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Source: See Appendix B.
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Scenario A: 2012 Forward

The steady state assumption that 2012 turnout and voting preferences for each 
race, age, and state group hold in the future yields increasingly large Democratic 
gains. A projected 347 to 191 Electoral College win in 2020 rises to a 361 to 177 
victory by 2032. Georgia moves into the Democratic column in 2028. In addition, 
several other Republican states—including Missouri, Indiana, Alaska, Mississippi, 
and South Carolina—switch from solid red to Republican swing states over this 
time period. Colorado and Pennsylvania move from swing to solid blue status.

Scenario B: 2008 Forward

This scenario—the best case for Democrats—pushes ahead the strong minority 
Democratic and weak white Republican performances of the 2008 election and 
applies them to projected demographic changes in the eligible electorate. An already 
strong projected Democratic 2020 Electoral College win of 368 to 170 increases to 
382 to 156 by 2032 with the addition of Georgia in 2024. As shown in Figure 19, 
several states shift from solid red to swing Republican over this period, most notably 
Texas but also South Carolina, North Dakota, South Dakota, and Mississippi. By 
2032, Florida moves from a Democratic swing state to a solid blue state.

Scenario C: 2004 Forward

This scenario pushes ahead the race, age, and state turnout and voting preferences 
associated with President George W. Bush’s 2004 win. As in the 2016 projection 
discussed above, it yields another Republican win in 2020. However, in the 2024, 
2028, and 2032 projected Electoral College outcomes, the GOP-favorable 2004 
turnout and voting preference patterns are not enough to counter the power of 

2016 2020 2024 2028 2032

Scenario D

Scenario E

Scenario F
Scenario C

Scenario B

Scenario A

FIGURE 20

Electoral college results by simulation, 2016–2032

Note: Values diplayed are the di�erence between the number of electoral college votes captured by the democratic candidate and the 
republican candidate in any given simulation and year. Positive values indicate that democrats would receive more electoral college 
votes than republicans and negative values indicate the opposite.

Source: See Appendix B.
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the underlying demographic shifts in the eligible electorate. As a consequence, 
the Republican Electoral College win of 275 to 263 in 2020 is reversed to a 
Democratic electoral vote victory of 275 to 263 in 2024—an advantage that 
rises to 285 to 253 in 2032. The states shifting to the Democratic column as this 
scenario advances include Ohio in 2024 and Colorado in 2032. Still, several 
swing states continue to vote Republican through 2032 in this scenario, including 
Virginia, Florida, and North Carolina.

Scenario D: Maximum Minority Turnout

This scenario makes the same assumptions as scenario A except that all nonblack 
minorities turn out at the same rate as whites for every race, age, and state group. 
As such, much like scenario A, the Democratic Electoral College wins continue 
for each election from 2020 to 2032 but with a bigger electoral vote total in 2028 
and 2032. In 2020 and 2024, scenario D does not pick up any additional states 
relative to scenario A, but it does bring a few red states into the Republican swing 
state category: Indiana and Alaska in 2024. By 2028, scenario D moves Arizona 
and Georgia into the Democratic column, leading to Electoral College wins of 373 
to 165 in both 2028 and 2032.

Scenario E: High GOP Hispanic/Asian Support

This scenario modifies scenario A to look at whether and to what extent sub-
stantially greater support for Republicans among new minority voters—plus 7.5 
percentage points—would lead to Republican wins in the Electoral College. The 
result of these simulations indicates that, compared with scenario A, there is a 
closing of the Democratic/Republican electoral vote difference for the elections 
in 2020, 2024, and 2028 but not for 2032. Still, there is no reversal of Democratic 
victories for each election between 2020 and 2032. In 2020, the Democratic 
victory under this scenario—303 to 235—is smaller than under scenarios A, B, 
or D, as Republicans win Florida and North Carolina. However, in subsequent 
elections, the Democratic Electoral College advantage continues to grow larger, 
so that by 2032, the Democratic electoral vote margin—361 to 177—is exactly 
the same as the projection in scenario A. Over time, North Carolina, Florida, 
and Georgia switch from Republican to Democratic states, irrespective of this 
increased Republican minority support.



37  Center for American Progress  | American Enterprise Institute  |  Brookings Institution |  America’s Electoral Future

Scenario F: More GOP White Support

This scenario modifies scenario A to look at whether and to what extent 
greater support for Republicans among whites—plus 5 points—would lead to 
Republican Electoral College victories. As noted in the 2016 projections above, 
this Republican best case scenario yielded a decisive Republican win in that 
election, as a number of states in the nation’s Midwest, Northeast, and South that 
voted Democratic in recent elections became Republican.

Projecting ahead, this scenario indicates that Republicans would maintain their 
Electoral College advantage from 2016 in 2020, 2024, and 2028.19 But in 2032, 
even the assumption of an additional 5 percentage points of Republican sup-
port among whites—which would affect the large contingents of aging whites in 
many slow-growing states—would not be enough to counter the likely electoral 
effects of growth in Democratic-leaning minorities. Specifically, the Republican 
Electoral College edge of 325 to 213 in 2020 shrinks to 277 to 261 in 2028 and 
finally reverses to a Democratic win of 287 to 251 in 2032. Over the course of 
these elections, several states reverse from Republican to Democratic: Colorado, 
Minnesota, and Virginia in 2024; Pennsylvania in 2028; and Wisconsin and North 
Carolina in 2032. Still, under this scenario, the swing states of Ohio, Florida, Iowa, 
and New Hampshire remain in the Republican column through all of these elec-
tions, while Nevada and New Mexico remain in the Democratic column.

In sum, these longer-term projections once again show that shifting demograph-
ics currently favor Democrats if current race, age, and state turnout and vot-
ing proclivities continue. As we have seen, however, when 2004 conditions are 
assumed—relatively low minority turnout and Democratic support along with 
relatively high white turnout and Republican support—the simulations yield 
small Republican Electoral College wins in both 2016 and 2020. And when a 
strong increase in Republican preference among whites is assumed, even with 
other 2012 conditions held constant, simulations indicate that Republicans could 
obtain and keep an electoral vote advantage over a number of cycles, despite 
underlying demographic changes that favor Democrats.
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Conclusion

This report has assessed the potential electoral effect of shifting race and age 
demographics under a variety of different scenarios. It is clear that this effect is 
likely to be significant but that neither party can be assured of long-term domi-
nance simply from shifting demographics. Indeed, the simulations in this report 
also show the potentially strong effect of shifts in party preference and turnout 
among various demographic groups. 

As a result, both parties will have considerable work to do in order to adjust to 
the changing structure of the eligible electorate. While shifting demographics 
favor Democrats when all else is held equal, the party has significant vulnerabil-
ity among aging white voters, who will remain quite important in slow-growing 
Midwestern and Rust Belt swing states. Democrats will therefore have to think 
hard about how to balance appeals to their growing and younger minority base 
with outreach to older white voters—particularly in Middle America. 

On the other hand, Republicans face a clear need to enhance their appeal to 
America’s rapidly growing minority population—especially the new minorities of 
Hispanics and Asians. If they do not, Republicans risk putting themselves into a 
box where they become ever more dependent on a declining white population—
particularly its older segment. As the simulations show, even under generous 
assumptions of enhanced white support, GOP electoral fortunes ultimately could 
be undermined by shifting demographics. The prudent course may very well be to 
adapt now, rather than later, to onrushing demographic change.
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Methodology

Eligible voter projections

The States of Change population projections employ a multistate cohort com-
ponent methodology that begins with the 2010 census and projects ahead in 
five-year intervals for race- and age-specific populations for each state to 2060 
based on the components of domestic migration, international migration, fertil-
ity, and mortality. The projections are based on modeling techniques developed 
by demographer Andrei Rogers.20 These projections are performed separately 
for racial groups, wherein the states’ domestic migration flows are projected 
between the state and the remainder of the four census regions: the Northeast, the 
Midwest, the South, and the West. International migration to the United States for 
each interval is allocated to states and regions. In both cases, these migration flows 
and immigration allocations are based on patterns recorded in the 2007 to 2012 
multiyear American Community Survey. Race-specific fertility and mortality rates 
for each state assume national rates specific to age and race. 

Using those projections as a baseline, we also employ a demographically based 
eligibility projection model. The first step in this process was taking data from 
multiple years of the American Community Survey and dividing up the American 
population into groups based on state, race, and age—for example, Hispanics ages 
30 to 34 in Colorado. We then use multilevel statistical models to estimate the 
unique eligibility rates—the rate of citizenship among a given group—and natu-
ralization rates—the rate at which these groups gained citizenship over time—for 
each state, race, and age group. These groups were then tracked forward in time 
and had those unique naturalization rates applied to them as they moved into 
older age groups. Additionally, these estimates account for the influx of immi-
grants into each state, race, and age group, as well as the effect they have on those 
groups’ overall eligibility rates. The end result is a procedure that is sensitive to 
the different rates of naturalization each of these groups experience, as well as the 
immigration each state is predicted to experience in the future.
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Determining turnout rates

For scenarios A through F, the U.S. EV population was broken down into 1,020 
groups—five racial categories broken down by four age groups in each of the 51 
geographies—and had a unique turnout rate estimated based on those char-
acteristics. Below is a summary of how those turnout rates were estimated for 
each scenario.

Scenarios A, D, E, and F

The turnout rate for each state, race, and age group was estimated using data from 
the 2012 November Supplement of the Current Population Survey and multilevel 
modeling techniques. This approach provides more accurate estimates of turnout 
for low-sample populations by partially pooling data across individuals’ geo-
graphic and demographic characteristics.

Scenario D uses these same values except that the turnout rates for Hispanics, 
Asians, and those of other race are set equal to the turnout rate for whites of the 
same age group in that state. For example, the turnout rate of Hispanics ages 
18 to 29 in California was set equal to the turnout rate of Whites ages 18 to 29 
in California. We determined this to be superior to simply making the turnout 
rates for each racial group the same because it paints a more realistic picture of 
what equal turnout would mean in a situation where the age distributions of dif-
ferent racial groups differ.

Scenarios B and C

The same procedure described above was implemented using different sources of 
data. The turnout rates used in scenarios B and C were estimated using, respectively, 
the 2008 and 2004 November Supplement of the Current Population Survey. 

Determining support rates

Scenarios A, D, E, and F

Starting with data from the 2012 Cooperative Congressional Election Study, we 
derived Democratic and Republican support rates for each race and age group in 
all 50 states and the District of Columbia using multilevel modeling techniques. 
This approach provides more accurate estimates of support for low-sample popu-
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lations by partially pooling data across individuals’ geographic and demographic 
characteristics. We then incorporated data from the 2012 November Supplement 
of the Current Population Survey, the National Election Pool’s 2012 Exit Polls, 
and 2012 state-level elections results to harmonize these state-level group esti-
mates with other observable features of the 2012 election and electorate.

This process is important because many other popular estimates of support rates 
either generate election results that deviate from the true election results when com-
bined with plausible turnout rates or propose implausible turnout rates. For exam-
ple, if we simply combine support rates from the National Election Pool’s exit polls 
with turnout rates derived from the Current Population Survey—widely considered 
the gold standard for determining turnout rates among demographic groups—we 
would find that the results varied significantly from observed election outcomes. 

The end results of the process employed in this report are support rates that are 
specific down to the state level and completely compatible with the best estimates 
we have for group turnout rates and election results in the 2012 election.

For scenarios E and F, the support rates are adjusted from those 2012 baselines 
to simulate shifts among various racial groups. In scenario E, the Democratic sup-
port rate among Hispanics, Asians, and others declines 7.5 points in each state, 
race, and age group, and the Republican support rate increases by 7.5 points—a 
15-point swing. In scenario E, the Democratic support rate among whites declines 
5 points in each state, race, and age group, and the Republican support rate 
increases by 5 points—a 10-point swing.

Scenarios B and C

The support rates for scenarios B and C are estimated using essentially the same 
procedures but with different data. The main data sources for scenarios B and C 
are, respectively, the 2008 Cooperative Congressional Election Study and the 
National Election Pool’s 2004 Exit Polls. 
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Appendix A

TABLE A1

Voting margins and electoral votes for presidential elections by 
simulation, 2016–2032

2016 2020 2024 2028 2032

Scenario A "2012 Forward"  

Democratic elecotral votes 332 347 345 361 361

Republican elecotral votes 206 191 193 177 177

Vote margin 4.8 5.7 6.7 7.6 8.6

Scenario B "2008 Forward"

Democratic elecotral votes 368 368 382 382 382

Republican elecotral votes 170 170 156 156 156

Vote margin 8.6 9.3 10.0 10.8 11.5

Scenario C "2004 Forward"

Democratic elecotral votes 263 263 275 275 285

Republican elecotral votes 275 275 263 263 253

Vote margin 0.1 1.0 1.8 2.6 3.4

Scenario D "Maximum  
Minority Turnout"

Democratic elecotral votes 332 347 345 373 373

Republican elecotral votes 206 191 193 165 165

Vote margin 6.1 7.2 8.3 9.3 10.4

Scenario E "High GOP  
Hispanic and Asian Support"

Democratic elecotral votes 303 303 314 345 361

Republican elecotral votes 235 235 224 193 177

Vote margin 2.5 3.1 3.8 4.5 5.2

Scenario F "More GOP  
White Support"

Democratic elecotral votes 213 213 242 261 287

Republican elecotral votes 325 325 296 277 251

Vote margin -2.4 -1.3 -0.1 1.1 2.3

Source: See Appendix B.
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State Year White Black Hispanic Asian Other

AK 2016 65.9% 3.2% 5.3% 6.3% 19.3%

AK 2020 63.0% 3.2% 5.9% 7.2% 20.8%

AK 2024 59.9% 3.1% 6.5% 8.1% 22.4%

AK 2028 56.7% 3.1% 7.1% 9.0% 24.2%

AK 2032 53.4% 3.1% 7.7% 9.8% 26.0%

AL 2016 69.6% 25.9% 2.3% 0.7% 1.6%

AL 2020 68.6% 26.1% 2.8% 0.8% 1.8%

AL 2024 67.5% 26.4% 3.2% 0.9% 2.0%

AL 2028 66.5% 26.7% 3.7% 1.0% 2.2%

AL 2032 65.4% 27.0% 4.2% 1.0% 2.3%

AR 2016 76.9% 16.0% 4.0% 1.0% 2.1%

AR 2020 75.6% 16.2% 4.7% 1.1% 2.3%

AR 2024 74.3% 16.4% 5.4% 1.3% 2.6%

AR 2028 72.9% 16.7% 6.2% 1.4% 2.9%

AR 2032 71.4% 17.1% 6.9% 1.4% 3.1%

AZ 2016 63.9% 3.9% 24.4% 2.7% 5.0%

AZ 2020 61.1% 4.1% 26.4% 2.9% 5.6%

AZ 2024 58.4% 4.1% 28.2% 3.2% 6.1%

AZ 2028 55.7% 4.2% 30.1% 3.4% 6.6%

AZ 2032 53.1% 4.2% 32.0% 3.5% 7.1%

CA 2016 49.3% 6.6% 28.5% 13.4% 2.5%

CA 2020 46.3% 6.5% 30.7% 14.2% 2.7%

CA 2024 43.1% 6.4% 33.0% 14.8% 3.0%

CA 2028 40.2% 6.2% 35.1% 15.3% 3.2%

CA 2032 37.9% 6.1% 36.8% 15.8% 3.5%

CO 2016 74.6% 3.7% 17.1% 2.4% 2.3%

CO 2020 72.5% 3.6% 18.7% 2.6% 2.6%

CO 2024 70.2% 3.6% 20.5% 2.8% 2.9%

CO 2028 67.8% 3.6% 22.4% 3.0% 3.2%

CO 2032 65.4% 3.6% 24.3% 3.1% 3.6%

CT 2016 74.9% 9.0% 11.7% 3.2% 1.2%

CT 2020 72.5% 9.3% 13.1% 3.7% 1.4%

TABLE A2

Racial composition of eligible voters by state, 2016–2032
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State Year White Black Hispanic Asian Other

CT 2024 70.2% 9.5% 14.5% 4.2% 1.6%

CT 2028 67.8% 9.7% 16.1% 4.7% 1.8%

CT 2032 65.3% 9.8% 17.7% 5.1% 2.0%

DC 2016 35.9% 51.6% 7.1% 3.2% 2.2%

DC 2020 36.2% 49.4% 8.2% 3.6% 2.6%

DC 2024 35.9% 47.8% 9.3% 4.0% 3.0%

DC 2028 35.7% 46.1% 10.5% 4.3% 3.4%

DC 2032 34.9% 45.0% 11.8% 4.6% 3.8%

DE 2016 69.5% 20.9% 6.0% 2.2% 1.4%

DE 2020 67.7% 21.4% 6.9% 2.4% 1.6%

DE 2024 65.8% 21.9% 7.9% 2.6% 1.8%

DE 2028 63.8% 22.5% 8.9% 2.8% 2.0%

DE 2032 61.7% 23.1% 10.0% 3.0% 2.3%

FL 2016 64.5% 13.8% 18.2% 2.2% 1.4%

FL 2020 62.3% 14.1% 19.7% 2.4% 1.5%

FL 2024 60.0% 14.4% 21.3% 2.7% 1.7%

FL 2028 57.7% 14.7% 22.8% 2.9% 1.9%

FL 2032 55.6% 15.0% 24.3% 3.0% 2.1%

GA 2016 59.5% 31.5% 5.1% 2.8% 1.1%

GA 2020 57.7% 31.9% 5.9% 3.2% 1.3%

GA 2024 55.8% 32.5% 6.8% 3.6% 1.4%

GA 2028 53.8% 33.1% 7.7% 3.9% 1.6%

GA 2032 51.8% 33.7% 8.6% 4.2% 1.7%

HI 2016 24.2% 1.7% 7.9% 50.5% 15.2%

HI 2020 23.6% 1.7% 8.9% 48.0% 17.1%

HI 2024 23.0% 1.7% 9.7% 46.0% 18.6%

HI 2028 22.7% 1.7% 10.6% 44.8% 19.9%

HI 2032 22.3% 1.7% 11.3% 43.8% 20.8%

IA 2016 90.7% 2.9% 3.6% 1.4% 1.4%

IA 2020 89.5% 3.1% 4.3% 1.5% 1.6%

IA 2024 88.2% 3.4% 5.0% 1.7% 1.8%

IA 2028 86.9% 3.6% 5.7% 1.9% 2.0%

IA 2032 85.5% 3.8% 6.4% 2.0% 2.2%

ID 2016 87.5% 0.5% 7.7% 1.1% 3.2%

ID 2020 86.2% 0.5% 8.5% 1.2% 3.7%

ID 2024 84.8% 0.5% 9.3% 1.2% 4.1%
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State Year White Black Hispanic Asian Other

ID 2028 83.4% 0.5% 10.1% 1.3% 4.6%

ID 2032 82.0% 0.5% 11.0% 1.4% 5.1%

IL 2016 68.7% 15.0% 11.3% 4.1% 1.0%

IL 2020 66.6% 15.0% 12.7% 4.5% 1.2%

IL 2024 64.5% 15.1% 14.1% 5.0% 1.3%

IL 2028 62.3% 15.2% 15.6% 5.5% 1.5%

IL 2032 60.1% 15.3% 17.0% 5.9% 1.7%

IN 2016 84.0% 9.1% 4.5% 1.2% 1.2%

IN 2020 82.5% 9.5% 5.3% 1.4% 1.3%

IN 2024 81.0% 9.8% 6.0% 1.7% 1.5%

IN 2028 79.3% 10.3% 6.9% 1.9% 1.7%

IN 2032 77.6% 10.7% 7.8% 2.1% 1.8%

KS 2016 81.0% 5.8% 7.6% 2.2% 3.2%

KS 2020 79.0% 5.9% 8.9% 2.5% 3.7%

KS 2024 76.8% 6.0% 10.2% 2.8% 4.1%

KS 2028 74.6% 6.2% 11.6% 3.2% 4.5%

KS 2032 72.3% 6.3% 13.1% 3.5% 4.9%

KY 2016 88.5% 7.7% 1.7% 0.9% 1.2%

KY 2020 87.7% 8.0% 2.0% 1.0% 1.3%

KY 2024 86.8% 8.2% 2.3% 1.1% 1.5%

KY 2028 85.9% 8.6% 2.6% 1.3% 1.6%

KY 2032 84.9% 8.9% 3.0% 1.4% 1.8%

LA 2016 62.1% 31.7% 3.7% 1.1% 1.5%

LA 2020 60.7% 32.3% 4.2% 1.2% 1.7%

LA 2024 59.1% 32.8% 4.9% 1.3% 1.8%

LA 2028 57.6% 33.4% 5.5% 1.5% 2.0%

LA 2032 56.0% 34.0% 6.2% 1.6% 2.2%

MA 2016 80.9% 5.2% 7.8% 4.9% 1.2%

MA 2020 78.8% 5.4% 8.8% 5.6% 1.4%

MA 2024 76.7% 5.5% 9.9% 6.4% 1.6%

MA 2028 74.5% 5.7% 11.0% 7.1% 1.8%

MA 2032 72.4% 5.8% 12.1% 7.8% 2.0%

MD 2016 58.5% 29.5% 5.4% 5.0% 1.6%

MD 2020 56.1% 30.2% 6.2% 5.7% 1.8%

MD 2024 53.7% 30.9% 7.0% 6.4% 2.0%

MD 2028 51.3% 31.7% 7.8% 7.1% 2.2%
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State Year White Black Hispanic Asian Other

MD 2032 49.0% 32.3% 8.7% 7.7% 2.3%

ME 2016 96.0% 0.7% 1.1% 0.6% 1.7%

ME 2020 95.5% 0.7% 1.2% 0.6% 1.9%

ME 2024 95.1% 0.7% 1.4% 0.7% 2.2%

ME 2028 94.7% 0.7% 1.5% 0.7% 2.4%

ME 2032 94.2% 0.7% 1.7% 0.7% 2.6%

MI 2016 78.4% 14.0% 3.6% 2.1% 1.9%

MI 2020 77.2% 14.3% 4.1% 2.3% 2.1%

MI 2024 75.9% 14.6% 4.6% 2.6% 2.4%

MI 2028 74.5% 14.9% 5.1% 2.9% 2.6%

MI 2032 73.2% 15.2% 5.6% 3.2% 2.9%

MN 2016 86.9% 4.4% 3.4% 3.1% 2.2%

MN 2020 85.2% 4.8% 4.0% 3.5% 2.5%

MN 2024 83.3% 5.3% 4.6% 4.0% 2.9%

MN 2028 81.4% 5.8% 5.3% 4.3% 3.2%

MN 2032 79.5% 6.2% 6.0% 4.7% 3.5%

MO 2016 82.7% 11.2% 2.8% 1.3% 2.0%

MO 2020 81.5% 11.5% 3.2% 1.4% 2.3%

MO 2024 80.2% 11.8% 3.7% 1.6% 2.7%

MO 2028 79.0% 12.1% 4.2% 1.8% 2.9%

MO 2032 77.7% 12.3% 4.7% 2.0% 3.2%

MS 2016 60.2% 35.8% 2.2% 0.7% 1.2%

MS 2020 59.1% 36.2% 2.6% 0.7% 1.4%

MS 2024 58.0% 36.6% 3.1% 0.8% 1.5%

MS 2028 56.9% 37.1% 3.6% 0.8% 1.6%

MS 2032 55.7% 37.6% 4.1% 0.9% 1.7%

MT 2016 88.4% 0.4% 2.4% 0.7% 8.1%

MT 2020 87.2% 0.4% 2.6% 0.8% 9.0%

MT 2024 85.8% 0.4% 2.9% 0.9% 10.0%

MT 2028 84.5% 0.4% 3.1% 1.1% 11.0%

MT 2032 83.0% 0.4% 3.4% 1.2% 12.1%

NC 2016 68.0% 23.0% 4.6% 1.7% 2.7%

NC 2020 66.3% 23.4% 5.4% 2.0% 2.9%

NC 2024 64.6% 23.8% 6.3% 2.2% 3.1%

NC 2028 62.8% 24.3% 7.2% 2.4% 3.2%

NC 2032 60.9% 24.9% 8.2% 2.6% 3.4%
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State Year White Black Hispanic Asian Other

ND 2016 89.3% 0.7% 2.0% 0.5% 7.5%

ND 2020 88.0% 0.7% 2.4% 0.5% 8.4%

ND 2024 86.7% 0.7% 2.7% 0.5% 9.3%

ND 2028 85.4% 0.8% 3.1% 0.6% 10.2%

ND 2032 84.1% 0.8% 3.4% 0.6% 11.1%

NE 2016 86.1% 4.0% 6.5% 1.5% 2.0%

NE 2020 84.5% 4.1% 7.5% 1.6% 2.2%

NE 2024 82.8% 4.3% 8.5% 1.8% 2.5%

NE 2028 81.2% 4.5% 9.6% 1.9% 2.8%

NE 2032 79.5% 4.7% 10.7% 2.1% 3.1%

NH 2016 94.3% 0.7% 1.9% 1.8% 1.3%

NH 2020 93.7% 0.7% 2.1% 2.1% 1.4%

NH 2024 93.1% 0.7% 2.3% 2.4% 1.5%

NH 2028 92.5% 0.7% 2.5% 2.7% 1.6%

NH 2032 91.9% 0.7% 2.7% 3.0% 1.7%

NJ 2016 64.7% 13.0% 14.1% 7.4% 0.9%

NJ 2020 62.1% 13.1% 15.5% 8.4% 1.0%

NJ 2024 59.4% 13.2% 17.0% 9.4% 1.2%

NJ 2028 56.7% 13.3% 18.5% 10.2% 1.3%

NJ 2032 54.2% 13.3% 20.0% 11.1% 1.4%

NM 2016 43.9% 1.9% 42.3% 1.4% 10.6%

NM 2020 41.6% 1.9% 44.1% 1.5% 11.0%

NM 2024 39.3% 1.8% 45.8% 1.6% 11.4%

NM 2028 37.1% 1.8% 47.6% 1.7% 11.9%

NM 2032 34.8% 1.7% 49.4% 1.8% 12.4%

NV 2016 61.7% 8.5% 19.0% 7.7% 3.4%

NV 2020 58.0% 8.8% 21.2% 8.3% 3.8%

NV 2024 54.6% 9.0% 23.5% 8.9% 4.2%

NV 2028 51.1% 9.2% 25.8% 9.3% 4.7%

NV 2032 47.9% 9.4% 28.0% 9.6% 5.1%

NY 2016 64.1% 13.5% 14.3% 6.8% 1.3%

NY 2020 62.0% 13.6% 15.5% 7.5% 1.5%

NY 2024 59.9% 13.6% 16.7% 8.3% 1.6%

NY 2028 57.8% 13.5% 17.9% 8.9% 1.8%

NY 2032 55.8% 13.5% 19.1% 9.6% 2.0%

OH 2016 83.0% 11.6% 2.7% 1.3% 1.4%
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State Year White Black Hispanic Asian Other

OH 2020 81.9% 11.9% 3.1% 1.5% 1.6%

OH 2024 80.8% 12.2% 3.5% 1.7% 1.9%

OH 2028 79.6% 12.5% 3.9% 1.9% 2.1%

OH 2032 78.4% 12.9% 4.4% 2.1% 2.3%

OK 2016 72.0% 7.3% 6.3% 1.3% 13.1%

OK 2020 69.8% 7.3% 7.3% 1.5% 14.2%

OK 2024 67.7% 7.2% 8.4% 1.6% 15.2%

OK 2028 65.6% 7.2% 9.5% 1.7% 16.1%

OK 2032 63.5% 7.2% 10.6% 1.7% 16.9%

OR 2016 83.2% 1.9% 7.6% 3.7% 3.7%

OR 2020 81.1% 1.9% 8.8% 4.1% 4.2%

OR 2024 79.0% 1.9% 10.1% 4.4% 4.6%

OR 2028 76.8% 2.0% 11.4% 4.8% 5.0%

OR 2032 74.6% 2.0% 12.8% 5.2% 5.4%

PA 2016 81.8% 10.0% 5.1% 2.1% 1.0%

PA 2020 80.2% 10.3% 5.9% 2.5% 1.1%

PA 2024 78.6% 10.6% 6.7% 2.9% 1.3%

PA 2028 77.0% 11.0% 7.5% 3.2% 1.4%

PA 2032 75.3% 11.3% 8.3% 3.6% 1.5%

RI 2016 82.0% 4.5% 8.9% 2.6% 2.0%

RI 2020 79.8% 4.7% 10.2% 3.0% 2.3%

RI 2024 77.7% 4.8% 11.6% 3.3% 2.7%

RI 2028 75.5% 4.9% 12.9% 3.7% 3.1%

RI 2032 73.4% 4.9% 14.2% 4.0% 3.5%

SC 2016 67.4% 27.1% 3.1% 1.1% 1.3%

SC 2020 66.4% 27.1% 3.7% 1.3% 1.5%

SC 2024 65.3% 27.3% 4.3% 1.4% 1.7%

SC 2028 64.1% 27.5% 4.9% 1.6% 1.9%

SC 2032 62.9% 27.7% 5.6% 1.8% 2.1%

SD 2016 87.0% 0.6% 2.1% 0.7% 9.7%

SD 2020 85.3% 0.6% 2.4% 0.8% 10.9%

SD 2024 83.5% 0.6% 2.7% 0.9% 12.3%

SD 2028 81.7% 0.6% 3.0% 1.0% 13.8%

SD 2032 79.8% 0.6% 3.2% 1.1% 15.3%

TN 2016 78.4% 16.3% 2.7% 1.1% 1.4%

TN 2020 77.3% 16.6% 3.2% 1.3% 1.6%
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State Year White Black Hispanic Asian Other

TN 2024 76.0% 17.0% 3.7% 1.5% 1.8%

TN 2028 74.8% 17.4% 4.2% 1.6% 2.0%

TN 2032 73.5% 17.8% 4.8% 1.8% 2.2%

TX 2016 51.4% 12.3% 31.6% 3.5% 1.3%

TX 2020 49.0% 12.3% 33.5% 3.9% 1.4%

TX 2024 46.6% 12.4% 35.4% 4.2% 1.6%

TX 2028 44.2% 12.4% 37.2% 4.5% 1.7%

TX 2032 42.0% 12.4% 39.1% 4.7% 1.8%

US 2016 68.6% 12.2% 12.6% 4.6% 2.2%

US 2020 66.4% 12.2% 13.9% 5.1% 2.4%

US 2024 64.2% 12.3% 15.3% 5.6% 2.6%

US 2028 61.9% 12.4% 16.7% 6.1% 2.8%

US 2032 59.8% 12.5% 18.1% 6.6% 3.0%

UT 2016 84.9% 0.9% 9.7% 2.5% 2.1%

UT 2020 83.0% 0.9% 11.0% 2.7% 2.4%

UT 2024 81.0% 0.9% 12.5% 2.9% 2.8%

UT 2028 78.9% 1.0% 14.0% 3.0% 3.1%

UT 2032 76.9% 1.0% 15.5% 3.1% 3.4%

VA 2016 68.2% 19.7% 5.4% 5.0% 1.8%

VA 2020 66.4% 19.7% 6.2% 5.6% 2.1%

VA 2024 64.5% 19.9% 7.1% 6.2% 2.4%

VA 2028 62.7% 20.0% 8.0% 6.7% 2.7%

VA 2032 60.7% 20.2% 8.9% 7.2% 2.9%

VT 2016 95.3% 0.7% 1.4% 0.8% 1.9%

VT 2020 94.6% 0.7% 1.6% 0.9% 2.1%

VT 2024 94.0% 0.8% 1.9% 1.0% 2.3%

VT 2028 93.3% 0.8% 2.1% 1.1% 2.6%

VT 2032 92.7% 0.8% 2.4% 1.3% 2.8%

WA 2016 77.7% 3.1% 7.7% 7.3% 4.4%

WA 2020 75.2% 3.2% 8.9% 8.0% 4.8%

WA 2024 72.8% 3.3% 10.1% 8.6% 5.3%

WA 2028 70.4% 3.4% 11.3% 9.3% 5.7%

WA 2032 68.1% 3.4% 12.5% 9.9% 6.1%

WI 2016 86.6% 5.6% 4.3% 1.6% 1.9%

WI 2020 85.3% 5.8% 4.9% 1.8% 2.1%
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State Year White Black Hispanic Asian Other

WI 2024 84.0% 6.1% 5.6% 2.0% 2.3%

WI 2028 82.6% 6.3% 6.3% 2.2% 2.5%

WI 2032 81.2% 6.6% 7.0% 2.5% 2.7%

WV 2016 93.3% 3.7% 1.1% 0.5% 1.5%

WV 2020 92.5% 3.9% 1.3% 0.6% 1.7%

WV 2024 91.7% 4.1% 1.5% 0.6% 2.1%

WV 2028 90.8% 4.4% 1.7% 0.7% 2.4%

WV 2032 89.8% 4.7% 2.0% 0.8% 2.8%

WY 2016 87.5% 0.8% 7.1% 0.5% 4.1%

WY 2020 86.2% 0.8% 7.8% 0.5% 4.7%

WY 2024 84.8% 0.8% 8.6% 0.5% 5.4%

WY 2028 83.3% 0.8% 9.4% 0.5% 6.0%

WY 2032 81.9% 0.8% 10.2% 0.5% 6.7%

Source: Estimates based on projections by Ruy Teixeira, William H. Frey, and Robert Griffin, “States of Change: The Demographic Evolution 
fo the American Electorate 1974–2060” (Washington: Center for American Progress, 2015), available at https://www.americanprogress.org/
issues/progressive-movement/report/2015/02/24/107261/states-of-change/.
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State Scenario 2016 2020 2024 2028 2032

AK A -12.6 -11.1 -9.6 -8.1 -6.6

AL A -21.5 -20.7 -19.8 -19.0 -18.1

AR A -23.0 -22.2 -21.3 -20.4 -19.4

AZ A -7.9 -6.7 -5.5 -4.3 -3.0

CA A 24.4 25.5 26.6 27.7 28.7

CO A 6.1 7.0 7.8 8.8 9.8

CT A 18.4 19.5 20.6 21.9 23.1

DC A 83.1 82.8 82.5 82.2 82.1

DE A 19.6 20.6 21.7 22.8 23.9

FL A 1.7 2.5 3.4 4.2 5.0

GA A -5.9 -3.8 -1.8 0.3 2.4

HI A 42.4 42.2 42.1 41.9 41.8

IA A 5.8 5.9 6.1 6.3 6.6

ID A -31.6 -31.2 -30.8 -30.4 -29.9

IL A 17.8 18.9 19.9 21.0 22.2

IN A -9.5 -8.6 -7.7 -6.8 -5.8

KS A -21.0 -20.1 -19.2 -18.2 -17.1

KY A -22.4 -22.0 -21.7 -21.3 -20.8

LA A -15.5 -13.7 -11.9 -10.0 -8.2

MA A 23.5 23.8 24.2 24.5 24.9

MD A 27.6 29.1 30.6 32.1 33.4

ME A 14.9 14.6 14.3 14.0 13.7

MI A 9.7 9.9 10.2 10.6 11.0

MN A 8.0 8.5 9.0 9.5 10.0

MO A -8.9 -8.4 -7.8 -7.2 -6.6

MS A -10.6 -9.8 -8.9 -8.1 -7.2

MT A -13.6 -13.4 -13.1 -12.8 -12.4

NC A -0.6 1.1 2.7 4.5 6.2

ND A -19.1 -18.6 -18.2 -17.6 -17.1

NE A -21.4 -21.0 -20.5 -20.0 -19.5

NH A 5.3 5.2 5.0 5.0 5.0

NJ A 19.0 20.1 21.3 22.4 23.5

TABLE A3

Vote margins by state and scenario, 2016–2032
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State Scenario 2016 2020 2024 2028 2032

NM A 11.2 12.4 13.5 14.7 15.9

NV A 8.9 10.9 12.8 14.7 16.3

NY A 29.2 30.1 31.0 32.0 32.9

OH A 3.3 3.7 4.2 4.6 5.2

OK A -33.3 -33.0 -32.6 -32.2 -31.8

OR A 12.3 12.6 13.0 13.3 13.8

PA A 6.2 7.0 7.9 8.9 9.8

RI A 28.1 28.7 29.4 30.0 30.6

SC A -9.9 -9.4 -8.7 -8.1 -7.5

SD A -18.0 -18.0 -18.0 -18.1 -18.1

TN A -19.7 -18.9 -18.1 -17.2 -16.3

TX A -14.5 -13.1 -11.8 -10.5 -9.2

UT A -47.1 -46.1 -45.1 -44.2 -43.2

VA A 4.9 6.1 7.2 8.4 9.5

VT A 35.6 35.7 35.8 35.9 36.0

WA A 15.3 15.7 16.2 16.7 17.1

WI A 7.2 7.6 8.0 8.3 8.7

WV A -26.9 -26.9 -26.8 -26.8 -26.6

WY A -40.3 -39.8 -39.3 -38.7 -38.2

AK B -19.6 -18.4 -17.3 -16.1 -15.0

AL B -20.4 -19.5 -18.7 -17.8 -16.9

AR B -18.8 -18.1 -17.3 -16.4 -15.5

AZ B -7.8 -7.4 -7.0 -6.5 -6.0

CA B 25.1 25.5 25.9 26.2 26.5

CO B 9.4 9.8 10.3 10.9 11.5

CT B 23.6 24.4 25.3 26.2 27.2

DC B 84.7 84.5 84.2 84.0 84.0

DE B 26.2 27.1 27.9 28.9 29.8

FL B 4.4 5.2 6.0 6.8 7.6

GA B -2.8 -1.3 0.2 1.7 3.3

HI B 45.4 45.5 45.7 45.8 46.1

IA B 10.1 10.5 10.9 11.3 11.8

ID B -25.1 -24.8 -24.5 -24.2 -23.9

IL B 26.5 27.3 28.1 28.9 29.8

IN B 1.9 2.6 3.3 4.1 4.9

KS B -13.3 -12.3 -11.3 -10.3 -9.2
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State Scenario 2016 2020 2024 2028 2032

KY B -15.6 -15.2 -14.8 -14.3 -13.9

LA B -16.5 -15.3 -14.1 -12.8 -11.5

MA B 26.4 26.8 27.2 27.6 28.1

MD B 28.6 30.1 31.5 33.0 34.4

ME B 16.4 16.1 15.9 15.6 15.5

MI B 17.0 17.4 17.8 18.3 18.9

MN B 11.5 12.2 13.0 13.8 14.6

MO B 0.4 0.7 1.1 1.4 1.8

MS B -11.2 -10.2 -9.1 -8.1 -7.1

MT B -2.2 -1.9 -1.6 -1.3 -0.8

NC B 2.1 3.3 4.5 5.9 7.2

ND B -8.1 -7.8 -7.5 -7.2 -6.8

NE B -14.5 -14.2 -13.8 -13.5 -13.0

NH B 9.2 9.1 9.0 9.0 8.9

NJ B 17.5 18.5 19.5 20.6 21.6

NM B 16.3 17.1 17.9 18.7 19.6

NV B 16.2 17.8 19.5 21.2 22.6

NY B 28.3 29.0 29.8 30.5 31.2

OH B 5.0 5.3 5.6 5.9 6.3

OK B -29.9 -29.0 -28.1 -27.2 -26.2

OR B 16.7 17.0 17.2 17.5 17.8

PA B 11.5 12.2 12.9 13.6 14.3

RI B 28.9 29.5 30.1 30.8 31.4

SC B -8.2 -7.5 -6.9 -6.3 -5.6

SD B -8.1 -7.9 -7.6 -7.3 -7.1

TN B -14.5 -13.9 -13.4 -12.8 -12.1

TX B -9.3 -8.1 -6.9 -5.7 -4.5

UT B -27.6 -27.4 -27.1 -26.8 -26.5

VA B 8.0 9.0 10.1 11.2 12.3

VT B 36.5 36.4 36.2 36.1 36.1

WA B 17.7 18.1 18.5 18.8 19.2

WI B 14.4 14.6 14.9 15.2 15.5

WV B -12.8 -12.5 -12.1 -11.7 -11.3

WY B -31.0 -30.3 -29.5 -28.8 -28.0

AK C -23.8 -23.3 -22.8 -22.3 -21.8

AL C -23.5 -22.7 -21.8 -20.9 -20.0
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State Scenario 2016 2020 2024 2028 2032

AR C -7.8 -6.9 -6.1 -5.1 -4.2

AZ C -8.0 -7.3 -6.5 -5.8 -5.1

CA C 13.7 14.6 15.5 16.4 17.2

CO C -2.9 -2.1 -1.3 -0.4 0.5

CT C 12.8 13.7 14.6 15.6 16.6

DC C 77.1 76.7 76.3 76.0 75.8

DE C 10.2 11.3 12.3 13.4 14.5

FL C -3.4 -2.9 -2.5 -2.1 -1.7

GA C -13.2 -11.7 -10.2 -8.6 -7.0

HI C 8.9 8.9 8.9 8.9 8.8

IA C 0.3 0.6 0.9 1.3 1.5

ID C -36.8 -36.4 -36.1 -35.7 -35.3

IL C 13.1 14.1 15.1 16.1 17.0

IN C -17.9 -16.9 -15.9 -14.8 -13.8

KS C -23.6 -22.9 -22.2 -21.5 -20.9

KY C -18.3 -17.7 -17.1 -16.4 -15.8

LA C -10.7 -9.3 -8.0 -6.6 -5.3

MA C 26.7 27.2 27.7 28.2 28.7

MD C 16.8 17.9 19.1 20.2 21.3

ME C 9.8 9.9 10.0 10.0 10.0

MI C 5.3 5.9 6.5 7.0 7.6

MN C 5.5 6.2 6.9 7.6 8.3

MO C -5.1 -4.3 -3.6 -2.9 -2.3

MS C -16.9 -15.9 -14.8 -13.8 -12.8

MT C -19.0 -18.6 -18.2 -17.7 -17.4

NC C -9.3 -7.9 -6.4 -4.9 -3.4

ND C -26.1 -25.8 -25.5 -25.2 -25.0

NE C -31.9 -31.6 -31.2 -30.8 -30.5

NH C 2.3 2.5 2.7 2.9 3.0

NJ C 8.9 9.6 10.2 10.9 11.5

NM C 2.2 3.0 3.9 4.7 5.5

NV C 1.3 2.4 3.5 4.6 5.6

NY C 20.8 21.5 22.3 23.0 23.7

OH C -0.5 0.0 0.5 1.1 1.7

OK C -29.7 -29.2 -28.7 -28.3 -27.8

OR C 6.0 6.6 7.3 7.9 8.6
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State Scenario 2016 2020 2024 2028 2032

PA C 4.5 5.3 6.0 6.8 7.5

RI C 22.3 22.9 23.5 24.0 24.5

SC C -15.6 -14.7 -13.9 -13.1 -12.4

SD C -19.8 -19.4 -18.9 -18.5 -18.1

TN C -11.8 -10.8 -9.9 -9.0 -8.1

TX C -18.1 -16.7 -15.3 -13.9 -12.6

UT C -43.3 -42.5 -41.7 -41.0 -40.2

VA C -5.3 -4.2 -3.1 -2.0 -0.9

VT C 20.3 20.3 20.3 20.2 20.2

WA C 7.4 7.4 7.5 7.5 7.5

WI C 2.3 2.9 3.4 3.9 4.3

WV C -11.8 -11.2 -10.7 -10.2 -9.7

WY C -38.8 -38.5 -38.2 -37.9 -37.6

AK D -9.8 -8.2 -6.6 -4.9 -3.4

AL D -20.8 -19.9 -18.9 -18.0 -17.0

AR D -21.8 -20.8 -19.7 -18.6 -17.4

AZ D -4.1 -2.7 -1.3 0.1 1.6

CA D 27.1 28.2 29.3 30.4 31.4

CO D 8.6 9.7 10.7 11.9 13.0

CT D 20.3 21.7 23.0 24.4 25.8

DC D 82.9 82.5 82.2 82.0 81.8

DE D 20.1 21.3 22.3 23.5 24.7

FL D 1.7 2.5 3.4 4.2 5.1

GA D -5.2 -3.1 -1.0 1.2 3.3

HI D 44.1 43.9 43.7 43.5 43.5

IA D 6.7 7.0 7.3 7.7 8.1

ID D -30.2 -29.7 -29.2 -28.6 -28.0

IL D 19.3 20.5 21.7 23.0 24.2

IN D -9.0 -8.1 -7.1 -6.1 -5.1

KS D -18.2 -16.8 -15.5 -14.1 -12.7

KY D -22.1 -21.7 -21.3 -20.8 -20.4

LA D -15.4 -13.6 -11.8 -9.9 -8.1

MA D 24.3 24.8 25.3 25.7 26.2

MD D 28.0 29.5 31.0 32.5 33.9

ME D 14.9 14.6 14.3 14.0 13.8

MI D 9.7 10.0 10.3 10.7 11.1
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State Scenario 2016 2020 2024 2028 2032

MN D 8.6 9.1 9.7 10.3 11.0

MO D -8.7 -8.2 -7.6 -7.0 -6.4

MS D -10.7 -9.9 -9.0 -8.2 -7.4

MT D -13.0 -12.7 -12.3 -11.9 -11.4

NC D -0.3 1.4 3.1 4.9 6.6

ND D -18.3 -17.7 -17.1 -16.5 -15.9

NE D -20.1 -19.5 -18.9 -18.2 -17.5

NH D 5.6 5.5 5.4 5.4 5.4

NJ D 19.7 20.8 22.0 23.2 24.3

NM D 13.8 14.9 16.0 17.2 18.3

NV D 9.1 11.1 13.0 14.8 16.4

NY D 29.9 30.9 31.9 32.9 33.9

OH D 3.3 3.7 4.1 4.6 5.1

OK D -32.5 -32.1 -31.7 -31.2 -30.7

OR D 13.5 13.9 14.4 14.9 15.4

PA D 7.2 8.2 9.3 10.3 11.4

RI D 28.5 29.1 29.8 30.4 31.0

SC D -9.6 -9.0 -8.3 -7.7 -7.1

SD D -17.5 -17.4 -17.4 -17.3 -17.3

TN D -20.0 -19.2 -18.4 -17.6 -16.7

TX D -11.4 -10.1 -8.7 -7.4 -6.2

UT D -43.2 -41.7 -40.3 -38.8 -37.4

VA D 5.2 6.3 7.5 8.6 9.8

VT D 35.7 35.8 35.9 36.0 36.1

WA D 15.4 15.8 16.2 16.6 17.0

WI D 8.1 8.6 9.1 9.6 10.1

WV D -26.8 -26.8 -26.8 -26.7 -26.5

WY D -39.1 -38.4 -37.8 -37.1 -36.4

AK E -16.4 -15.4 -14.3 -13.2 -12.2

AL E -21.9 -21.2 -20.5 -19.7 -18.9

AR E -23.7 -23.0 -22.2 -21.4 -20.5

AZ E -11.6 -10.8 -9.9 -9.0 -8.0

CA E 18.5 19.2 19.8 20.5 21.1

CO E 3.6 4.2 4.8 5.4 6.1

CT E 16.6 17.5 18.4 19.3 20.3

DC E 81.6 81.0 80.4 80.0 79.6
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State Scenario 2016 2020 2024 2028 2032

DE E 18.5 19.4 20.3 21.3 22.2

FL E -1.5 -1.0 -0.4 0.1 0.7

GA E -7.0 -5.1 -3.2 -1.3 0.7

HI E 32.4 32.1 31.9 31.6 31.4

IA E 5.2 5.2 5.2 5.3 5.4

ID E -32.8 -32.6 -32.4 -32.1 -31.8

IL E 16.0 16.8 17.6 18.4 19.3

IN E -10.2 -9.5 -8.8 -8.0 -7.2

KS E -22.1 -21.4 -20.8 -20.0 -19.2

KY E -22.9 -22.6 -22.3 -21.9 -21.6

LA E -16.3 -14.6 -13.0 -11.2 -9.5

MA E 21.8 21.9 22.0 22.1 22.2

MD E 26.1 27.4 28.6 29.9 31.0

ME E 14.5 14.1 13.8 13.4 13.1

MI E 8.7 8.8 9.0 9.2 9.5

MN E 7.0 7.3 7.6 8.0 8.4

MO E -9.6 -9.2 -8.8 -8.3 -7.8

MS E -11.0 -10.2 -9.4 -8.6 -7.8

MT E -14.9 -14.9 -14.7 -14.6 -14.4

NC E -1.7 -0.2 1.3 2.9 4.4

ND E -20.3 -19.9 -19.6 -19.2 -18.9

NE E -22.4 -22.1 -21.8 -21.5 -21.1

NH E 4.7 4.5 4.3 4.2 4.1

NJ E 16.1 16.9 17.7 18.6 19.3

NM E 4.2 5.0 5.8 6.6 7.4

NV E 4.8 6.3 7.8 9.3 10.5

NY E 26.3 27.0 27.6 28.3 28.9

OH E 2.6 2.9 3.2 3.5 4.0

OK E -35.7 -35.6 -35.5 -35.3 -35.2

OR E 10.6 10.7 10.8 10.9 11.0

PA E 5.3 6.0 6.7 7.5 8.3

RI E 26.4 26.8 27.1 27.5 27.8

SC E -10.5 -10.1 -9.6 -9.1 -8.6

SD E -19.4 -19.6 -19.8 -20.1 -20.3

TN E -20.5 -19.8 -19.1 -18.4 -17.6

TX E -18.5 -17.5 -16.5 -15.5 -14.5
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State Scenario 2016 2020 2024 2028 2032

UT E -48.4 -47.6 -46.8 -46.0 -45.2

VA E 3.3 4.2 5.1 6.0 6.9

VT E 35.1 35.2 35.2 35.2 35.2

WA E 12.8 13.0 13.1 13.3 13.4

WI E 6.4 6.7 6.9 7.2 7.5

WV E -27.3 -27.3 -27.3 -27.4 -27.3

WY E -41.5 -41.1 -40.8 -40.4 -40.0

AK F -19.7 -18.0 -16.2 -14.4 -12.6

AL F -28.5 -27.6 -26.7 -25.7 -24.8

AR F -31.1 -30.1 -29.1 -28.1 -26.9

AZ F -15.0 -13.6 -12.2 -10.7 -9.2

CA F 19.0 20.4 21.8 23.1 24.3

CO F -1.9 -0.9 0.2 1.4 2.6

CT F 10.4 11.8 13.1 14.6 16.0

DC F 79.2 78.9 78.7 78.5 78.5

DE F 12.3 13.5 14.7 16.0 17.3

FL F -4.9 -3.8 -2.7 -1.7 -0.7

GA F -11.9 -9.7 -7.4 -5.1 -2.9

HI F 39.3 39.2 39.1 38.9 39.0

IA F -3.5 -3.2 -3.0 -2.7 -2.3

ID F -40.7 -40.2 -39.7 -39.2 -38.6

IL F 10.8 12.0 13.3 14.6 15.9

IN F -17.9 -16.9 -15.9 -14.8 -13.7

KS F -29.6 -28.6 -27.5 -26.4 -25.2

KY F -31.3 -30.9 -30.4 -29.9 -29.4

LA F -21.6 -19.6 -17.7 -15.7 -13.7

MA F 15.1 15.6 16.2 16.7 17.3

MD F 21.8 23.5 25.2 26.9 28.5

ME F 5.2 4.9 4.7 4.4 4.2

MI F 1.6 2.0 2.5 2.9 3.5

MN F -0.9 -0.3 0.3 1.0 1.7

MO F -17.2 -16.6 -15.9 -15.2 -14.5

MS F -16.5 -15.5 -14.5 -13.6 -12.7

MT F -22.7 -22.4 -22.0 -21.6 -21.0

NC F -7.2 -5.4 -3.5 -1.6 0.3

ND F -28.3 -27.7 -27.1 -26.5 -25.9
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State Scenario 2016 2020 2024 2028 2032

NE F -30.4 -29.8 -29.2 -28.6 -27.9

NH F -4.3 -4.3 -4.4 -4.5 -4.4

NJ F 12.3 13.7 15.1 16.5 17.8

NM F 6.1 7.5 8.9 10.3 11.8

NV F 2.5 4.8 7.1 9.3 11.2

NY F 22.7 23.8 24.9 26.1 27.2

OH F -4.8 -4.3 -3.7 -3.2 -2.5

OK F -41.0 -40.5 -40.0 -39.4 -38.8

OR F 3.6 4.1 4.7 5.2 5.8

PA F -2.2 -1.1 -0.1 0.9 2.1

RI F 19.8 20.6 21.4 22.2 23.0

SC F -16.6 -15.9 -15.2 -14.5 -13.8

SD F -27.0 -26.9 -26.8 -26.6 -26.5

TN F -27.4 -26.5 -25.5 -24.6 -23.5

TX F -20.3 -18.8 -17.2 -15.7 -14.1

UT F -56.2 -55.1 -54.0 -52.8 -51.7

VA F -2.0 -0.7 0.7 2.0 3.3

VT F 26.1 26.2 26.3 26.5 26.6

WA F 7.2 7.9 8.5 9.2 9.8

WI F -1.6 -1.2 -0.7 -0.2 0.3

WV F -36.2 -36.2 -36.0 -35.9 -35.6

WY F -49.4 -48.8 -48.2 -47.5 -46.9

Source: See Appendix B.
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Appendix B

Figure 3, Presidential vote margins by race, 2000–2012
Source: Estimates based on authors’ analysis of the Ruy Teixeira, William H. 
Frey, and Rob Griffin, “States of Change: The Demographic Evolution of the 
American Electorate, 1974–2060” (Washington: Center for American Progress, 
2015), available at https://www.americanprogress.org/issues/progressive-
movement/report/2015/02/24/107261/states-of-change/; the November 
supplements of the Bureau of the Census, Current Population Survey (U.S. 
Department of Commerce, 2000–2012), available athttps://cps.ipums.org/cps/; 
the Cooperative Congressional Election Study, “Dataverse,” available at http://
projects.iq.harvard.edu/cces/data (last accessed January 2016) ; Roper Center at 
Cornell University, “National Elelction Day Exit Polls,” available at http://roper-
center.cornell.edu/polls/us-elections/exit-polls/; State-level election results from 
U.S. Federal Elections Commission, “Federal Elections 2012: Election Results 
for the U.S. President, the U.S. Senate, and the U.S. House of Representatives” 
(2013), available at http://www.fec.gov/pubrec/fe2012/federalelections2012.
shtml; State-level election results from U.S. Federal Elections Commission, 
“Federal Elections 2008: Election Results for the U.S. President, the U.S. Senate, 
and the U.S. House of Representatives” (2009), available at http://www.fec.gov/
pubrec/fe2008/federalelections2008.shtml; State-level election results from U.S. 
Federal Elections Commission, “Federal Elections 2004: Election Results for the 
U.S. President, the U.S. Senate, and the U.S. House of Representatives” (2005), 
available at http://www.fec.gov/pubrec/fe2004/federalelections2004.shtml; 
State-level election results from U.S. Federal Elections Commission, “Federal 
Elections 2000: Election Results for the U.S. President, the U.S. Senate, and the 
U.S. House of Representatives” (2001), available at http://www.fec.gov/pubrec/
fe2000/tcontents.htm.

Figure 6, Presidential vote margins by age, 2000–2012
Source: Estimates based on authors’ analysis of Ruy Teixeira, William H. Frey, 
and Rob Griffin, “States of Change: The Demographic Evolution of the American 
Electorate, 1974–2060” (Washington: Center for American Progress, 2015), 

http://www.fec.gov/pubrec/fe2000/tcontents.htm
http://www.fec.gov/pubrec/fe2000/tcontents.htm
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available at https://www.americanprogress.org/issues/progressive-movement/
report/2015/02/24/107261/states-of-change/; the November supplements 
of the Bureau of the Census, Current Population Survey (U.S. Department of 
Commerce, 2000–2012), available at https://cps.ipums.org/cps/; Cooperative 
Congressional Election Study, “Dataverse,” available at http://projects.iq.harvard.
edu/cces/data (last accessed January 2016); Roper Center at Cornell University, 
“National Elelction Day Exit Polls,” available at http://ropercenter.cornell.edu/
polls/us-elections/exit-polls/; State-level election results from U.S. Federal 
Elections Commission, “Federal Elections 2012: Election Results for the U.S. 
President, the U.S. Senate, and the U.S. House of Representatives” (2013), 
available at http://www.fec.gov/pubrec/fe2012/federalelections2012.shtml; 
State-level election results from U.S. Federal Elections Commission, “Federal 
Elections 2008: Election Results for the U.S. President, the U.S. Senate, and the 
U.S. House of Representatives” (2009), available at http://www.fec.gov/pubrec/
fe2008/federalelections2008.shtml; State-level election results from U.S. Federal 
Elections Commission, “Federal Elections 2004: Election Results for the U.S. 
President, the U.S. Senate, and the U.S. House of Representatives” (2005), avail-
able at http://www.fec.gov/pubrec/fe2004/federalelections2004.shtml; State-
level election results from U.S. Federal Elections Commission, “Federal Elections 
2000: Election Results for the U.S. President, the U.S. Senate, and the U.S. House 
of Representatives” (2001), available at http://www.fec.gov/pubrec/fe2000/
tcontents.htm.

Figure 9, National support levels by simulation, 2016
Source: Authors’ calculations based on data from the November supplements 
of the Bureau of the Census, Current Population Survey (U.S. Department of 
Commerce, 2004, 2008, and 2012), available at https://cps.ipums.org/cps/; 
Cooperative Congressional Election Study, “CCES Common Content, 2012,” 
and “CCES Common Content, 2008,” available at https://dataverse.harvard.edu/
dataset.xhtml?persistentId=hdl:1902.1/21447 (last accessed November 2015); 
Roper Center at Cornell University, “National Elelction Day Exit Polls,” available 
at http://ropercenter.cornell.edu/polls/us-elections/exit-polls/; Projections 
from Ruy Teixeira, William H. Frey, and Robert Griffin, “States of Change: The 
Demographic Evolution fo the American Electorate 1974–2060” (Washington: 
Center for American Progress, 2015), available at https://www.americanprogress.
org/issues/progressive-movement/report/2015/02/24/107261/states-of-
change/; State-level election results from U.S. Federal Elections Commission, 
“Federal Elections 2012: Election Results for the U.S. President, the U.S. Senate, 

http://www.fec.gov/pubrec/fe2000/tcontents.htm
http://www.fec.gov/pubrec/fe2000/tcontents.htm
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and the U.S. House of Representatives” (2013), available at http://www.fec.gov/
pubrec/fe2012/federalelections2012.shtml; State-level election results from U.S. 
Federal Elections Commission , “Federal Elections 2008: Election Results for the 
U.S. President, the U.S. Senate, and the U.S. House of Representatives” (2009), 
available at http://www.fec.gov/pubrec/fe2008/federalelections2008.shtml; 
State-level election results from U.S. Federal Elections Commission, “Federal 
Elections 2004: Election Results for the U.S. President, the U.S. Senate, and the 
U.S. House of Representatives” (2005), available at http://www.fec.gov/pubrec/
fe2004/federalelections2004.shtml.

Figure 10, National support rates by simulation, 2016–2032
Source: Authors’ calculations based on data from the November supplements 
of the Bureau of the Census, Current Population Survey (U.S. Department of 
Commerce, 2004, 2008, and 2012), available at https://cps.ipums.org/cps/; 
Cooperative Congressional Election Study, “CCES Common Content, 2012,” 
and “CCES Common Content, 2008,” available at https://dataverse.harvard.edu/
dataset.xhtml?persistentId=hdl:1902.1/21447 (last accessed November 2015); 
Roper Center at Cornell University, “National Elelction Day Exit Polls,” available 
at http://ropercenter.cornell.edu/polls/us-elections/exit-polls/; Projections 
from Ruy Teixeira, William H. Frey, and Robert Griffin, “States of Change: The 
Demographic Evolution fo the American Electorate 1974–2060” (Washington: 
Center for American Progress, 2015), available at https://www.americanprogress.
org/issues/progressive-movement/report/2015/02/24/107261/states-of-
change/; State-level election results from U.S. Federal Elections Commission, 
“Federal Elections 2012: Election Results for the U.S. President, the U.S. Senate, 
and the U.S. House of Representatives” (2013), available at http://www.fec.gov/
pubrec/fe2012/federalelections2012.shtml; State-level election results from U.S. 
Federal Elections Commission , “Federal Elections 2008: Election Results for the 
U.S. President, the U.S. Senate, and the U.S. House of Representatives” (2009), 
available at http://www.fec.gov/pubrec/fe2008/federalelections2008.shtml; 
State-level election results from U.S. Federal Elections Commission, “Federal 
Elections 2004: Election Results for the U.S. President, the U.S. Senate, and the 
U.S. House of Representatives” (2005), available at http://www.fec.gov/pubrec/
fe2004/federalelections2004.shtml ; Electoral college projections from Election 
Data Services, “2015 Reapportionment Analysis,” Press release, December 
22, 2015, available at https://www.electiondataservices.com/wp-content/
uploads/2015/12/NR_Appor15wTables.pdf.

https://www.electiondataservices.com/wp-content/uploads/2015/12/NR_Appor15wTables.pdf
https://www.electiondataservices.com/wp-content/uploads/2015/12/NR_Appor15wTables.pdf
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Figure 11, Actual election results, 2000–2012
Source: U.S. Federal Elections Commission, “Federal Elections 2012: 
Election Results for the U.S. President, the U.S. Senate, and the U.S. House of 
Representatives” (2013), available at http://www.fec.gov/pubrec/fe2012/
federalelections2012.shtml; U.S. Federal Elections Commission, “Federal 
Elections 2008: Election Results for the U.S. President, the U.S. Senate, and the 
U.S. House of Representatives” (2009), available at http://www.fec.gov/pubrec/
fe2008/federalelections2008.shtml; U.S. Federal Elections Commission, “Federal 
Elections 2004: Election Results for the U.S. President, the U.S. Senate, and the 
U.S. House of Representatives” (2005), available at http://www.fec.gov/pubrec/
fe2004/federalelections2004.shtml ; U.S. Federal Elections Commission, “Federal 
Elections 2000: Election Results for the U.S. President, the U.S. Senate, and the 
U.S. House of Representatives” (2001), available at http://www.fec.gov/pubrec/
fe2000/tcontents.htm.

Figure 14, White vote margin, 2012
Source: Authors’ calculations based on data from the Bureau of the Census, 
Current Population Survey 2012: November Supplement (2012), available at 
https://cps.ipums.org/cps/; Cooperative Congressional Election Study, “CCES 
Common Content, 2012,” available at https://dataverse.harvard.edu/dataset.xht
ml?persistentId=hdl:1902.1/21447 (last accessed November 2015); The Roper 
Center at Cornell University, “National Elelction Day Exit Polls” (2012), avail-
able at http://ropercenter.cornell.edu/polls/us-elections/exit-polls/; projections 
from Ruy Teixeira, William H. Frey, and Robert Griffin, “States of Change: The 
Demographic Evolution fo the American Electorate 1974–2060” (Washington: 
Center for American Progress, 2015), available at https://www.americanprogress.
org/issues/progressive-movement/report/2015/02/24/107261/states-of-
change/; state-level election results from U.S. Federal Elections Commission, 
“Federal Elections 2012: Election Results for the U.S. President, the U.S. Senate, 
and the U.S. House of Representatives” (2013), available at http://www.fec.gov/
pubrec/fe2012/federalelections2012.shtml.

Figure 17, Electoral college results by simulation, 2016
Source: Authors’ calculations based on data from the November supplements 
of the Bureau of the Census, Current Population Survey (U.S. Department of 
Commerce, 2004, 2008, and 2012), available at https://cps.ipums.org/cps/; 
Cooperative Congressional Election Study, “CCES Common Content, 2012,” 

http://www.fec.gov/pubrec/fe2012/federalelections2012.shtml
http://www.fec.gov/pubrec/fe2012/federalelections2012.shtml
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and “CCES Common Content, 2008,” available at https://dataverse.harvard.edu/
dataset.xhtml?persistentId=hdl:1902.1/21447 (last accessed November 2015); 
Roper Center at Cornell University, “National Elelction Day Exit Polls,” available 
at http://ropercenter.cornell.edu/polls/us-elections/exit-polls/; Projections 
from Ruy Teixeira, William H. Frey, and Robert Griffin, “States of Change: The 
Demographic Evolution fo the American Electorate 1974–2060” (Washington: 
Center for American Progress, 2015), available at https://www.americanprogress.
org/issues/progressive-movement/report/2015/02/24/107261/states-of-
change/; State-level election results from U.S. Federal Elections Commission, 
“Federal Elections 2012: Election Results for the U.S. President, the U.S. Senate, 
and the U.S. House of Representatives” (2013), available at http://www.fec.gov/
pubrec/fe2012/federalelections2012.shtml; State-level election results from U.S. 
Federal Elections Commission , “Federal Elections 2008: Election Results for the 
U.S. President, the U.S. Senate, and the U.S. House of Representatives” (2009), 
available at http://www.fec.gov/pubrec/fe2008/federalelections2008.shtml; 
State-level election results from U.S. Federal Elections Commission, “Federal 
Elections 2004: Election Results for the U.S. President, the U.S. Senate, and the 
U.S. House of Representatives” (2005), available at http://www.fec.gov/pubrec/
fe2004/federalelections2004.shtml.

Figure 18, Election results by simulation, 2016
Source: Authors’ calculations based on data from the November supplements 
of the Bureau of the Census, Current Population Survey (U.S. Department of 
Commerce, 2004, 2008, and 2012), available at https://cps.ipums.org/cps/; 
Cooperative Congressional Election Study, “CCES Common Content, 2012,” 
and “CCES Common Content, 2008,” available at https://dataverse.harvard.edu/
dataset.xhtml?persistentId=hdl:1902.1/21447 (last accessed November 2015); 
Roper Center at Cornell University, “National Elelction Day Exit Polls,” available 
at http://ropercenter.cornell.edu/polls/us-elections/exit-polls/; Projections 
from Ruy Teixeira, William H. Frey, and Robert Griffin, “States of Change: The 
Demographic Evolution fo the American Electorate 1974–2060” (Washington: 
Center for American Progress, 2015), available at https://www.americanprogress.
org/issues/progressive-movement/report/2015/02/24/107261/states-of-
change/; State-level election results from U.S. Federal Elections Commission, 
“Federal Elections 2012: Election Results for the U.S. President, the U.S. Senate, 
and the U.S. House of Representatives” (2013), available at http://www.fec.gov/
pubrec/fe2012/federalelections2012.shtml; State-level election results from U.S. 
Federal Elections Commission , “Federal Elections 2008: Election Results for the 

http://www.fec.gov/pubrec/fe2004/federalelections2004.shtml
http://www.fec.gov/pubrec/fe2004/federalelections2004.shtml
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U.S. President, the U.S. Senate, and the U.S. House of Representatives” (2009), 
available at http://www.fec.gov/pubrec/fe2008/federalelections2008.shtml; 
State-level election results from U.S. Federal Elections Commission, “Federal 
Elections 2004: Election Results for the U.S. President, the U.S. Senate, and the 
U.S. House of Representatives” (2005), available at http://www.fec.gov/pubrec/
fe2004/federalelections2004.shtml.

Figure 19, Election results by simulation, 2020 and 2032
Source: Authors’ calculations based on data from the November supplements 
of the Bureau of the Census, Current Population Survey (U.S. Department of 
Commerce, 2004, 2008, and 2012), available at https://cps.ipums.org/cps/; 
Cooperative Congressional Election Study, “CCES Common Content, 2012,” 
and “CCES Common Content, 2008,” available at https://dataverse.harvard.edu/
dataset.xhtml?persistentId=hdl:1902.1/21447 (last accessed November 2015); 
Roper Center at Cornell University, “National Elelction Day Exit Polls,” available 
at http://ropercenter.cornell.edu/polls/us-elections/exit-polls/; Projections 
from Ruy Teixeira, William H. Frey, and Robert Griffin, “States of Change: The 
Demographic Evolution fo the American Electorate 1974–2060” (Washington: 
Center for American Progress, 2015), available at https://www.americanprogress.
org/issues/progressive-movement/report/2015/02/24/107261/states-of-
change/; State-level election results from U.S. Federal Elections Commission, 
“Federal Elections 2012: Election Results for the U.S. President, the U.S. Senate, 
and the U.S. House of Representatives” (2013), available at http://www.fec.gov/
pubrec/fe2012/federalelections2012.shtml; State-level election results from U.S. 
Federal Elections Commission , “Federal Elections 2008: Election Results for the 
U.S. President, the U.S. Senate, and the U.S. House of Representatives” (2009), 
available at http://www.fec.gov/pubrec/fe2008/federalelections2008.shtml; 
State-level election results from U.S. Federal Elections Commission, “Federal 
Elections 2004: Election Results for the U.S. President, the U.S. Senate, and the 
U.S. House of Representatives” (2005), available at http://www.fec.gov/pubrec/
fe2004/federalelections2004.shtml ; Electoral college projections from Election 
Data Services, “2015 Reapportionment Analysis,” Press release, December 
22, 2015, available at https://www.electiondataservices.com/wp-content/
uploads/2015/12/NR_Appor15wTables.pdf.

http://www.fec.gov/pubrec/fe2004/federalelections2004.shtml
http://www.fec.gov/pubrec/fe2004/federalelections2004.shtml
https://www.electiondataservices.com/wp-content/uploads/2015/12/NR_Appor15wTables.pdf
https://www.electiondataservices.com/wp-content/uploads/2015/12/NR_Appor15wTables.pdf
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Figure 20, Electoral college results by simulation, 2016–2032
Source: Authors’ calculations based on data from the November supplements 
of the Bureau of the Census, Current Population Survey (U.S. Department of 
Commerce, 2004, 2008, and 2012), available at https://cps.ipums.org/cps/; 
Cooperative Congressional Election Study, “CCES Common Content, 2012,” 
and “CCES Common Content, 2008,” available at https://dataverse.harvard.edu/
dataset.xhtml?persistentId=hdl:1902.1/21447 (last accessed November 2015); 
Roper Center at Cornell University, “National Elelction Day Exit Polls,” available 
at http://ropercenter.cornell.edu/polls/us-elections/exit-polls/; Projections 
from Ruy Teixeira, William H. Frey, and Robert Griffin, “States of Change: The 
Demographic Evolution fo the American Electorate 1974–2060” (Washington: 
Center for American Progress, 2015), available at https://www.americanprogress.
org/issues/progressive-movement/report/2015/02/24/107261/states-of-
change/; State-level election results from U.S. Federal Elections Commission, 
“Federal Elections 2012: Election Results for the U.S. President, the U.S. Senate, 
and the U.S. House of Representatives” (2013), available at http://www.fec.gov/
pubrec/fe2012/federalelections2012.shtml; State-level election results from U.S. 
Federal Elections Commission , “Federal Elections 2008: Election Results for the 
U.S. President, the U.S. Senate, and the U.S. House of Representatives” (2009), 
available at http://www.fec.gov/pubrec/fe2008/federalelections2008.shtml; 
State-level election results from U.S. Federal Elections Commission, “Federal 
Elections 2004: Election Results for the U.S. President, the U.S. Senate, and the 
U.S. House of Representatives” (2005), available at http://www.fec.gov/pubrec/
fe2004/federalelections2004.shtml ; Electoral college projections from Election 
Data Services, “2015 Reapportionment Analysis,” Press release, December 
22, 2015, available at https://www.electiondataservices.com/wp-content/
uploads/2015/12/NR_Appor15wTables.pdf.

Table A1, Voting margins and electoral votes for presidential elections by 
simulation, 2016–2032
Source: Authors’ calculations based on data from the November supplements 
of the Bureau of the Census, Current Population Survey (U.S. Department of 
Commerce, 2004, 2008, and 2012), available at https://cps.ipums.org/cps/; 
Cooperative Congressional Election Study, “CCES Common Content, 2012,” 
and “CCES Common Content, 2008,” available at https://dataverse.harvard.edu/
dataset.xhtml?persistentId=hdl:1902.1/21447 (last accessed November 2015); 
Roper Center at Cornell University, “National Elelction Day Exit Polls,” available 
at http://ropercenter.cornell.edu/polls/us-elections/exit-polls/; Projections 

https://www.electiondataservices.com/wp-content/uploads/2015/12/NR_Appor15wTables.pdf
https://www.electiondataservices.com/wp-content/uploads/2015/12/NR_Appor15wTables.pdf
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from Ruy Teixeira, William H. Frey, and Robert Griffin, “States of Change: The 
Demographic Evolution fo the American Electorate 1974–2060” (Washington: 
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