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	Argument found
	Agenda: Elect the president by a national popular vote.
	Agenda: Replace plurality voting with ranked-choice voting for the president.
	

	Replace plurality voting with ranked-choice voting for the president.
	Yeah, you make a good point, [redacted] about that being a bit subjective. Whereas with the rank choice for a little bit more objective, it's like you rank them in order. I mean, you do lose a little bit of the Nuance in terms like the distance between my rank 3 and my rank for, for example. But I mean I really like ranked choice voting as I said, I hate bipartisanship. I think that this would do a lot too bad that I worry a little bit about the public perception and ability for. Like the common people to understand what it is and like the compact putting someone in second place versus third place. How that could change the dynamic but better than what we have right now. So I'm all for [recording stopped]
	1. Rank choice voting is more objective than subjective methods.
2. Rank choice voting allows for ranking candidates in order.
3. Bipartisanship is disliked by the speaker.
4. Rank choice voting could improve the current system.
5. The speaker is concerned about public perception and understanding of rank choice voting.
	1. Not Applicable: This argument is not applicable to the given proposal as it is discussing a different voting method (rank choice voting) than the proposal (national popular vote).
2. Not Applicable: This argument is also not applicable to the given proposal as it is discussing a different voting method (rank choice voting) than the proposal (national popular vote).
3. Con Argument: This argument is a con as it suggests that the speaker is against bipartisanship, which could be a potential consequence of a national popular vote if it leads to a more polarized political climate.
4. Pro Argument: This argument is a pro as it suggests that rank choice voting could improve the current system, which could be a potential benefit of implementing a national popular vote.
5. Con Argument: This argument is a con as it suggests that the speaker is concerned about public perception and understanding of rank choice voting, which could also be a potential issue with implementing a national popular vote if it is not well understood or accepted by the public.
	1. Pro Argument: This argument supports the proposal by suggesting that a more objective method of voting, such as fractional proportional, would be better than the current winner-take-all system.
2. Pro Argument: This argument also supports the proposal by highlighting one of the benefits of fractional proportional voting, which is the ability to rank candidates in order.
3. Not Applicable: This argument is not applicable to the proposal as it does not address the specific proposal of using fractional proportional voting.
4. Pro Argument: This argument supports the proposal by suggesting that rank choice voting, which is a form of fractional proportional voting, could improve the current system.
5. Con Argument: This argument is against the proposal by suggesting that the public may not understand or perceive rank choice voting positively. However, it is important to note that this argument does not necessarily address the effectiveness or benefits of fractional proportional voting itself.
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	Replace plurality voting with ranked-choice voting for the president.
	How are you got? Maybe you want to just try to reload if you haven't done so yet?
	None
	None
	None
	.01



