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The next Supreme Court nominee, whom President Trump will nominate this week, will play a major role in
the course for American democracy over the coming decades. That may seem like an exaggeration, but the
Supreme Court is currently divided four to four on most major issues. The incoming justice will ultimately be
the deciding vote on crucial issues that shape the direction of our country.
The League of Women Voters believes that any Supreme Court nominee should share his or her views on
fundamental issues. We have three questions for the nominee:
1. Must the Executive Branch obey court orders from the federal judicial system?
Our system of checks and balances is the basic tenet of a free democracy. To prevent authoritarianism, the
Founders made sure that that no one branch of the government could dominate the others. But in recent days,
it appears that the Executive Branch is challenging that system by refusing to obey the federal court orders.
The Supreme Court nominee must take a stand, one way or the other, on the role of federal courts in our
system of government.
2. What is the appropriate role for voting rights in our democracy?
Our nation was founded on a belief that voters should be in charge of our government rather than government
being in charge of the voters. However imperfect at the beginning, citizen voting rights have grown through
constitutional amendments to include women, racial and ethnic minorities and young people. But we are
seeing efforts to roll back voting rights, with laws designed to make it more difficult for people to exercise
their right to vote. The Supreme Court nominee should let the American people know his or her position,
whether voting rights enforcement is a vital component of our representative democracy or if the nominee
thinks limitations can be justified under our Constitution.
3. Is big money in politics a fundamental part of our electoral system, or can limits sometimes be
justified?
Some believe that corporations, organizations and individuals should be able to spend unlimited amounts of
money to influence elections, and to do so secretly. Others see this as an existential threat to our democracy.
The Supreme Court nominee should state his or her beliefs related to the influence of money in our elections.

Judicial nominees should not be required to tell us how they will decide future cases, but they should share
with the public the basic principles they support or oppose. For the Senate to carry out its constitutional duty
to advise and consent on judicial nominees, truthful answers about basic principles are required. A
presidential nomination is not a blank check. The Constitution requires the Senate to do its duty.
The League of Women Voters urges the Senate to explore these three fundamental questions with any nominee
before voting to confirm or reject the next Supreme Court justice.
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Colleen Kirby
Excellent questions
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Mary T. Klenz · Unc charlotte
Here's an action plan - Stay alert, Follow the debate, Contact your US Senators to let them
know you're there. Phone calls to their in-state offices matter
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Carol Landou · Works at Self Employed and Loving It!
Excellent questions for whomever Mr. Trump puts forward for this important position.
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Julia Brazier · REALTOR®; Licensed at YES-Homes
Brilliant! Just waiting to see him dance around if asked.
Like · Reply · Jan 31, 2017 11:22pm

Grazia Licari
When you say:
"...But we are seeing efforts to roll back voting rights, with laws designed to make it more
difficult for people to exercise their right to vote..."
What are you referring to? For me, from EU, is difficult to imagine some US law obstacoling
people's right to vote.
Sorry for my ignorance and thanks for every explication
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Cindy Snow · Dog Trainer at PetSmart
Some interpret the requirment for voters to provide identification as a means of

Some interpret the requirment for voters to provide identification as a means of
discouraging voting. I do not share that opinion, but it has certainly been voiced here.
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Irene Rusnak
Removing polling places from college campuses so college students have a more
difficult time voting. Also gerrymandered districts that politicians get to make
themselves so they pick their own voters. This is now able to be done with surgical
precision due to online databases. Decreasing voting hours and polling places so
those with limited means of transportation have a more difficult time getting to the
polls. Requiring ids that many elderly and poor residents may not have. Though they
can be obtained it provides another barrier to voting.
Like · Reply ·

1 · 23 hrs

Grazia Licari
Cindy Snow
Like · Reply · 11 hrs
Show 4 more replies in this thread

Load 8 more comments

Facebook Comments Plugin

Facebook
Twitter
LinkedIn
YouTube
RSS
© 2011 League of Women Voters. 1730 M Street NW, Suite 1000, Washington, DC 20036-4508
This web site is shared by League of Women Voters of the United States and League of Women Voters
Education Fund.
Learn more about the distinction between these two components of the League.
Sitemap | Privacy Policy

