Adjusting this 
figure to count only those of voting age, 18 and older, the sum is 9,572,072.   

 
 In 2000, the normative national voter turnout was 52.2061% of total population 18 years and older.  

Applying this turnout percentage to the media areas used in the Black studies, turnout (all-voter) in 
those areas was 4,997,205. 

 
 Using Voter News Service estimates as reported in the New York Times (Nov. 12, 2000), African 

Americans constituted 10 percent of the total vote in the 2000 election cycle.  So if racial 
distributions in the project areas were normative, the total African American vote should have been 
10% of 4,997,205, or 499,721. 

 
 But that assumes that the Black population of the project media areas was normative. In 2000, 

African Americans were 12.3% of the U.S. population. We must now calculate and compare the 
percentage of Blacks in the project media areas against this national percentage, then alter our 
estimate of Year 2000 African American project media area voters accordingly.   

 
 According to the SDRS Advertising Sources, Vol. 83, the Black population twelve years of age and 

over was 1,182.900 in the project media areas. 
 

 Of these, 1,081,452 were potential voters, 18 years and older, compared to 9,572,072 all-race.  
African Americans were thus 11.298% of the voting-age population, or 91.85% of the normative 
nation-wide African American population share (0.11298 divided by 0.123). 

 
 Adjusting the estimated Black vote in the media areas to reflect the actual percentage of African 

Americans in these areas yields 458,994 Black votes cast in 2000 (499,721 times .9185).  
 

 Using the Voter News Service estimates as reported in the New York Times, we assume that the 
2000 top-line African American vote in our meta-study broke the same as it did nationwide:  90% 
for Gore-Lieberman, 8% for Bush-Cheney. 
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 By these assumptions, 413,094 African Americans voted the Gore ticket, versus 36,719 for the 

Republicans.  This yielded a 2000 Democrat margin of 376,375 for the Democrats in the project 
areas. 

 
 To create a turnout-adjusted projection for 2002, we use the nation-wide turnout decline as 

reported by the Committee for the Study of the American Electorate.  In 2000, 105.3 million 
Americans cast ballots; in 2002, 78.7 million – a decline of  25.26%.  This translates into a turnout 
co-efficient = 0.7474. 

 
 Applying the turnout co-efficient, the 2000-based, turnout-adjusted margin of Democrat victory in 

2002 would be 281,302.   
 

 In Table II, we calculated the average Democrat underperformance in project areas (Measurement 
III) using two techniques – one which treated each study election as a separate datum, and one 
which treated each media market as a separate datum.  The average of the two was (-) 14.82%, 
yielding a Democrat performance coefficient of 0.8518. 

 
 Applying this to the 2000-based, turnout-adjusted projected margin of Democrat victory – 281,302 

– yields an adjusted margin of 239,613.   
 

 The probable margin shift in the African American project media areas is therefore 41,689 votes 
(281,302 minus 239,613). 

 
 In Budget Paradigm I, the cost of the African American program was $660,000.  The cost per one-

vote reduction in the Democrat-minus-Republican majority is therefore $660,000 divided by 
41,689 votes. 

 
 The cost per one-vote reduction in the Democrat-minus-Republican margin in the African 

American media study areas was thus $15.83. 
 

 In Budget Paradigm II, the cost of the African American program was $733,456.  The cost per one-
vote reduction in the Democrat-minus-Republican majority is therefore $733,456 divided by 
41,689 votes. 

 
 Allocated this way, the cost per one-vote reduction in the Democrat-minus-Republican margin in 

the African American media study areas was thus $17.59. 
 
Hispanic Cost-per-Vote 

The SDRS media market survey, Vol. 83, ranks both general (all-race) and Hispanic media markets 
by total population twelve years of age and over.  For the Hispanic program, the media markets involved 
were:  Albuquerque, Denver, Hartford, Kansas City, Orlando and Pueblo. 
 

 The sum of all persons 12 years and older in these media areas was 6,171,600.  Adjusting this 
figure to count only those of voting age, 18 and older, the sum is 5,642,311.   

 
 In 2000, the normative national voter turnout was 52.2061% of total population 18 years and older.  

Applying this turnout percentage to the project media areas, all-ethnicity turnout in those areas was 
2,945,631. 
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 Reported estimates of Hispanic turnout varied from a low of 4%, as reported in the New York 
Times (November 12, 2000), to 7% (as reported in the ABC News exit polls.)  We have employed 
an intermediate estimate that Hispanics comprised 6.25% of voters in the 2000 presidential 
election.  We have tended toward the higher estimate due to the notorious underreporting of 
foreign-language speaking groups by English-speaking polling firms. We therefore estimate the 
total 2000 Hispanic vote in the project areas at 184,102 (0.0625 times 2,945,631). 

 
 But that assumes that the Hispanic population of the project media areas was normative. In 2000, 

Hispanics were 12.5% of the U.S. population.  We must now calculate and compare the percentage 
of Hispanics in the project media areas with the national percentage, then alter our estimate of Year 
2000 Hispanic voters accordingly.   

 
 According to the SDRS Advertising Source (Vol. 83), the Hispanic population twelve years of age 

and over was 708,000 in the project media areas, 
 

 Of these, 647,281 were potential voters, 18 years and older, compared to 5,642,311 all-race.  
Hispanics were thus 11.47% of the voting-age population, or 91.775% of the normative nation-
wide Hispanic population share (0.11472 divided by 0.125). 

 
 Adjusting the estimated Hispanic vote in the media areas to reflect the actual percentage of 

Hispanics in these areas yields 168,960 Hispanic votes cast in 2000 (0.91775 times 184,102).  
 

 Using the Voter News Service estimates as reported in the New York Times (Nov. 12, 2000), we 
assume that the 2000 top-line Hispanic vote in our meta-study broke the same as it did nationwide:  
67% for Gore-Lieberman, 31% for Bush-Cheney. 

 
 By these assumptions, 113,203 Hispanics voted the Gore ticket, versus 52,378 for the Republicans.  

This yielded a 2000 Democrat margin of 60,825 for the Democrats in the project areas. 
 

 To create a turnout-adjusted projection for 2002, we use the nation-wide turnout decline as 
reported by the Committee for the Study of the American Electorate.  In 2000, 105.3 million 
Americans cast ballots; in 2002, 78.7 million – a decline of  25.26%.  This translates into a turnout 
co-efficient  = 0.7474. 

 
 Applying the turnout co-efficient, the 2000-based, turnout-adjusted margin of Democrat victory in 

2002 would be 45,461.   
 

 In Table III, we calculated the average Democrat underperformance in project areas (Measurement 
III) using three techniques – one which treated each study election as a separate datum, but 
excluded the “odd” case of heavily Cuban Orlando; one which treated each media market as a 
separate datum, but excluded the “odd” case of heavily Cuban Orlando; and one which treated each 
election as a separate datum, but included the data from Orlando.  The average of the three 
methods was (-) 32.30%, yielding a Democrat performance coefficient of 0.6770. 

 
 Applying this to the 2000-based, turnout-adjusted projected margin of Democrat victory – 45,461 – 

yields an adjusted margin of 30,777.   
 

 The probable margin shift in the Hispanic program media areas is therefore 14,684 votes (45,461 
minus 30,777). 
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 In the Budget I paradigm, the cost of the Hispanic program was $390,000.  The cost per one-vote 
reduction in the Democrat-minus-Republican majority is therefore $390,000 divided by 14,684 
votes. 

 
 The cost per one-vote reduction in the Democrat-minus-Republican margin in the Hispanic media 

study areas was thus $26.56. 
 

 In Budget Paradigm II, the cost of the Hispanic program was $316,544.  The cost per one-vote 
reduction in the Democrat-minus-Republican majority is therefore $316,544 divided by 14,684 
votes. 

 
 The cost per one-vote reduction in the Democrat-minus-Republican margin in the Hispanic media 

study areas was thus $21.56. 
 
Total Program Cost-per-Vote 

Finally, our separate program calculations have yielded data that enable us to assess the cost-per-
vote for the program as a whole, namely: 
 

1) a number of votes by which the Democrats are calculated to have underperformed their 2000-
based, turnout-adjusted Democrat-minus-Republican top-line projections in the Black media areas 
(41,689 votes); 

2) a number of votes by which the Democrats are calculated to have underperformed their 2000-
based, turnout-adjusted Democrat-minus-Republican top-line projections in the Hispanic media 
areas (14,684 votes); and 

3) a figure for the total cost of both projects: $1,050,000. 
 

The sum of the votes by which the Democrats are calculated to have underperformed their 2000-
based, turnout-adjusted Democrat-minus-Republican top-line projections in the Black and Hispanic media 
areas was 56,373 votes.   

 
Allocating the total project cost among these votes yields a cost per one-vote reduction in 

Democrat-minus-Republican margins of $18.63.  
 
Final Notes on Cost 

Recent census reports estimate that African Americans and Hispanics now comprise 12.5% and 
13.0% of U.S. population respectively.  We have not attempted to capture these shifts in our cost 
estimates.  On the one hand, the greater number of votes shifted might lower the cost-per-vote.  On the 
other hand, placement costs should rise in a media market as the population served rises. 
 

However, in one respect, the costs we have reported are certainly overstated.  G.O.P. issue spots 
are the political-communications equivalent of brand-name advertising.  Our clients’ programs were pro-
Republican, but they were not candidate-specific.  As such, they applied to every G.O.P. candidate in a 
given media area, without additional marginal expenditures.  Our studies demonstrate that such advertising 
affects outcomes in all top-line races, federal and statewide: Senate contests, governorships and 
congressional races.  So where multiple top-line races overlap, our cost-estimates can be divided by a 
factor equaling the number of contested seats up-and-down the ticket (i.e., President, Senator, governor, 
and congressman, all contested, would yield 1/4th the cost-per-vote reported herein).  

 
It is likely, too, that Republican issue advertising influences races farther down ticket.  That, 

however, is beyond the scope of this study. 
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Part VII: Observations 
 
An Overview of the Program Area Data 
 
 The most striking feature of our 29 project area studies – 19 African American and 10 Hispanic - is 
the consistency with which they confirm Republican benefit.  Virtually everywhere that aggressive, pro-
Republican issue advertising ran, Republican top-line vote share increased, while Democratic voting 
declined.  And everywhere the program ran, Democrats under-performed their 2000-based, turnout-
adjusted projections.   
 

The ubiquity of this success – improved G.O.P. performance in 29 of 29 races - is all the more 
striking in a program that overlaid contrasting candidacies and regional idiosyncrasies; that varied little 
from market-to-market; and that was purely party-ideological (i.e., which neither named nor endorsed 
particular candidates).   
 
 In 27 of the 29 project area studies, the Republican percentage of the targeted minority vote 
increased from top-line 2000 levels.  In our 19 African American studies, the top-line variance ranged 
from (-) 0.10 percent for Sen. Saxby Chambliss in Columbus, GA – the sole decline – to (+) 10.34 percent 
for Gov. Bill Owens in Denver, CO.  The average top-line gain for Republican candidates was 3.16% 
(averaging the two methodologies contained in Table II).  In our 10 Hispanic studies, the top-line variance 
ranged from  (-) 2.73% for gubernatorial candidate John Sanchez in Albuquerque, NM – the sole decline – 
to (+) 17.75% for Gov. Bill Owens in Denver, CO.  The average top-line gain for Republican candidates 
was 6.14% (averaging the three methodologies contained in Table III.) 
 
 In 27 of the 29 project area studies, minority turnout declines (2000-to-2002) exceeded normative 
turnout declines.  Minority turnout in our Black studies ranged from a decline 3.04% greater than 
normative in the Macon, GA Senate tallies to a minority turnout decline 135.89% greater than normative 
in the Minneapolis, MN Senate contest.  The average percentage by which African American turnout 
decline exceeded normative turnout decline in project areas was 45.07% (averaging the two methodologies 
contained in Table II).  Minority turnout in our Hispanic studies ranged from 14.44% less than normative 
in the Pueblo, CO gubernatorial tallies – one of two cases in which minority turnout trended higher than 
the norm – to a minority turnout decline 102.02% greater than the norm in the Orlando, Florida 
gubernatorial contest.  The average percentage by which Hispanic turnout decline exceeded the normative 
turnout decline in project areas was 48.63% (averaging the three methodologies contained in Table III.) 
 
 In 29 of the 29 project area studies – i.e., in all of them – the Democratic Party’s 2002 top-line 
candidates under-performed their top-line, 2000-based, turnout-adjusted minority margin projections.  The 
variance in the Black studies ranged from a Democrat underperformance of 3.56% in the Columbus, GA 
Senate contest to a Democrat underperformance of 31.19% in the Hoke County, NC Senate contest.  In 
2002, the average deviation of Democrat top-line performance in the Black study areas from 2000-based, 
turnout adjusted margin projections was (-) 14.82% (averaging the two methodologies contained in Table 
II).  In the Hispanic studies, the variance ranged from a Democrat underperformance of 3.90% in the 
Pueblo, CO Senate contest to a Democrat underperformance of 166.67% in the Orlando, FL gubernatorial 
contest.  (Excluding the Orlando data, which is exceptional in several respects, the next greatest Democrat 
underperformance in a Hispanic project area was 66.88%, in the Denver, CO gubernatorial contest.)  In 
2002, the average deviation of Democrat top-line performance in the Hispanic study areas from 2000-
based, turnout adjusted margin projections was (-) 32.30% (averaging the three methodologies contained 
in Table III). 
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Overview of Control Area Data 
 
 We chose our “control” sites with several criteria in mind: 
 

1) They should be demographically similar to the areas with which they were being compared; 
2) They should be in the same states, and therefore have the same top-line candidates for direct 

comparison; and 
3) They should be located in areas where one or more top-line (i.e., statewide or federal) race was 

competitive in 2002. 
 

The program studies demonstrated that in areas where Republicans ran a campaign of aggressive 
issue advertising, G.O.P. top-line vote share improved modestly, minority turnout declined massively, and 
Democrats undershot their reasonable performance projections ubiquitously.  But were the same patterns 
evident in precincts demographically and electorally similar where such ads were not aired? 

 
The answer was: “No.”  In the eight control studies: 
 

 The Republican top-line minority vote share declined 0.29% (averaging the two Table IV 
methodologies).  Republican vote share increased from the 2000 top-line in four cases, and 
declined in another four. 

 Excluding the Miami data, the decrease in minority turnout averaged 3.48% less than the 
normative declines.  (i.e., control area turnout  was higher than our baseline projections predicted.) 
In four cases, minority turnout decreased less steeply (-) than statewide norms; in three cases, 
minority turnout decreased more steeply (+) than statewide norms.  In the 8th case – Miami - 
turnout was far below normative projections, but the electoral impact was reversed.  Due to the 
pro-Republican proclivities of minority in question - Cuban-Americans – it was the Democrats, 
not the Republicans, who were advantaged. 

 Democrats out-performed their 2000-based, turnout-adjusted projections by 4.60% (averaging the 
two Table IV methodologies). In two of the eight control studies, Democrats under-performed 
their benchmarks; in the remaining six, they outperformed their 2000-based, turnout-adjusted 
projections. 

 
The control studies demonstrate that the pro-Republican results in the 29 project studies were not a 

function of universal trends operating independent of the ad campaigns.  Rather, in the absence of an 
aggressive G.O.P. counter-voice, Democrats could, and often did, equal or improve their 2000-based, 
turnout-adjusted margin baselines in minority communities in the 2002 midterms. 

 
 Because there was no same-state countermeasure campaign against which to compare it, the New 
Orleans data (Table I) was not used as a control in this meta-study.  But the December 7th runoff results 
were an early alert of what Democrats can achieve when the entire weight of the national party is brought 
to bear, unopposed or ill-opposed, in minority venues.  In the single month between the November 5th 
election and the December 7th runoff, Sen. Landrieu’s margins in the Black precincts of New Orleans 
increased nearly 23%.  The minority “spike” was indisputably decisive.   
 
 Republicans must plan active countermeasures against such onslaughts in the next election cycle. 
 
Overview of Cost Data 
 The 2002 Almanac of American Politics listed 25 races in which one or both candidates spent over 
$2.2 million during a Congressional campaign.  Regional variations may influence the number of votes 
that will win a House seat, the costs of local media markets, and the money available for campaigning.  
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But for purposes of discussion, we will hypothesize a close race in which a nominee spends $1,600,000 in 
pursuit of 160,000 votes needed to win.  He will, in other words, spend roughly $10 per vote. (This is quite 
modest. In the recent South Dakota Senate contest, the expenditure per vote, by both parties, approached 
$90.) 
 
 The candidate’s first task is to enlist his natural base, and by the time he has the nomination, much 
of this base is locked up; i.e., the voters who turn out for a candidate of their party at Congressional 
elections on a regular basis.  Let’s say that this accounts for 80,000 votes.  He’s halfway to victory and he 
hasn’t spent a cent. 
 
 But there are a lot of citizens in his “base” who are “sure things” only if they can be persuaded to 
vote.  Let’s say our candidate is pro-life.  To get the pro-life voter, he (or his allies) must spend money to 
publicize his identity with this issue.  These voters are fairly easy to motivate.  But they’ll overlap 
substantially with the hard-core Republican voters he’s already won. (With the rise of “advanced voting,” 
this may be literally true.) So our candidate may spend only $2.50 per vote to motivate such folks; but 
he’ll spend another $2.50 redundantly, to find them. 
 
 So these are his $5.00 votes.  Lets say he spends $300,000 rounding up 60,000 of these in various 
categories – pro-life, pro-second amendment, anti-tax, pro-environment, or whatever. 
 
 He’s now got his whole base – 140,000 – pretty well wrapped up, and $1.3 million left to spend 
hunting up the 20,000 more his consultants say he’ll need to win.  That’s $65.00-per that this man will 
spend looking for the marginal voter.   
 
 There are a lot of places he’ll look.  He’ll make costly mass media buys to find “independent” 
voters – people who have no set party-political voting pattern.  He’ll use his issues to poach on his 
opponent’s base – say, finding Democrat pro-lifers, or ex-servicemen.  Above all, he’ll go back to the well 
– i.e., he’ll see if there are more people in his own base who can be prodded, driven, or air-lifted into 
voting, even if they’ve already heard the reasons a dozen times before.  And each time he returns to the 
same lists, his price-per-vote escalates. 
 
 But if he’s a Republican, the one place he probably won’t look is in minority communities.  The 
reasons for this are many.  They are rooted in experience, despair, and, yes, prejudice.  But the bottom line, 
the decider, is this: he won’t go there because he and his consultants “know” that it’s just more cost 
effective to go elsewhere.  
 
 What we have proved in this study is that this view is factually incorrect.  When minority electoral 
results are properly assessed, using a methodology that captures both percentage effects (our Measure 1) 
and turnout effects (our Measure II), the cost of moving a vote out of the Democrat column is less 
expensive than most of the alternative strategies – in the $15.83-to-$17.59 range for African American 
votes, and in the $21.56-to-$26.56 range for Hispanic votes. 
 
 This finding contradicts what most consultants think.  Aren’t minority voters virtually impossible 
to reach?  Aren’t Hispanics more promising than Blacks because of their higher acceptance of Republican 
issues?  And aren’t both groups unlikely targets because of their heavily Democrat voting patterns? 
 
 Taking these questions in reverse: 
 

1) What makes these groups likely sources of marginal votes is the degree to which their opinions 
diverge from their voting patterns.  Once one dismisses the “exceptionalism” of Black and 
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Hispanics, one sees patterns that have always presaged shifts in block voting patterns.  Before 
1980, a vast gap developed between the opinions of devout Christians - Evangelicals and working-
class Catholics - and the Democratic Party they traditionally supported.  Republicans courted, and 
won, these votes.  Before 1932, a vast gap developed between the opinions of African Americans 
and the Republican Party they traditionally supported.  Democrats courted, and won, these votes. 
From a consultant’s viewpoint, the dominance of the Democratic Party among Blacks and 
Hispanics of every shade of opinion signals not a strength going forward, but a breath-taking 
vulnerability in the Democratic coalition. 

2) The project results indicate that the first effect of introducing political debate into minority venues 
is the discrediting of the dominant party, in this case the Democrats.  For every turnout decline of 
100 in Hispanic communities, Democrats lost a normative advantage of 36 votes (67-minus-31).  
For every turnout decline of 100 in African American communities, Democrats lost a normative 
advantage of 82 votes (90-minus-8).  Despite the fact that Republican vote share rose almost twice 
as much in Hispanic areas as in Black (6.14% vs. 3.16%), the hefty erasure of Democrat advantage 
that attended Black turnout decline rendered marginal votes in the African American community 
less expensive than those in Latino areas.  This contradicts a hoary truism – that courting Hispanics 
is cheaper - but it is consistent with theory.  When, for instance, 70 percent of Hispanics favor 
school choice, that opinion exceeds the ratio of G.O.P.-voting Latinos by 39% (70-minus-31).  But 
when 70 percent of Blacks favor school choice, that opinion exceeds the ratio of G.O.P.-voting 
Blacks by 61% (70-minus-9). The group with the greater variance between sentiment and voting 
pattern should be more cost effective to court than the group with less.   

3) Hispanic and Black voters are unusually easy to reach, as the Democrats have long known.  Both 
communities have discrete, well-established media venues of which they are the near-exclusive 
patrons. 

 
To summarize: Our results record what theory predicts:  that accessible groups whose opinions diverge 
hugely from their traditional voting patterns are cost effective targets for the consultant’s art.  The only 
“exceptional” thing about our findings is that both turnout effects and vote-percentage must be factored to 
capture the bottom line: votes shifted. 
 
Why (and How) our Program Succeeded  
 
I. Mass Communications 
 When a marketer targets a mass of people with whom he wishes to communicate, but with whom 
he hitherto has not, his proper tool of art is mass communications.  Before a Republican candidate arranges 
his other outreach efforts – his information booths, community appearances, outreach representatives, and 
even poll workers – he must formulate a comprehensive, realistic mass communications plan.  
 

Mass communications must be paramount in minority outreach for three reasons: 
 

1) It is more important to address thousands, and tens of thousands, at once than to address smaller 
numbers through other venues; 

2) It is more important to craft the communications one can control than to proliferate 
communications one cannot; 

3) Only a mass communications strategy has a substantial, consistent track record of improving 
Republican performance among African American and Hispanic voters.  That record is contained 
in this report.   
 
No Republican candidate (or consultant) wants to experience a replay of the Louisiana December 

7th runoff.  What each must understand is that it is fully within his power to thwart such outcomes. Polling 
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demonstrates that the love lost between minorities and the G.O.P. is a less a function of their liberalism, 
more a function of their isolation.  And that political isolation – the linguistic isolation of Hispanics and 
the cultural isolation of African Americans – is unsustainable when Republicans move aggressively to 
break the Democrat monopoly on popular Black and Hispanic media venues. 
 
 The seven-point program described in Part II of this study was applied with little variation in the 29 
studies we have reported.  The obvious features of the program – appropriate venues, constant repetition, 
G.O.P. Platform issues, emotional intensity, early unfurling, racial vindication and G.O.P. validation – 
were ubiquitous to our clients’ campaigns. 
 
Candid Candidacies 
 Obviously, campaigns supporting a candidate will differ in some particulars from issue campaigns 
supporting a party.  But based on the ubiquitous success of this program, we strongly recommend that 
committees attempting outreach on behalf of G.O.P. candidates adopt the following lessons:  
 

1) Organize mass communications first, on unique minority venues. 
2) Air your message once per hour in drive time (radio) or prime time (TV). 
3) Commence your media blitz no later than one month before the election. 
4) Candidate communications should be caring and personal. 

 
II. Mulling The Measurements 
 
Top-line Vote Share 
 Our first performance measurement – minority vote share - is the traditional tool by which 
Republicans track their success in any community.  It is important not only because it records victory or 
defeat, but because it tracks popularity with voters. As our tables show, vote share fluctuated greatly, 
reflecting the personalities, policies, and communications skills of various Republican politicians.   
 

Our clients’ ad campaigns, which mentioned no candidate by name, were associated with modest 
increases in top-line Republican voting among Blacks, and a more vigorous increase among Hispanics.  
But variations within this pattern lead us to believe that the individual candidate had a decisive impact on 
this measure.  Mike Huckabee, Norm Coleman, John Rowland and Bill Owens – politicians with a history 
of communicating policy to minority groups - fared unusually well by this measure.  (We note in passing 
that these candidates cover the liberal-conservative spectrum within the G.O.P., and do not necessarily 
agree with one another on minority policies.) By contrast, candidates who communicated poorly with 
minorities – Saxby Chambliss, Jim Talent, Tim Hutchinson – failed to increase the Party’s 2000 vote share 
significantly. 
 
 In a program area, where Republican issue ads are running, it is our opinion that a candidate can 
boost his minority vote share several percentage points by broadcasting ads asserting his concern, and 
outlining the simple basics of his program.  As suggested above, such ads should be run hourly on the 
major minority broadcast media – during drive time on radio, during prime time on Black or Hispanic TV 
– for the last month of the campaign.  They should be positive in tone, and as personal as possible – 
preferably in the candidate’s own voice, just as the Democrats do it. 
 
Turnout Effects 
 Our second measurement recorded unusual minority turnout decline wherever ACG clients ran a 
full program of vigorous Republican issue advertising.  (Pueblo, the one exception, was a half-program.) 
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 These turnout declines occurred where G.O.P. candidates made an intense effort to court minority 
voters (Owens – Denver, CO and Huckabee – Little Rock, AR) and where they made virtually no effort 
(Talent - Kansas City, MO and Allard – Denver, CO).  They occurred where candidates had a history of 
working closely with minorities on urban affairs (Rowland – Hartford, CT), and where they had little such 
history (Forrester – Atlantic County, NJ). 
 
 We note, too, that where G.O.P. candidates campaigned simultaneously, one implementing strong 
outreach, and one far less, greater turnout declines were associated with the candidate who tried harder.  
For instance:   
 

1) In our Denver Hispanic studies, Bill Owens won 34.12% of the vote in the Latino precincts, 
compared to 18.08% for Wayne Allard.  But the turnout decline was 5.15% greater in the race 
involving the more popular Owens. 

2) In our Little Rock African American studies, Mike Huckabee won 13.86% of the vote in the 
heavily African American precincts, compared to 4.80% for Tim Hutchinson. But the turnout 
decline was 3.17% greater in the race involving the popular Huckabee. 

3) In our Denver African American studies, Bill Owens won 17.40% of the vote in the heavily 
African American precincts, compared to 8.74% for Wayne Allard.  But the turnout decline was 
14.12% greater in the race involving the more popular Owens. 

 
These statistics might alternately imply a pattern of heavier voting for federal candidacies than for 

state.  But no such pattern emerged from the data as a whole.  More votes were cast for Governor than for 
Senator in Columbus and Augusta.  In Savannah, the contests tallied even.  Indeed, Black turnout in the 
2000 Missouri gubernatorial contest exceeded Black turnout for the presidency that same year. 

 
Disproportionate declines in minority turnout occurred wherever ACG clients mounted an 

aggressive countermeasure campaign.  But G.O.P. candidacies with positive messages were associated 
with steeper minority turnout declines than those without such messages. 

 
These findings imply:  
1) that issue ads attacking Democrat policy and leadership drive down minority turnout;  
2) that positive Republican candidate communications drive down minority turnout;  
3) Therefore:  that ANY aggressive, pro-Republican effort in minority communities drives down 

turnout. 
 

Many consultants believe that if Republicans campaign aggressively in minority venues, turnout 
will increase, counterbalancing any gains that might accrue to top-line Republican vote share.  If this study 
demonstrates anything, it is that this widely held, constantly-repeated view is WRONG.  It is incorrect 
with regard to campaigning which attacks Democrat leadership and policy; it is incorrect with regard to 
campaigning which endorses Republican leadership and policy. 
 
 The truth is, in fact, opposite:  Aggressive G.O.P. campaigning in unique minority venues is 
strongly associated with unusual turnout decline among patrons of those venues.   
 
 For so many to be so wrong for so long raises this question:  Why?  What actually happened that 
caused minority turnout to tank in study after study, across a dazzling range of candidacies, geographies, 
policies, and styles?  What did our clients’ ads do? 
 
 We would suggest that the outcomes we have recorded correlate seamlessly with the overview of 
G.O.P.-minority relations we have espoused, but poorly with the overview we have rejected:   
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- Minority leftism. If one believes (as we do not) that Blacks and Hispanics are repulsed by 

Republican principles and policies, then the forceful enunciation of those principles and policies in 
minority venues must surely increase the sense of imminent threat that is the primary motivator of 
a Democrat “spike” – i.e., our communications will frighten minorities to the polls in greater 
numbers.  

 
But in fact, this did not happen. 

 
- Minority isolation. If, on the other hand, one accepts our hypothesis of cultural isolation, then the 

effect of forcefully enunciating Republican platform principles in minority venues must surely 
reduce the imminent sense of threat that is the primary motivator of a Democrat “spike”.   Those 
“frightened to the polls” will stay home. 

 
This is, in fact, what did happen. 
 
 Aggressive Republican issue advertising is associated with decreased minority turnout, and 
improved Republican performance within that turnout.  The act of breaking minority isolation – of creating 
political debate where none existed previously – has three primary effects: 
 

1) It mitigates fear of Republicans among minorities; 
2) It discredits the Democratic Party among some minority voters, who discover its positions to be at 

odds with their own; and 
3) It encourages minority voters who are unaligned, or who lean Republican, to vote for the G.O.P. on 

the basis of shared values. 
 
 The first two of these factors tend to drive down total turnout; the last, to drive up Republican vote 
share – i.e., together, they describe what was actually observed. Epistemically, these three effects outline a 
logical learning sequence.  “Not fearing Republicans” enables one to “not vote Democrat.”  “Not voting 
Democrat” conditions the possibility of  “voting Republican.”   
 
Summary 
 We believe that the countermeasure variable - Republican issue ads, aired early and often - were 
the primary factor associated with the disproportionate minority turnout declines observed in program 
areas.  We believe this because such declines occurred regardless of whatever else was happening in the 
campaigns:  whether a candidate was good at minority outreach, or not; whether “race” was a major 
campaign issue, or secondary; whether Republican top-line candidates won or lost; and whether the 
Democrat effort was robust or half-hearted.  But candidate behavior also played a role, outreach-oriented 
candidacies being associated with turnout declines slightly steeper. 
 
 We believe that the tactical approach of the individual candidate was the primary factor affecting 
movements in G.O.P. top-line minority vote share.  But Republican issue ads, aired early and often, 
provided a base to that top-line percentage share.  We believe this because of the persistence of 
Republican gains in minority vote share, regardless of the quality of candidates, the locus of issues, or the 
intensity of the Democrat effort.  But the largest gains accrued to those who treated outreach seriously: 
candidates like Bill Owens, John Rowland, Norm Coleman, and Mike Huckabee.    
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The Question of “Disenfranchisement” 
 No sooner had our clients commenced airing these ads than they were criticized for implementing a 
policy of voter suppression.  Donna Brazile described the effort as “a base voter suppression 
communication blueprint for 2004 that resonates well with weaker voting African Americans.”   
 

The “disenfranchisement” argument, applied to ordinary campaign techniques, such as those we 
used, is absurd – except to Republicans.  Disenfranchisement means refusing to register citizens, or 
denying registered voters their ballot rights.  Our clients’ programs launched political debate in venues 
where none had previously existed.  The campaigns neutralized the fear-based representations that 
Democrats have used in lieu of policy to drive minority turnout in recent years.  The accusation that these 
ordinary campaign tools, in the hands of Republicans, are an example of minority “disenfranchisement” is 
itself an example of the tactics that our issue advertising neutralizes.  As our results have shown, we can 
meet these accusations and succeed in minority communities.  But these accusations, repeated uncritically 
in mainstream media venues, may cause Republican leaders and funders to retreat from minority-venue 
advertising.  This tactic has worked for Democrats in the past.  It is precisely what their operatives want.   

 
Republican leaders must develop some sophistication on this point:  They must steel themselves 

against the temptation to deny that of which they are not guilty.  After all, poll after poll has shown that 
Republican issues resonate well in every community of America (and indeed, the world).  We must resolve 
aggressively to ask minorities, as we ask others, for their support, regardless of how Democrats spin it. 
  

We answer the accusation of “vote suppression” several ways: 
 

1) No communication by any client of ours told anyone not to vote - not once, not ever.  We praised 
Republican policies and leadership to encourage minorities to support the G.O.P.; and we savaged 
Democratic policy and leadership to disaffect our target audience with that party.  Given the results 
of this study, there is no doubt that that both strategies worked.  Members of the Democratic Party 
may consider minority voters their thralls.  That is no reason why we should. 

2) The ACG ad scripts included a wide range of positive messages about Republican platform 
positions, and a wide range of negative messages about Democrat policy and leadership.  It was, 
and is, our conviction that without discussing the destructive aspects of Democrat policy and 
leadership, Republicans could neither enter debate, nor change votes.  Our polling had 
unequivocally confirmed that Democrats were regarded by pro-life Blacks as pro-life when they 
were not; by patriotic blacks as pro-military when they were not; by anti-tax Blacks as anti-tax 
when they were not.  To leave these misperceptions in place, under these circumstances, would be 
not only ineffective, but also irresponsible. 

3) It is broadly believed by Republican consultants that attacks naming Democrat leaders, and 
particularly minority Democrat leaders, are counterproductive.  In our programs, which succeeded 
in improving Republican performance 29 out of 29 times, we attacked Democrat leadership and 
leaders, often by name.  Among our targets were such icons as Jesse Jackson, Al Sharpton, Bill 
Clinton, and Al Gore – all figures immensely popular in the Black community.  The flaw, in our 
view, of leaving Democrat leaders unscathed is that minorities, like other groups, do not clearly 
distinguish the message and the messenger. It is a simple matter for Democrat consultants to cut 60 
second radio spots featuring these same leaders whom Republican consultants would “hold 
harmless.”  This is not idle speculation. In 2002, Democrats deployed Jesse Jackson, Jesse Jackson, 
Jr. and Bill Clinton to denounce Republican candidates.  Moreover, Republican leaders – including 
Black Republicans – are persistently assailed in minority media venues, both in paid ads and (more 
crudely) in popular shows.  To refuse to engage Democrat leadership aggressively, including 
African American leadership, is a form of unilateral disarmament that illustrates nothing more than 
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a lack of conviction.  It typifies the misuse of polling that hampers efforts to improve G.O.P. 
performance among minorities. 

4) We feel almost foolish saying this, but the massive minority turnout declines that attended the 
break-up of the Democrat monopoly in minority media venues took us completely by surprise.  We 
never believed that vigorous counter-advertising by Republicans would increase minority turnout.  
After all, Democrat “spike” techniques were driving that turnout.  But neither did we fathom the 
massive popular disillusion that underlies the seeming unanimity of pro-Democrat minority vote 
patterns. 

 
Finally: We understand why Democrats celebrate a situation where minority voters who are pro-

life, pro-American, and anti-tax vote with near unanimity for candidates who conspicuously are not.  To 
us, this is voter suppression.  It is a Democrat problem.  
 
 
Overstated or Understated? 
 
 The advantage of a meta-study is that it can neutralize the unaccountable – extraneous variables 
that may contaminate the data in an isolated case, but which are non-repetitive.  Such variables are 
abundantly present in any analysis of politics.  Rapid shifts in area demographics, a complicated 
redistricting, and the behavior of non-minorities in minority conclaves were all factors that affected one or 
more of our studies in complex ways. 
 
 But at the end, one is left with the question, “Are there any universal factors that would detract 
from the accuracy of the results reported?”  Such factors would have to be persistent and unidirectional. 
 
 We believe that there were two such factors, and that they both cause this meta-study to understate 
the gains Republicans can enjoy through an aggressive mass-communications strategy. 
 
The “real” baseline 
 First, our tool for projections - “the top-line 2000-based, turnout-adjusted Democrat-minus-
Republican margin” - assumes that Democrats are content to replicate their success of elections prior in 
current close races.  But our own control studies indicate otherwise.  For instance, if Democrats improved 
their 3rd Measure performance by 4.60 points in same-state, competitive venues absent our countermeasure 
variable (as the Table IV yellow lines seem to indicate), then “turnout-adjusted Democrat-minus-
Republican margin projections” could have been adjusted to reflect this.   
 
 We made no attempt to adapt our results to this finding. For technical reasons, such adjustments 
must be made separately for Hispanic and African American studies. To compensate with confidence, 
more demographically compatible controls in same-state races were required.  Nevertheless, in six of eight 
control studies, Democrats outperformed the top-line 2000-based, turnout-adjusted projections that we 
used as a baseline.  To the extent that this represented a pattern, we have understated the effectiveness of 
our program. 
 
The other half…. 
 The second factor relates less to what our clients aired than to what others did not.  Aggressive 
Republican issue advertising should be a universal component in an effective Republican mass-
communications strategy.  But it should not be the sole component.  Candidate groups, party groups, and 
independent expenditure committees should, collectively, be doing as much as we did in minority media 
venues.  By law we could not co-ordinate our clients’ efforts with the efforts of candidate committees.  In 
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truth, we were never tempted.  Our clients were the only significant pro-G.O.P. media presence in the 
minority venues in which we operated. 
 
 We have observed that outreach-oriented Republican candidates attracted higher G.O.P. minority 
vote-shares than those who were not.  What these candidates did, in their various ways, was to 
communicate their vision of how Republican policy could help people in minority communities.  In other 
words, they too broke the political isolation that Democrats are at such pains to foster, and in which 
Republicans have all-too-commonly acquiesced.  If our candidates, and their supporters, will advertise 
these visions aggressively on minority media during campaigns, they can strike their own blow against this 
dangerous situation. And they can improve their minority vote share substantially in the process.   
 
 We have reported our countermeasure campaign, and its results, as an isolated factor, as it often 
was.  But it needn’t be.  The excellent results we have reported can be improved where the will exists. 
 
Comparison of the African American and Hispanic Programs 
 
 It is not the purpose of this study to reiterate opinion data on African Americans and Hispanics that 
is available in greater detail from other sources.  Broadly, Hispanics are somewhat more conservative than 
African Americans; Blacks are likelier to vote a one-party ticket; Hispanics are less likely to vote at all; 
and Blacks are more segregated (and anti-Republican). 
 
 But several significant technical points that distinguish these communities influenced the design, 
execution, and reporting of our programs. 
 
 First, urban contemporary radio was our preferred venue in Black communities; but in Hispanic 
communities, Spanish language TV, where available, was our medium of choice.  The Black radio market 
divides into three broad segments:  urban contemporary (playing current hits, but also including news and 
features); soul/jazz (music aimed at an older audience, and often including a larger component of talk); and 
Black Gospel.  The latter tend to be numerous, each with a small and very loyal audience. 
 

Urban contemporary (UC) stations are the first target for Republicans for two reasons:  they claim 
huge market shares, and they reach the “marginals” that Democrats target when they run a “spike.”  Most 
Republicans don’t like Urban Contemporary stations, and our consultants tend to prefer “mature” black 
outlets, like jazz/soul or Black Gospel.  These are, in fact, great places for Republicans to advertise.  But 
UC stations are the critical venue for Republicans doing Black outreach.  Polling uniformly indicates that 
Republican allegiance is growing fastest among younger Blacks who patronize these stations.  As Donna 
Brazile recently stated in a memo to Democratic Party operatives, “Very shortly, in order to win close 
races and advance a pro-working families agenda, Democrats and progressives will be forced to spend 
time and resources engaging the fastest growing segment of the potential base voters – African Americans 
under 40.” 

 
 On radio, our clients bought “drive time” – 6am to 10am, and 3pm to 7pm.  It was our paradigm to 
run two ads per hour every hour of weekday drive time, starting two months preceding an election. 
 
 For Hispanic audiences, we preferred Spanish language television where it was available.  There 
are many small Hispanic stations, and they tend to be highly segmented by age-target, culture-of-origin, 
and entertainment content.  The big TV outlets, such as Univision, tend to be universal solvents for 
Spanish-speaking peoples.  Mid-day soaps and prime time are both good, as are the newscasts in morning, 
afternoon and evening. 
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 That said, Spanish language television, while generally available to cable subscribers, does not sell 
“local insertion” ad spots everywhere.  We found that Spanish radio stations could, by themselves, yield 
impressive results where we were forced to rely on them exclusively (Kansas City, Hartford, Pueblo, and 
Orlando). 
 
 We cannot prove, but strongly believe, that the ratings of Spanish language stations are 
understated.  Spanish speakers tend to be underrepresented in ratings surveys; and bilingual speakers tend 
to adapt station preference responses to the language of the pollster, which is generally English.  We 
cannot otherwise explain why stations with low ratings consistently delivered excellent results.  
Furthermore, “Hispanics-only” surveys record a far higher daily Spanish-language media listenership than 
mainstream ratings studies imply. 
 
 Happily, Black and Hispanic media venues are under-priced in political terms.  The price structure 
of such media is built on the lower median incomes of their listenership, not their voter-reach, which is 
massive. 
 
 Finally, we must distinguish some of the results reported in the Table II African American studies 
from those reported in the Table III Hispanic studies.  Measure I – the top-line vote share of Republican 
candidates – means the same thing statistically for Blacks and Hispanics (and Poles, Jews, Catholics, etc.).  
An advance of 1% in G.O.P. share means that one more voter out of 100 votes Republican. 
 
 But Measure II – turnout decline – has different electoral implications for Blacks and Hispanics.  In 
2000, African Americans voted 90% Democrat to 8% Republican.  In 2000, Latinos voted 67% Democrat 
to 31% Republican.  Among these groups, the Democrat-minus-Republican margins were 82-per-hundred 
and 36-per-hundred respectively.  Thus, a 1-percent turnout decline applied to Hispanic aggregates has 
only 43.90% the marginal significance of an equivalent African American decline (i.e. 36-divided-by-82). 
Stated differently:  The same sized margin shift has 2.28 times as great an electoral impact among Blacks 
as among Hispanics. 
 
 The same basic distinction applies to Measure III results.  We have assumed, in our cost analysis, 
that the inclusion of all media areas in our meta-study will bring the African American 2000 top-line 
margins to 90%-to-8% favoring Democrats, and Hispanic 2000 top-line margins to 67%-to-31% favoring 
Democrats.  These percentages obviously differ within individual studies.  But across the entire series, we 
assume these Democrat-minus-Republican ratios to be true in 2000.  Thus, when we report a 1-percent 
Democrat “underperformance” in a Hispanic media area, it has only 43.90% the marginal significance of 
an equivalent Democrat underperformance in an African American media area. 
 
The Case of the Cubans 
 
 Throughout this study, we have acted on the convenient assumption that the best way to measure 
Republican progress among minorities is to track the number of minority votes that a given geographical 
area, or media area, delivers toward a Democrat victory: i.e., Democrat-minus-Republican margin.  In one 
instance, the minority in question delivered a Republican majority in both 2000 and 2002: the Hispanics of 
Miami, with their heavy ratio of pro-GOP Cuban Americans.  The tactical significance of turnout is here 
inverted: It is Democrats who benefit from unusual declines.  For this reason, we have excluded the Miami 
turnout statistics from Measure II (but not Measures I & III) in the Table IV “Control Studies.”  
 
Variance Within the Programs 
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 We have said that the programs in this study were relatively invariant.  But they were somewhat 
variant.  In Part IV, we have listed the media venues used, and the frequency with which they were used, 
in each of the 29 studies.  Here is a summary: 
 

 Radio: 19 African American studies; 10 Hispanic studies 
 Television:  9 African American studies; 4 Hispanic studies 
 Newspapers:  7 African American studies; 4 Hispanic studies 
 Auto-dial Phone Calls:  2 African American studies; 2 Hispanic studies 

 
The significance of Black radio in African American outreach is clear.  It was the core of all such 

programs designed by ACG for its clients.   
 
We utilized Black Entertainment Television in seven studies.  In Kansas City, where BET was 

deployed, GOP Measure III results were better than in St. Louis, where it was not.  But in Little Rock, 
where BET was utilized, results were inferior to those in Pine Bluffs, where it was not.  Our clients bought 
BET in Columbus, but did not in Macon, with no appreciable difference in Measure III performance. We 
believe that BET is a reasonable secondary investment for Black outreach, budget permitting.  But our 
results neither prove (nor disprove) this. 
 

Our Hispanic program included less Spanish language television than we desired.  Local-insert 
advertising was either unavailable, or more expensive than our clients could afford, in Pueblo, Kansas 
City, Orlando, and Hartford.  We believe that a broader use of Hispanic TV could have improved 
performance among Latino voters.  “Local insert” is rapidly coming on-line on Spanish language 
television affiliates. 

 
Black and Hispanic newspaper ad inserts were deployed in seven African American studies, and in 

four Hispanic studies.  It has been hypothesized that the minority press is an effective tool for reaching 
opinion leaders.  This may be true. Unlike other Black and Hispanic media, we found them to be high-
priced in terms of the numbers of people they reached.  Nothing in our data enables us to isolate the 
effectiveness of ethnic press as an independent variable.   

 
 Auto-dial phone calls were used to bolster the two Denver Hispanic programs, and the two in 
African American studies in Kansas City, MO.  The Denver results were certainly more impressive than 
those in Pueblo.  But a more direct comparison occurs in Kansas City.  There, our radio, BET, and 
newspaper buys covered African American markets on both the Kansas and the Missouri side of the state 
line.  But the 60,000 phone calls our clients financed in Kansas City, MO did not cover Kansas City, KS.  
The Democrats underperformed by 14.14% on the Missouri side, versus 10.90% on the Kansas side.  
Minority turnout declined 31.42% on the Missouri side, versus 28.69% in Kansas.  
 
 These findings imply that a well-designed telephone component can add a few points to 
Republican performance as a supplement to a vigorous media campaign.  A further felicity of this 
technology is its relative inexpense.  Auto-dial phone messages cost less than 10 cents per contact. 
 
Summary: Optimizing Outreach 
 
 G.O.P. candidates and operatives must realize that their poor performance among minorities results 
not from Black or Hispanic liberalism, not from Black or Hispanic exceptionalism, but from the cultural 
isolation of African Americans and the linguistic isolation of many Hispanics. 
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 Once the problem is properly formulated, it can be properly addressed.  The mass-communications 
tools that Democrats use to exacerbate cultural isolation can be used to ameliorate it.  
 
 Wherever such countermeasures were deployed, they not only blocked a “spike,” but created a 
crater in Democrats’ normative expectations.  What this means for the future was intuited by no less an 
authority than Donna Brazile, who ran campaigns for Jesse Jackson, Bill Clinton, and Al Gore. Her memo 
“RE:African American turnout in the 2002 elections” (11/16/02) concludes: 
 
“…[O]ur efforts to expand the electorate were made more difficult by the Republican Black radio strategy.  
Republican messaging to the base hampered our ability to expand the off-year electorate in 2002.  In the absence 
of significant response in Democratic strategy, Republican messaging to the base will make base voter 
continuity, not to mention expansion, very difficult for Democrats in 2003 and 2004.” (emphasis added.) 
 
 Republican issue advertising incorporates a seven-point plan: 

 appropriate venues 
 high frequency 
 G.O.P. platform issues 
 assertive tone 
 early commencement 
 racial vindication 
 party validation 

 
 Republican candidates, and party groups supporting them, should use some of these tactics, but not 
all, in a four-point plan: 
 

 appropriate venues 
 high frequency 
 a full month of air-time 
 a positive, personal tone 

 
Republican issue advertisers must fearlessly confront the Democrat foe.  Republican candidate 

advertisers must show their genuine and personal concern. 
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ACG Scriptbook  
Minority Outreach 
Programs,  2002 
 
 
African American Scripts 
 

1) Stop Taxing Me  (Black actress) 
:30 TV 
Script: 
Democrats say they give us more. 
 
Ain’t that the truth   They give us more sales tax.  They 
give us more gas tax.  They tax my home, they tax my 
phone, they tax my smokes ... They even tax my dog  
 
I’ve got a new program for you Democrats: Stop attacking 
me with your taxes   Let me and my family keep more of 
the cash I work 40 hours a week to earn. 
 
In the meantime, I’m voting Republican. 
Screen text: 

 The Republicans: 
 Lower Taxes Means More Freedom 

 

2)  Faith-Based Initiative II 
:60 radio 
Female voice: 
For some jobs, money is not enough. Across the nation, 
church-based charities help the poor of our community 
with food kitchens and juvenile counseling;  with housing 
assistance, job training, and elder care.    And no one 
knows our communities’ needs better than the clergy and 
leaders of our local churches. 
 
But under the Democratic administration of Bill Clinton, 
the people who cared the most were given the least.  
According to a recent government report, church groups 

“receive very little Federal support relative to the size and 
scope of the social services they provide.”   
 
Republicans have a better idea.  President Bush’s 
Charitable Choice initiative will put more social service 
money in the hands of those who God has moved to help 
those in need. 
 
If the President’s plan becomes law, people of faith will 
replace faceless bureaucrats at our centers for training, 
assistance, and health care. 
 

3) Faith-Based Initiative II 
:60 TV 
Script: 
For some jobs, money is not enough. Across the nation, 
church-based charities help the poor of our community 
with food kitchens and juvenile counseling;  with housing 
assistance, job training, and elder care.    And no one 
knows our communities’ needs better than the clergy and 
leaders of our local churches. 
 
But under the Democratic administration of Bill Clinton, 
the people who cared the most were given the least.  
According to a recent government report, church groups 
“receive very little Federal support relative to the size and 
scope of the social services they provide.”   
 
Republicans have a better idea.  President Bush’s 
Charitable Choice initiative will put more social service 
money in the hands of those who God has moved to help 
those in need. 
 
If the President’s plan becomes law, people of faith will 
replace faceless bureaucrats at our centers for training, 
assistance, and health care. 
 

4) Martin Luther King 
:60 radio 
Female voice: 
Martin Luther King had a dream.  He saw the sons of 
former slaves and the sons of former slave owners sitting 
down together at the table of brotherhood. 
 
Yeah, sure. “The content of their character, not the color of 
their skin.” That’s great. 
 
But in the mean time, I want my kids to have the skills 
they’ll need to survive.  I don’t want them struggling with 
long division while white kids are learning calculus.  I 
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don’t want them stumbling around one language while 
white kids are learning two. 
 
That’s why I vote Republican.  I want the highest school 
standards for my kids, and I want them to be tested, so I’ll 
know how they’re doing.  And if our school isn’t cutting it, 
if our teachers aren’t cutting it, I want school choice - 
another thing the Democrats don’t want us to have. 
 
See, I also have a dream. When they meet the sons of 
former slave owners in the workplace, my sons are going to 
be kicking butt and taking names, lady.  That’s my dream. 
 

5) Martin Luther King 
:60 TV 
Script: 
Martin Luther King had a dream.  He saw the sons of 
former slaves and the sons of former slave owners sitting 
down together at the table of brotherhood. 
 
Yeah, sure. “The content of their character, not the color of 
their skin.” That’s great. 
 
But in the mean time, I want my kids to have the skills 
they’ll need to survive.  I don’t want them struggling with 
long division while white kids are learning calculus.  I 
don’t want them stumbling around one language while 
white kids are learning two. 
 
That’s why I vote Republican.  I want the highest school 
standards for my kids, and I want them to be tested, so I’ll 
know how they’re doing.  And if our school isn’t cutting it, 
if our teachers aren’t cutting it, I want school choice - 
another thing the Democrats don’t want us to have. 
 
See, I also have a dream. When they meet the sons of 
former slave owners in the workplace, my sons are going to 
be kicking butt and taking names, lady.  That’s my dream. 
 

6) Mother 
:60 radio 
Voice 1: So who’d you vote for, Linda? 
Voice 2: George W. Bush. 
Voice 1: You’ve got to be kidding.  You know, your mama 
would be turning in her grave if she knew that. 
Voice 2: Well, she might at that.  You know, my mama 
brought up the five of us alone.  She’d take in laundry in 
the early morning, then she’d come home to feed us, pack 
our books and send us off... 
Voice 1: Not to vote for no George Bush, she didn’t  

Voice 2: ... then she’d finish her shift at the factory, and 
half a shift at the diner.  She’d cook our dinner there, and 
when she returned, she’d finish the laundry.  Mama could 
have done better.  But she sacrificed to do right by us. 
Voice 1: So why don’t you vote like she’d vote? 
 
Voice 2: Because, my kids don’t have to be poor.  They 
don’t have go to the worst schools.  They don’t have to 
dress in hand-me-down clothes.  I vote for Republicans 
because they support school choice, a strong economy, and 
low taxes.  I respect what my mama did.  And that’s why 
my kids, like hers, will get chances their folks never had. 
 

7) Star 
:60 radio 
Star Parker: 
The proverb says, a good man leaves an inheritance.  
   
Hello, I’m Star Parker.  Research shows that Blacks fail 
miserably under the current payroll tax system.  Under 
Social Security today, African Americans receive $21,000 
less in retirement benefits than whites with similar income 
and marital status.  One-third of Black men die before 
reaching their retirement age. 
 
Instead of piling on more taxes, like Democrats suggest, 
Social Security Reform should let all employees invest our 
payroll tax in personal retirement accounts, just like 
members of Congress. If Black families do this, we’ll 
accumulate real wealth for a secure retirement — just like 
members of Congress.  
The proverb says, a good man leaves an inheritance for his 
grandchildren. President Bush’s Social Security reform will 
allow all Americans to flourish in financial independence, 
and to leave a legacy for our kids. 
 

8) I’m Mad - Black actress 
:30 TV 
Script:
I’m mad   The government is spending billions subsidizing 
employer-provided health insurance.  But I work for a 
small business that can’t afford it.  The government won’t 
help me buy my own.   
 
I don’t understand the Democrats.  All they want to do is 
subsidize big business, or let me go on Medicaid — and 
that’s third class care.  I’d like to have some money, like 
the Republicans propose, so that I can go and buy health 
coverage. 
 
This time the Republicans are on our side, not the 
Democrats. 
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Screen text: 
 1 in every 5 African-Americans has no health 

insurance. 
 

9) No Medicaid for Me  
:60 radio 
Male voice: 
I don’t have health insurance.  My company is small, and 
just can’t afford the cost.  It really gets me that the 
government helps rich people like Bill Gates and Shaquile 
O’Neil buy health insurance.  But if you’re not with a big 
company, you don’t get the help.  It’s not fair.  It’s only 
because I work for a small business. 
 
There are 40 million of us without health insurance.  The 
Democrats talk about helping uninsured people like me by 
putting us on Medicaid.  That’s welfare   If Medicaid is so 
great, why aren’t the members of Congress on it?  When 
you’re on Medicaid, doctors don’t want you.   
 
Republicans want to give the uninsured money to buy their 
own private health insurance.  It’d mean $3,000 dollars for 
my family and me every year.  That’s what I want — not a 
government program. The Republican plan would really 
help. 
 
And besides: Who wants to go on welfare?  
 

10) Abortion 
:60 radio 
Voice 1: 
Today, one-third of African American pregnancies end in 
abortion.  Black babies are terminated at triple the rate of 
white babies.  Why, under Title 10, schools can counsel 
scared kids to abort their babies without even consulting 
their parents.  Each year, the abortion mills diminish the 
human capital of our community by another 400,000 souls. 
 
The Democrat Party supports these liberal abortion laws 
that are decimating our people.  But the individual’s Right 
to Life is protected in the Republican Platform. 
 
Democrats say they want our votes.  Why don’t they want 
our lives? 
 
Voice 2: 
Learn the racial truth about America’s abortion laws.  
Don’t buy the Democrats’ lie   Killing unborn babies is no 
way to help those in poverty. 
 

11) I Don’t Understand the Democrats 
:30 TV 
Script: 
I don’t understand the Democrats.  They don’t care 
anymore.  The government spends tons of money 
subsidizing employer health insurance.  But I work for a 
small business that can’t afford coverage for the 
employees, and the government does nothing for us. 
 
The Republicans want to give an uninsured family $3,000 a 
year for health insurance.  The Democrats say no: — only 
an employer plan and Medicaid.  That doesn’t help people 
like me. 
 
Hey you Democrats, get with it.  It’s the Republicans that 
care. 
Screen text: 

 Republican Plan: 
— $3,000 for a family 
— $2,000 for a couple 
— $1,000 for an individual 
 each year for health insurance 
 

12) Vouchers 
:60 radio 
Female voice: 
What do Democrats Al Sharpton and Jesse Jackson have in 
common with Republicans J.C. Watts and Colin Powell?   
 
Why, they all have kids they removed from public schools.  
These prosperous members of our community can afford to 
protect their children from low-quality classrooms.  They 
won’t doom their daughters and sons to second-rate 
colleges or low-pay jobs. 
 
Male voice: 
Here’s how these men differ.  The Republicans support 
school vouchers, so that we can all choose better schools.  
But the Democrats oppose school choice.  They want our 
children right where they are — at the bottom of the 
educational ladder, and the bottom of the wage scale. 
 
Female voice: 
Jesse Jackson and Al Sharpton want better schools for their 
kids. The Republicans want better schools for ours. 
 
Male voice: 
Learn the racial truth about educational choice.  Don’t buy 
the Democrats’ lie.  It’s the Republicans, not the 
Democrats, who will help us choose better schools. 
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13) The Stolen Election 
:60 radio 
Script: 
Voice 1: Those  *#_ @*#  Republicans  
Voice 2: What did they do this time? 
Voice 1: They stole the election   They tossed out African 
American votes to elect George Bush  
Voice 2: Say what?  The Republicans did that? 
Voice 1: They confused first-time Black voters with that 
butterfly ballot.  Then they pitched our votes in Palm 
Beach and Miami-Dade. 
Voice 2: Oh, really?  Well, it was a Democrat who 
designed that butterfly ballot   Who do you think ran the 
elections?  Who counted the votes?  It was the Democrats   
Not one of the counties that tossed the most ballots had a 
Republican running elections. 
Voice 1: You’re saying our friends did that? 
Voice 2: Who says they’re our friends?  I support the 
Republican plan to improve voting machines and voter 
rolls.  I’m sick of Democrat officials who can’t do their 
job, then blame someone else.  I’m sick of hearing them 
scream ‘Republican’ every time they cheat us   Those *#_ 
@*#   Democrats  
Voice 1: Linda   Watch your language, girl  
 

14) Stop Taxing Me  (Black actor) 
:30 TV 
Script: 
Democrats say they give us more. 
 
Ain’t that the truth   They give us more sales tax.  They 
give us more gas tax.  They tax my home, they tax my 
phone, they tax my smokes ... They even tax my dog  
 
I’ve got a new program for you Democrats: Stop attacking 
me with your taxes   Let me and my family keep more of 
the cash I work 40 hours a week to earn. 
 
In the meantime, I’m voting Republican. 
Screen text: 

 The Republicans: 
Less Taxes Means More Freedom 
 

15) Taxes & Condescension 
:60 radio 
First voice: 
Democrats say they give us more. 

 
Ain’t that the truth   They give us more sales tax.  They 
give us more gas tax.  They tax my home, they tax my 
phone, they tax my smokes ... They even tax my dog  
 
I’ve got a new program for you Democrats: Stop attacking 
me with your taxes   Let me and my family keep more of 
the cash I work 40 hours a week to earn. 
 
In the meantime, I’m voting Republican. 
 
Second voice: 
Democrats oppose vouchers. They don’t think we’re smart 
enough to choose our kids’ schools. 
 
Democrats oppose medical savings accounts.  They don’t 
think we’re smart enough to choose our own doctors. 
 
Democrats oppose tax cuts, because they don’t think we’re 
smart enough to spend our own money. 
 
But in point of fact, I’m plenty smart to choose my kids’ 
schools, to pick my family’s doctor, and to spend my own 
cash. That’s why I vote Republican. 
 
I wonder what else the Democrats don’t think we’re smart 
enough to do? 
 

16) Military Man 
:60 radio 
Male voice: 
Under the Democratic Administration of Bill Clinton and 
Al Gore, African American soldiers helped keep the peace 
on five continents.  But their readiness deteriorated due to 
neglect.  And their morale declined due to disrespect.   
 
Our commanders put undertrained pilots in harm’s way 
because so many officers had resigned in disgust.  We 
pirated parts from working helicopters to keep the rest 
airborne, while enlisted men went on food stamps to 
support their families.   
 
At the same time we saw Chinese Communists, who have 
promised to bury us, laundering money to high ranking 
Democrats. Technology was traded for campaign cash.  
America’s nuclear secrets, stolen by spies, were turned 
against us. 
I love my country.  I want it to stay safe and strong.  That’s 
why I vote Republican. 
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17) Military Man 
:60 TV 
Script: 
Under the Democratic Administration of Bill Clinton and 
Al Gore, African American soldiers helped keep the peace 
on five continents.  But their readiness deteriorated due to 
neglect.  And their morale declined due to disrespect.   
 
Our commanders put undertrained pilots in harm’s way 
because so many officers had resigned in disgust.  We 
pirated parts from working helicopters to keep the rest 
airborne, while enlisted men went on food stamps to 
support their families.   
 
At the same time we saw Chinese Communists, who have 
promised to bury us, laundering money to high ranking 
Democrats. Technology was traded for campaign cash.  
America’s nuclear secrets, stolen by spies, were turned 
against us. 
 
I love my country.  I want it to stay safe and strong.  That’s 
why I vote Republican. 
Screen text: 

 Kosovo, Somalia, Grenada, Afghanistan 
 Peacekeeping, War, Anti-Terror 

 

18) Vouchers Are Legal 
:60 radio 
Male voice: 
Now that the Supreme Court says school vouchers are 
legal, I want to send my child to a better school.   
 
All kids deserve a good start in life, and that means a good 
education. 
 
I don’t care what anyone says — the superintendents, the 
lawmakers, even the teachers’ union. They may have the 
money to send their kids to the best schools.  I don’t, but 
why should my child suffer in a school that can’t or won’t 
teach him? 
 
I care about my child. I think every parent, black, white and 
Hispanic, should stand up and make it clear that we want 
the money to send our kids to the schools we choose — not 
the schools that the bureaucrats choose.  We pay taxes to 
have our kids educated, and if our public schools aren’t 
doing the job, then we parents should decide where the 
dollars get spent. 
 
After all, they’re our children  Our country’s future  

19) Minorities Benefit 
:30 TV 
Script: 
There’s this white dude I work with — we both pay into 
Social Security.  But he’ll get more when he retires.  
Whites get more from Social Security than Blacks.  That’s 
a fact. 
 
If part of Social Security was a Personal Retirement 
account, like my 401(k) plan at work, then my family and I 
would have a lot more to live on when I retire. 
 
Republicans have a plan for this kind of Social Security 
reform, and I’m for it.  We need to look out for ourselves, 
and our families. 
Screen text: 

 “African Americans receive nearly $21,000 less on a 
lifetime basis from Social Security’s retirement 
benefits than whites...” 

— President’s Commission to Strengthen Social Security, 
Interim Report, page 26, April 2001 
 

20) Black G.O.P. 
:60 radio 
Male voice: 
Before my kids were born, I was a Democrat.  Hadn’t 
Kennedy and Johnson opened the schools and the voting 
booths?  
 
But soon, I started to wonder.  Our leaders called school 
choice a Republican conspiracy.  But they sent their own 
kids to private schools.  Mine went to schools I chose.  And 
Republican Charter School laws helped me do it. 
 
Jesse Jackson said to boycott the racist corporations.  But 
my white co-workers bought shares in these same 
corporations through Ronald Reagan’s 401(k) plans — and 
they profited handsomely.  In this country, you don’t get 
respect unless you own something.  With the help of the 
Republican tax cuts, I started my own 401(k) and watched 
it grow. 
 
Democrats advised me to scorn wealth.  Republicans taught 
me to get some.   
 
I’m the first member of my family to vote Republican.  But 
I won’t be the last. 
 

21) Truth Hurts 
:60 radio 
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Female voice: 
When someone you’ve called a friend betrays you, the truth 
can hurt. 
 
After the Civil War, African Americans voted Republican, 
for the Party that crushed slavery, for the Party of Lincoln.  
But when the G.O.P. proved M.I.A. on our issues, we 
changed our party and we changed our vote. We did it even 
though the truth hurt. 
 
For 50 years now, we’ve trusted the Democrats for 
education, health care, and economic opportunity.  And the 
truth is, today’s Democrats take us for granted.  
 
It is Democrats who are blocking the right of black parents 
to choose schools for black children.  It is the Democrats 
blocking Republican attempts to expand our options in 
health care and Social Security.  And it is the Democrats 
who are heaping new taxes on working people. 
 
Our old friends have gone off on us. That’s the truth.   
That’s why I’m a Republican now. 
 

22) I’m Mad 2 
:30 TV 
Script: 
I’m mad.  I work for a small business that can’t afford 
health insurance.  So the Democrats want to stick me in 
Medicaid?  That’s welfare.  If Medicaid is so good, why 
aren’t members of Congress in it? 
 
Please.  We have our dignity.  I want private health 
insurance.  The Republicans want to give uninsured 
families $3,000 a year to buy coverage. 
 
The Republicans are on our side — and I thank them for 
that. 
Screen text: 

 $3,000 a Year 
 

23) Black Choice 
:60 radio 
Female voice: 
Every year some white Democrat politician says he’s going 
to make black schools work.  He’s going to Washington to 
set high standards.  He’s going to Washington to teach our 
kids to read.  He’s going to Washington to teach our 
teachers to teach.  And year by year, the test score gap 
between the black and white students remains. 
 

Republicans favor school choice.  Under the Republican 
plan, we parents choose the schools our kids attend.  If 
that’s our local public school, fine.  But if our 
neighborhood school has drugs, or gangs, or bad 
academics, we’ll send our kids somewhere better.   
 
That’s not stealing from public schools.  That’s taking care 
of family business.  And that’s why I support the 
Republicans. 
 
I’ve got one question for these white Democrat politicians.  
What’s wrong with black parents choosing schools for 
black children?  Do you have a problem with that? 
 

24) Reverse Reparations 
:60 TV 
Script: 
You’ve heard about reparations — you know, where whites 
compensate blacks for enslaving us.  Well, guess what 
we’ve got now?  Reverse reparations   
Under Social Security today, blacks receive twenty-one 
thousand dollars less in retirement benefits than whites of 
similar income and marital status.  In the U.S. of A, white 
men live 7 years longer than black men.  One third of the 
brothers die before retirement, and receive nothing. Almost 
half the married sisters lose their husbands before they rank 
Social Security spousal benefits.  
 
President George Bush proposed reforms that help our 
community in three ways: 
— First, we get a higher minimum benefit; 
— Second, our women get their fair share in their spouses’ 
Social Security; and 
— Third, Blacks get retirement accounts with real financial 
assets. 
 
So the next time some Democrat says he won’t touch 
Social Security, ask why he thinks blacks owe reparations 
to whites. 
 
Screen text: 

 Social Security Discriminates 
 33% of Black men receive no retirement benefit 
 50% of Black married women receive no spousal 

benefit 
 Higher Minimum Benefit... Women Share Equally... 

Real Financial Assets 
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Hispanic Scripts  
(in English) 
 

25) Stop Taxing Me  (Hispanic actress) 
:30 TV 
Script: 
Democrats say they give us more. 
 
And with good reason.  They give us more sales taxes.  
More gasoline taxes.  They tax my house, my phone - even 
my dog  
 
I've got a suggestion for you Democrats: Stop attacking me 
with your taxes.  Let us keep more of our own money, for 
which we work hard for many hours each week. 
 
In the meantime, I'm voting Republican  
Screen text: 

 Los Republicanos 
 Menos Impuestos, Mas Libertad 

 

 
26) Vouchers & Taxes 
:60 radio 
Voice 1: 
Now that the Supreme Court says school vouchers are 
legal, I want to send my child to a better school.   
 
All kids deserve a good start in life, and that means a good 
education. 
 
I don’t care what anyone says — the teachers union, the 
superintendents, even the lawmakers.  They may have the 
money to send their kids to the best schools.  I don’t, but 
why should my children suffer in schools that can’t or 
won’t teach them? 
 
Every parent, black, white and Hispanic, should stand up 
and make it clear that we want the money to send our kids 
to the schools we choose — not the schools that the 
bureaucrats choose.   
 
They’re our children  
 
Voice 2: 
Democrats say they give us more. 
 

And with good reason.  They give us more sales taxes.  
More gasoline taxes.  They tax my house, my phone - even 
my dog  
 
I've got a suggestion for you Democrats: Stop attacking me 
with your taxes.  Let us keep more of our own money, for 
which we work hard for many hours each week. 
 
In the mean time, I'm voting Republican  
 

27) Mother 
:60 radio 
1st voice: 
So, how did you vote, Juanita? 
2nd voice: 
I voted Republican. 
1st voice: 
Oh, don't tell me.  You know your mother would be rolling 
in her grave. 
2nd voice: 
Well, you're right.  You know my mother raised all five of 
us by herself.  She washed our clothes in the morning and 
cleaned others' houses so we could eat.  She'd gather our 
books and would send us to... 
1st voice: 
But not to vote for Republicans  
2nd voice: 
Then she'd finish her shift in the factory and then start her 
half-shift at the neighborhood eatery.  She'd prepare our 
dinner there and upon returning home would finish 
washing our clothes.  Mama sacrificed everything for our 
well-being. 
1st voice: 
Then why don't you vote like she would? 
2nd voice: 
Because my children don't have to be poor like hers were.  
They don't have to go to the worst schools.  They don't 
have to wear used clothes.  I vote for Republicans because 
they support school choice, a strong economy and lower 
taxes.  I respect what my mother did, that's why my 
children - just like hers - will have opportunities that their 
parents never had. 
 

28) Abortion 
:60 radio 
Female voice: 
One out of every four pregnant Latinas has an abortion.  
Latino babies are four times as likely as other babies to be 
terminated through an abortion. 
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Under Title X, young pregnant women can be poorly 
advised and convinced that they should abort their babies, 
even without first consulting with their parents. 
 
Every year, the abortion industry reduces our community 
by 250,000 lives  
 
And the Democrats support these laws, which decimate our 
people.   The Republicans, however, support the right to 
life of ALL people. 
 
Democrats always say they want our votes.  But why don't 
they ever say they want our lives? 
 
Male voice: 
Learn the truth about abortion laws.  Don't believe the 
Democrats' lies.  Killing babies before they're born is no 
way to help those living in poverty. 
 
Respect life.  Vote Republican. 
 

29) I’m Mad  (Hispanic actress) 
:60 radio 
Female voice: 
I'm mad  I work for a small business that can't afford health 
insurance for its workers.  
And what really gets me,  is that last year the federal 
government spent $133 billion on health benefits for large 
corporations. Those big companies already have the money   
 
Meanwhile, there are 40 million people like me in the U.S. 
-- without health coverage. And the Democrats want to 
stick us in Medicaid. Shoot, if Medicaid is so good, why 
aren't members of Congress in it?  
 
Besides Medicaid isn't the solution. When you're in 
Medicaid, doctors don't want to treat you. Puh-lease. I have 
my dignity. Living off of Medicaid is living off the 
government   
 
I want private health insurance, and the Republicans have a 
plan. It's called Fair-Care. Fair-Care would give uninsured 
families $3,000 a year to buy health coverage. It would 
really help a lot. This time, the Republicans are on our side, 
and I thank them for that. 
 

30) I’m Mad  (Hispanic actress) 
:30 TV 
Script: 

I’m mad   The government is spending billions subsidizing 
employer-provided health insurance.  But I work for a 
small business that can’t afford it.  The government won’t 
help me buy my own.   
 
I don’t understand the Democrats.  All they want to do is 
subsidize big business, or let me go on Medicaid — and 
that’s third class care.  I’d like to have some money, like 
the Republicans propose, so that I can go and buy health 
coverage. 
 
This time the Republicans are on our side, not the 
Democrats. 
 
Screen text: 

 1 de cada 3 Hispanos no tiene seguro medico. 
 

31) Latino Prosperity 
:60 radio 
Script: 
You've heard it a ton of times: They tell us that Latinos 
only prosper when Democrats are in power. 
But that's a lie. In 1992, when Democrats controlled both 
chambers of Congress and the White House, Hispanic 
unemployment rose quickly. In 1993, 26% of our young 
people were unemployed. 
But the Republicans won control of Congress in 1994. 
Since then, more Latinos are working and the average 
household income rose $7,000. 
Now more Latinos have their own businesses and President 
Bush's Social Security plan will help us save for our 
retirement. Republicans gave us a balanced budget, more 
jobs, lower taxes and better pay. 
That's why you shouldn't believe the Democrats' lies. It's 
Republicans who want prosperity for Latinos. 
 
32) Latino School Choice 
:60 radio 
Female voice: 
Every year, some Democrat politician says he's going to 
help Latino students.  They say they're going to 
Washington to teach our children how to read, they say 
they're going to show our teachers how to teach. 
 
And every year, our Latino students fall further behind. 
 
Republicans are in favor of school choice.  With the 
Republican plan, we parents will be the ones choosing the 
schools that teach our children.  If those are our public 
schools, then fine.   
 
But if the public schools in our areas are full of drugs, 
gangs or perform poorly, we'll send our children wherever 
is best for them.   
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That's not  robbing our public schools.   That's caring for 
your family.  And that's why I'm voting Republican. 
 
I only have one question for Democrats:  What's wrong 
with Latino parents choosing their own children's schools? 
 
Do Democrats have a problem with that? 
 
33) Obstructionist Democrats 
:60 radio 
Voice 1: 
Why are Democrats blocking the nomination of Hispanic 
judges to the federal courts? 
Voice 2: 
Jose E. Martinez served as a legal officer in the U.S. Navy.  
Later, he fought crime as Regional Director for the Drug 
Enforcement Agency. 
Miguel A. Estrada came to the United Status as a young 
immigrant.  Through his hard work he learned English and 
graduated from Harvard with honors.  He then rose to assist 
the U.S. Solicitor General.    
Voice 1: 
For years these man have served our community and our 
country with honor.  George Bush and the Republicans 
want to honor them — and us too.  But now, Senate 
Democrats are denying them their opportunity. 
Voice 2: 
What's wrong with Latino judges serving in our highest 
courts?  Do Democrats have a problem with this? 
 
34) Faith-Based Initiative 
:60 radio 
Female voice: 
For some jobs, there is no salary high enough. 
 
Across the nation, faith-based charities help poor people in 
our community with counseling, housing, job training, 
senior care and public kitchens.  But under Democrat Bill 
Clinton, the most effective organizations didn't receive 
much help. 
 
According to a government study, faith-based 
organizations  receive very little federal assistance relative 
to their size and the services they provide.  
 
Republicans have a better idea. 
 
In his faith-based initiative, President Bush will put more 
money in the pockets of those social workers inspired by 
God.  The Christian Community Health Fellowship, the 
Salvation Army and the National Hispanic Religious 
Partnership for Community Healthcare approve of the 
President's plan. 
 
35) Faith-Based Initiative 
:60 TV 
Script: 
For some jobs, there is no salary high enough. 
 

Across the nation, faith-based charities help poor people in 
our community with counseling, housing, job training, 
senior care and public kitchens.  But under Democrat Bill 
Clinton, the most effective organizations didn't receive 
much help. 
 
According to a government study, faith-based 
organizations  receive very little federal assistance relative 
to their size and the services they provide.  
 
Republicans have a better idea. 
 
In his faith-based initiative, President Bush will put more 
money in the pockets of those social workers inspired by 
God.  The Christian Community Health Fellowship, the 
Salvation Army and the National Hispanic Religious 
Partnership for Community Healthcare approve of the 
President's plan. 
 
36) A Latino Republican 
:60 radio 
Male voice: 
Before my children were born, I was a Democrat. 
 
Wasn't it Kennedy who opened up the schools and the 
voting booths?  But I started having doubts. 
 
Our leaders called school choice a  Republican conspiracy,  
but these same leaders were sending their children to 
private schools.  It was Republicans who wanted my 
children to have the same opportunities as native-born 
American children. 
 
Democrats said they supported immigrants, but it was the 
Democrats who most vociferously opposed guest workers 
and Mexican trucks. Then President Bush supported our 
people.   
 
It was the Republicans who supported the pro-democracy 
reformers, while the Democrats sent Elian Gonzales back 
to Fidel. 
 
Republicans support what Latinos today need: lots of jobs, 
lower taxes and school choice.  That's why I support the 
Republican Party. 
 
I'm the first person in my family to vote Republican, but I 
won't be the last  
 
37) Military Man 
:60 radio 
Male voice: 
Under the Democrat administration of Bill Clinton and Al 
Gore, Latino soldiers helped keep the peace in five 
continents. 
 
But their readiness suffered because they were misused, 
and their morale suffered because of disrespect. 
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Our military leaders were forced to pirate used helicopter 
parts for their own helicopters.  Meanwhile, our troops had 
to use food stamps to support their families. 
 
Pilots without enough training were put in harm's way 
because many of their superiors had resigned.    
 
In the White House, the Communist Chinese donated 
money to high-ranking Democrats.  Meanwhile, terrorists 
were bombing our embassies and penetrating our borders. 
 
American technology was stolen by spies and used against 
us. 
 
Enough with these Democrats  
 
I love America.  That's why I vote Republican  
 
38) Miguel Estrada 
:60 radio 
Script: 
Why are Democrats blocking President George Bush's 
nomination of Miguel Estrada to the U.S. Appellate Court? 
 
Here is what Mario Rodriguez, President of the Hispanic 
Business Roundtable, had to say: 
 
 Mr. Estrada brings a singular perspective and experience 
understood only by those who have immigrated as 
youngsters to a strange country without knowledge of the 
spoken language.  It's for his cultural experience and legal 
qualifications that the Hispanic Business Roundtable urges 
the Senate Judiciary Committee and all its members to stop 
playing political games so that Hispanics may never again 
be denied representation on one of the most prestigious 
courts in the land.  
 
Senator Patrick Leahy and his Democrat colleagues are 
blocking the confirmation of Miguel Estrada to the U.S. 
Court of Appeals.  Call 202-224-5225 and tell him to stop 
obstructing the progress of qualified Latinos. 
 
39) Youth & Social Security 
:60 radio 
Male voice: 
When Social Security was founded, it was a pretty good 
deal.  In 1940, each retiree had 40 workers to support his 
benefit.  But today, there's a retiree for every three workers. 
And by the time we retire, that'll be 2-to-1. 
 
The President's Commission to Strengthen Social Security 
found that younger generations “have more at stake than 
other groups in Social Security reform.”  Their report said, 
 
“As the ratio of workers to beneficiaries drops over time, 
the tax burden placed by Social Security on workers will 
increase.... Single workers paying the maximum tax into 
Social Security and retiring in 2030 would have to live past 
age 110 simply to get back what they had paid in.”  
 

President Bush has proposed that young workers keep part 
of the payroll tax we already pay in a personal retirement 
account, where we can earn interest and investment income 
over our entire working lives.   
 
That way we won't have to live to 110 to get our money 
back  
 
40) Youth & Social Security 
:60 TV 
Script: 
When Social Security was founded, it was a pretty good 
deal.  In 1940, each retiree had 40 workers to support his 
benefit.  But today, there's a retiree for every three workers. 
And by the time we retire, that'll be 2-to-1. 
 
The President's Commission to Strengthen Social Security 
found that younger generations “have more at stake than 
other groups in Social Security reform.”  Their report said, 
 
“As the ratio of workers to beneficiaries drops over time, 
the tax burden placed by Social Security on workers will 
increase.... Single workers paying the maximum tax into 
Social Security and retiring in 2030 would have to live past 
age 110 simply to get back what they had paid in.” 
 
President Bush has proposed that young workers keep part 
of the payroll tax we already pay in a personal retirement 
account, where we can earn interest and investment income 
over our entire working lives.   
 
That way we won't have to live to 110 to get our money 
back  
 
Screen text: 

 Segura Social 
 Buen idea  
 Dos trabajando y uno retirado? 
 Mas invertido ... 
 110 anos? 
 Es tu dinero 
 Los Republicanos te oyen 

 

Investors, Health, etc. 
 
41) “Don’t Touch” — Program Cuts 
:30 TV 
Script: 
Democrats say they won’t touch Social Security.   
But that’s untrue. The President’s Commission to 
Strengthen Social Security recently stated:  
 
“The current system is financially unsustainable.  Without 
reform, the promise of Social Security to future retirees 
cannot be met.” 
 
If Congress enacted spending cuts to preserve the benefits 
it has already promised, by 2025 those cuts would exceed 
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the entire budgets of the Departments of Interior, 
Commerce, and Education. 
 
That is what the Democrats’ opposition to reform could 
cost us.  
 
Screen text: 

 Social Security ... Broken Promises ... Unsustainable 
 Source: Commission to Strengthen Social Security, 

Interim Report, page 21 
 Democrat Obstruction = Program Cuts 

 
42) “Don’t Touch” — Higher Debt 
:30 TV 
Script: 
Democrats say they won’t touch Social Security.   
 
But that’s untrue. The President’s Commission to 
Strengthen Social Security recently stated: 
 
“The current system is financially unsustainable.  Without 
reform, the promise of Social Security to future retirees 
cannot be met.” 
 
If Congress borrows to meet the system’s shortfalls, we 
will add 7 trillion dollars to the nation’s debt by the year 
twenty-forty, and 47 trillion by twenty-seventy-five. 
 
That’s what the Democrats’ opposition to reform could cost 
our children and grandchildren. 
 
Screen text: 

 Social Security ... Broken Promises ... Unsustainable 
 Source: Commission to Strengthen Social Security, 

Interim Report, page 21 
 Democrat Obstruction = Higher Debt 

 
43) Don’t Touch — “Benefit Cuts” 
:30 TV 
Script: 
Democrats say they won’t touch Social Security.   
 
But that’s untrue. The President’s Commission to 
Strengthen Social Security recently stated:  
 
“The current system is financially unsustainable.  Without 
reform, the promise of Social Security to future retirees 
cannot be met.” 
 
To face this problem with benefit cuts, a medium wage 
earner and his spouse would see their benefits decline 
twenty-two hundred dollars in the year twenty-twenty, and 
forty-six hundred dollars a decade later. 
 
That’s what the Democrats’ opposition to reform could 
cost. 
 
Screen text: 

 Social Security ... Broken Promises ... Unsustainable 

 Source: Commission to Strengthen Social Security, 
Interim Report, page 20 

 Democrat Obstruction = Benefit Cuts 
 
44) Don’t Touch — “Higher Taxes” 
:30 TV 
Script: 
Democrats say they won’t touch Social Security.   
 
But that’s untrue. The President’s Commission to 
Strengthen Social Security recently stated:  
 
“The current system is financially unsustainable.  Without 
reform, the promise of Social Security to future retirees 
cannot be met.” 
 
To face this problem with tax hikes, the payroll tax on a 
typical two-earner family will increase 14 percent in the 
year twenty-twenty, and 37 percent by twenty-forty. 
 
That’s what the Democrats’ opposition to reform could 
cost. 
 
Screen text: 

 Social Security ... Broken Promises ... Unsustainable 
 Source: Commission to Strengthen Social Security, 

Interim Report, page 20 
 Democrat Obstruction = Tax Hikes 

 
45) Social Security & Women 
:30 TV 
Script: 
My husband and I were okay when we retired.  But when 
he died, my Social Security was cut — a lot  
 
I found that a widow must choose between her husband’s 
benefits or her own — and it can be hard getting by.  But 
President Bush’s Commission on Social Security says 
husbands and wives should share fifty-fifty in each other’s 
Personal Retirement Accounts. 
 
If the President’s suggestions become law, I’d be better off.  
No retired woman should live in poverty. 
 
Screen text: 

 “A Widow is eligible for the greater of her husband’s 
worker benefit or her own, but not both.  As a result, 
her household income may be cut by up to one half 
upon his death.” 

— President’s Commission to Strengthen Social Security, 
Interim Report, Page 25, April 2001 

 Husbands & Wives Share 
 
46) Listen, You Democrats 2 
:30 TV 
Script: 
Now that the Democrats control the Senate, they have a 
new Medicare prescription plan.  To get prescription 
benefits, I’ll have to pay out of my Social Security check 
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fifty-three dollars a month the first year, one-hundred and 
fourteen a month later on. 
 
Democrats complain all the time about the tax cut, and 
preserving Social Security. Huh! 
 
Listen, you Democrats: Get your hands off my Social 
Security check.  It’s not enough now  
Screen text: 
Democrats’ Plan for Medicare Drug Program 
Senate Bill 1135 Democrat Voluntary Plan 
— Now: $53 per person per month 
— Later: $114 per person per month  
 
47) Democrats Love Enron 
:60 TV 
Script: 
As Enron went bankrupt, it stranded thousands of its 
employees’ pensions in a single, overvalued company 
stock. 
 
Democrats denounce Enron.  But they behave no 
differently.  Democrat leaders in Congress continue to take 
our Social Security tax — 12.4 percent of our earnings — 
and invest it the same way. 
 
Like Enron employees, taxpayer pensions are over-invested 
in a single security: namely, U.S. Treasury debt. 
 
Like Enron’s victims, Americans cannot diversify our 
payroll-tax portfolios. We are not allowed to improve our 
rate of return, or to lessen our risk. 
 
And like Enron employees, American workers cannot 
control the bogus accounting practices that will leave 
Social Security drastically underfunded in years to come.  
 
So if Democrats hate what Enron did to its employees, why 
are they doing the same thing to us? 
Screen text: 

 Social Security & Enron: 
— A single class of asset... 
— No diversification allowed... 
— Low rate of return ... high risk ... 
— Huge unfunded liabilities 
 
48) Listen You Democrats 2 
:30 TV 
Script: 
Now that the Democrats control the Senate, they have a 
new Medicare prescription plan.  To get prescription 
benefits, I’ll have to pay out of my Social Security check 
fifty-three dollars a month the first year, one-hundred and 
fourteen a month later on. 
 
Democrats complain all the time about the tax cut, and 
preserving Social Security. 
Listen, you Democrats: Even if you change that premium, I 
want you to keep your hands off my Social Security check.  
It’s not enough now  

Screen text: 
Democrats’ Plan for Medicare Drug Program 
Senate Bill 1135 Democrat Voluntary Plan 
— Now: $53 per person per month 
— Later: $114 per person per month  
 
49) Social Security & Youth 
:60 TV 
Script: 
When Social Security was founded, it was a pretty good 
deal.  In 1940, each retiree had 40 workers to support his 
benefit.  But today, there’s a retiree for every three 
workers.  And by the time we retire, that’ll be 2-to-1. 
 
The President’s Commission to Strengthen Social Security 
found that “Younger generations have more at stake than 
other groups” in Social Security reform.  Their report said: 
 
“As the ratio of workers to beneficiaries drops over time, 
the tax burden placed by Social Security on workers will 
increase... Single workers paying the maximum tax into 
Social Security and retiring in 2030 would have to live past 
age 110 simply to get back what they had paid in.” 
 
President Bush has proposed that young workers keep part 
of the payroll tax we already pay in a personal retirement 
account, where we can earn interest and investment income 
over our entire working lives. 
 
That way we won’t have to live to 110 to get our money 
back  
 
Screen text: 

 Social Security 
 Sounds Good  
 2 Workers & 1 Retiree? 
 More at Stake ... 
 110 Years Old?? 
 Your Own Investment 
 Republicans Rule   

 
50) Stop Taxing Me  (white female actress) 
:30 TV 
Script: 
Democrats say they give us more. 
 
Ain’t that the truth   They give us more sales tax.  They 
give us more gas tax.  They tax my home, they tax my 
phone, they tax my smokes ... They even tax my dog  
 
I’ve got a new program for you Democrats: Stop attacking 
me with your taxes   Let me and my family keep more of 
the cash I work 40 hours a week to earn. 
 
In the meantime, I’m voting Republican. 
 
Screen text: 

 The Republicans:  
 Lower Taxes Means More Freedom 
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Council for Better Government 527 Campaign  
(done without Candidate or Party assistance) 

 
Summary of Activities: 
 
Funding:    $1,000,000 
 
Total Ads Run:   21,000 (radio and TV) 
 
Number Different Issue Ads: 50 
 
Number of Races:    29 
 
Number of States:   11  
 
 
Average Results in 19 Black Races and 10 Hispanic Races:  
 
Growth of Black Vote for Republicans:   (+) 3.16% 
 
Growth of Hispanic Vote for Republicans:  (+) 6.14%   
 
Change in Democratic performance in Black project areas, 2000-2002:   (-) 14.82% 
 
Change in Democratic performance in Hispanic project areas 2000-2002:  (-) 32.30% 
  
Net:  Grew the Black and Hispanic Republican Vote 
 
 Cratered the Dem Black and Hispanic Turnout 
 
 Donna Brazile is the Democrat party expert on spiking black turnout through 
exaggerating fear of physical violence and racism.  Until 2002 this strategy worked.  In 
an after-election memo by Brazile for the AFL-CIO, she explained:  
 

The Republican Black radio strategy to our “base hampered our 
ability to expand the off-year electorate in 2002.  In absence of 
significant response in Democrat strategy, Republican messaging to 
the base will make base voter continuity, not to mention expansion, 
very difficult for Democrats in 2003 and 2004.” 

 
 The Council for Better Government results were achieved by: 
 

1. Running aggressive conservative issues ads on the radio and TV stations 
that Blacks and Hispanic listen to and watch.  The issues included anti-tax, pro-
life, school choice, military preparedness, privatization of social security, and 
choice in health care. 

 
2. Rejecting conventional thought about how to attract minority votes.    

 
Please see attached list of Ten Myths & Facts of Republican Minority Outreach. 



Ten Myths & Facts About G.O.P. Minority Outreach 
 

 
ACCESS COMMUNICATIONS GROUP   

(913) 707-2072  •  republican _ ideas@hotmail.com 
 

MYTH 
 
 
Minority Exceptionalism 
Myth #1:  The wide divergence between minority polling data, 
which is centrist/conservative, and minority voting, which is 
Left/liberal, demonstrates minority cultural exceptionalism, 
unchangeable by the normal tools of politics. 
 
Pre-emptive Modeling 
Myth#2:  Modeling Democrat-minus-Republican margins 
"pessimistically" – 95-to-5 among blacks, 75-to-25 among 
Hispanics – will enable Republican operatives to focus on 
realistic non-minority strategies that play to Republican 
strength rather than Republican weakness. 
 
G.O.P. Vote Share 
Myth #3:  Aggressive Republican advertising in minority 
communities has little effect on the percentage of minority 
voters supporting Republican candidates. 
 
Higher Minority Turnout 
Myth #4:  Vigorous G.O.P. advertising in minority venues will 
hike minority turnout, counteracting any gains in Republican 
vote share. 
 
Republican Issues 
Myth #5:  To improve its performance among Hispanics and 
African Americans, Republicans must develop a new set of 
issues that appeal to these groups. 
 
The G.O.P. Curse 
Myth #6:   Mentioning "Republican" in Republican advertis- 
ing adversely affects G.O.P. candidates in minority venues. 
 
Mr. Nice Guy 
Myth #7:  Because of the popularity Democrats enjoy among 
minorities, negative advertising against Democrat leaders is 
counterproductive.  
 
Ground War 
Myth #8:  Only a strong grass roots presence over a prolonged 
period of time will enable Republicans to improve their 
electoral performance among minorities. 
 
Cost Effectiveness 
Myth #9:  The cost of winning marginal votes among Blacks 
and Hispanics is far greater than the cost of winning marginal 
votes among other groups outside the Republican core. 
 
Black versus Hispanic 
Myth #10:  Campaigning among Hispanics is more cost 
effective than campaigning among Blacks. 

FACT 
 
 
Fact #1:  The peculiarities of minority vote patterns spring not 
from exceptionalism, but from isolation.  The ordinary tools of 
mass communications, applied to the media venues minorities 
patronize, yield immediate, dramatic results to Republican 
candidates and groups that deploy them.  
 
Fact #2:  Such static models are rendered obsolete by 
Democrat “spike” tactics, which can, unopposed, increase 
minority turnout by as much as 30% in a single election cycle. 
 
 
 
 
Fact #3:  In 2002, aggressive Republican advertising in 
minority venues was associated with a 3.16% increase in 
Republican top-line Black vote share and a 6.14% increase in 
Republican top-line Hispanic vote share. 
 
Fact #4:  By reducing Democrat-induced fears and by raising 
Democratic Party negatives, vigorous G.O.P. advertising in 
minority venues consistently correlates with reduced 
Democrat votes among blacks and Hispanics. 
 
Fact #5:  Ordinary Republican platform issues, from lower 
taxes, to national defense, to expanded choices in education, 
health care, and Social Security, resonate well with minority 
voters. 
 
Fact #6:  Explicit Republican issue advertising helps 
Republican candidates up and down the ticket by countering 
the race-baiting and misrepresentations of the Democrats. 
 
Fact #7:  Attacking Democrat leaders and leadership is as 
fruitful for Republicans as the constant assault against 
Republicans in minority venues has been for Democrats. 
 
 
Fact #8:  Mass communications in minority venues is 
essential to improve Republican performance.  A grass roots 
effort will only be marginally successful absent powerful mass 
communications. 
 
Fact #9:  When results are measured correctly, the cost of 
courting African American and Hispanic votes is low: Less 
than $20 per one vote reduction in Democrat-minus-
Republican margins.  
 
Fact #10:  The cost per one vote reduction in Democrat-
minus-Republican margins is lower among blacks (roughly 
$16) than among Hispanics (roughly $24). 




