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2020 Presidential Election Contrast Analysis: US and 48 States
S. Stanley Young, Ray Blehar, et. al.
The authors of this Analysis are unpaid volunteers, whose expertise covers a wide range of fields
(Cyber Security, IT, Statistics, Physics, Economics, etc.). Our main interest is in assuring
election integrity when American citizens legally express their preferences for their
representatives. In the last few months we have generated multiple election-related reports. Our
materials (like this) are aimed for public consumption. This document includes our major
reports, plus several others that we’ve found to be interesting.
The authors of this report utilized publicly available data in conducting this analysis. Most
individuals with computing skills and time can reproduce our results. We do not expect the
reader to accept our results based on our credentials or any perceived authority. Instead, we ask
the reader to review the analyses, double-check the data, and then draw their own conclusions.
(If errors are found, please notify us, and we’ll gladly make a revision.)

Background and Methodology: Following the 2020 election, the reliability of voting results in
several states (particularly swing states) has come under question. To assist in identifying statistical anomalies, we put together a summary sheet of some worthwhile state-related data for 2016
and 2020. (Feel free to download this Excel document in tabular form, where you can sort by any
column, with a single click.)
One method of identifying possible unreliable voting results is to examine publicly available
voting totals using a method called contrast analysis.
One way of doing a contrast would be to look at the Biden versus Trump 2020 vote results, and
compare that to Clinton versus Trump in 2016. For example, in California the totals and the
contrast were:

In other words, in California, Biden beat Trump by 5± million votes (2020), whereas Clinton
beat Trump by 4± million (2016). Doing the arithmetic, the contrast is 833,843 votes.
(Statisticians call this the Difference of the Differences, or DoD.)
Note that Trump increased his California vote total by 1.5± million votes. However, Biden
increased the Democrat candidate’s vote total by 2.3± million. Where did California find 3.8±
million more votes in 2020 than in 2016? Easy, you say: California’s population has increased.
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That’s a good thought, but between 2016 and 2020, the Census Bureau says that the population
of California increase by less than 700,000 people. (Note that this includes children not old
enough to vote, non-citizens, non-registered citizens, etc.). However, as mentioned above, the
2020 vote total for the Democrat candidate increased by 2.3± million votes. On the face of it, that
significant vote increase does not appear to be logically explainable.
A statistical contrast is not proof of voting fraud, but a large contrast does point to situations that
might merit closer examination.
A 2020 vs 2016 voting results contrast can be computed for each US State, each county within a
State, of each precinct within a county. This report does the first two.
If a State’s results look unusual, the next step would be to then look at county results, and
identify the specific counties with the most irregular results. (That’s what we did in our
Pennsylvania and Michigan reports.) Then, in those select counties, do the same for their
precincts. If a precinct contrast analysis indicates that a particular precinct is an aberration, then a
forensic audit would likely be worthwhile.
Potential Causes of Contrast Outliers. As has been explained in some of our prior reports,
there are multiple options for bad actors to manipulate election results. For example:
1 - Keep ineligible people (e.g. deceased, moved, etc.) on the voting roles.
(This would disguise actual voter participation rates, allow fabricated votes to be
submitted in their names, etc.)
2 - Get legislation passed that did not require in-person voter identification.
(This would make it easier for non-citizens, felons, etc. to vote.)
3 - Encourage a much higher percentage of voting by mail.
(This would make it much easier to manipulate, as in-person checking is a more secure
way to keep track of actual registered citizens, etc.)
4 - Discard envelopes and other identifying materials from mail-in votes.
(This makes it very hard to check for duplications, etc.)
5 - Count mail-in votes without careful signature or registration verification.
(This makes mail-in an easier choice for manipulators.)
6 - Allow votes to count that are received after Election day.
(This can direct where mail-in votes are needed to go.)
7 - Stop vote counting for several hours before the final tabulations.
(This allows for an assessment of how many votes are “needed” etc.)
8 - Do not allow genuine oversight of voting tabulation.
(This would make it easier to lose or miscalculate actual votes.)
9 - Connect voting machines or precincts to the Internet.
(This makes it quite easy for third parties to access and change votes.)
10-Distribute vote manipulations over multiple precincts and/or counties.
(This makes the adjustments more difficult to find.)
11-Make most of the manipulations in unexpected districts.
(In other words, don’t do as much manipulation where it’s expected.)
12-Use multiple methodologies to change vote results.
(It requires a much longer investigation to find all the adjustments.)
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Contrast Analysis: In this report, we did a 2020 vs 2016 contrast for each State (with the
exceptions of Alaska and Maine). Those states are not included as: 1) we were unable to find
county by county voting totals for Alaska, and 2) Maine uses an unusual voting preference
method.
A positive contrast indicates Biden scored more votes in 2020 than expected in that state, while a
negative contrast indicates that Trump did better in 2020 than expected. (See US All-States
Contrast Analysis next page.)
The net effect is that the ten states with the largest positive contrasts provided 3± million more
votes for Biden than they did for Clinton.
We also examine the state contrast results against the state’s population growth for the purpose
of determining if the change could be legitimately explained by that factor. (Population data was
obtained from the US Census Bureau.) Likewise, we also compared the state contrast results
against the state’s increase in registered voters, to see what correlation was there.
Following the state comparisons, we do a contrast analysis for all of the counties in each state
(listed alphabetically). As noted before, the county outliers in each state are candidates for
further investigation, starting with a contrast for each of their precincts. Then the statistically
deviant precincts would likely have a forensic audit — at least of a representative sample of their
votes.
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US All-States Contrast Analysis

Florida

First, some orientation. The contrast (difference of differences) is on the left (y-) axis. All fifty
states are ranked on the x-axis based on how much contrast each state had. It should be apparent
that the majority of states had low contrast — i.e. there was a close similarity between the
Trump-Clinton results and the Trump-Biden results.
We see that California produced just over 800,000 more votes than expected for Biden. The huge
gap between California and the next most extreme state, Massachusetts, is most unusual. Yes,
California is larger, but as noted above, there were substantially more California votes for Biden
than the increase in its population.
We’ll comment on Florida (the other standout) and Trump’s improved showing there, below.
Voters in the current election generally tend to vote like they did in the last election, and the
majority of state results confirm this. Those states (starting from rank 18± , through rank 45±)
are in the center of the distribution and show little change between 2020 and 2016. The states
ranked 1 to 18, and ranked 45 to 50, are candidates for some explanation or examination.
If there is fraud, a contrast and distribution analysis will likely point to where it happened.
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Top Ten Positive Contrast (Biden) States —

All these states generated more votes for Biden than expected. New York is odd in that the state
lost population (300,000± people), between 2016 and 2020, yet provided 300,000± more votes
for Biden than expected in 2020. Perhaps mostly Republicans left the state? Maybe votes were
moved from other candidates to Biden?
Massachusetts generated 310,000± more votes for Biden than expected. Massachusetts gained
population (165,000±), which is far fewer than the vote increase for Biden. Every new registered
voter citizen plus about 190,000 previous citizens would need to vote for Biden. That increase is
unlikely.
Trump carried Georgia in 2016, yet lost in 2020 as Biden got 220,000± more votes than
expected. Georgia gained about 425,000 citizens from 2016 to 2020.
Top Ten Negative Contrast (Trump) States —
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In Florida, Trump did about 260,000 votes better than expected. The popular press indicates the
improvement was in Miami-Dade County and the Hispanic vote. The Florida county contrast
analysis confirms the improvement, but not the cause. Note also that Florida tabulated its early
and absentee votes before it counted Election Day votes.
Florida had 260,000± more votes for Trump than expected. Florida had a substantial gain in
population (1,400,000±), which is far more than the vote increase for Trump. Due to that, the
increase in Trump’s results is not a surprise.
Similarly, Utah had 100,000± more votes for Trump than expected. Utah also had a gain in
population (250,000±), which is far more than the vote increase for Trump. Again, based on
population change, the increase in Trump’s results is not unusual.
Trump did better than expected in Ohio. In addition to an increase in population (130,000±) Ohio
cleaned up their voting roles. Additionally, Ohio required all absentee ballots to be received by
the day before Election Day. It also counted absentee votes first. This precluded protracted vote
counting of “late arriving” absentee votes. As such it’s hard to say which of these had more
influence on Trump doing better in Ohio in 2020, than in 2016.
Louisiana, Alabama, and Utah also set November 2, 2020 as their deadlines for absentee votes.
All of those states also showed a Trump improvement.
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US All-States Contrast vs. Population Analysis
Here we plot Contrast on the left axis and change in population on the horizontal axis.

Washington
Georgia
North Carolina / Arizona

The thinking is that a state with a population increase, might gain in votes for a candidate. There
is a mass of points at the zero/zero point on the figure. These represent states with not much
population change or contrast change. New York and Illinois both had a population reduction.
Yet New York provided ~300,000 more votes for Biden in 2020 than expected. Texas added
population and had more votes for Biden than expected. Arizona and North Carolina added
population and about 80,000 more votes for Biden than expected

These states lost population from 2016 to 2020.
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It is interesting that deep Blue states like New York, Illinois, Connecticut, and Hawaii lost
population but increased the margin for Biden substantially. This is an unexpected result.
Compare that to the fact that Red states such as West Virginia, Louisiana, Mississippi, and
Wyoming behaved as expected: they lost population and the margin for Trump was lower.

These states gained population from 2016 to 2020.
Other than in Florida, Trump lost ground in this collection of population-gaining states.
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US All-States Voter Registration Change vs. Population Change

There is much to say displayed in this figure (data came from here).
1. There is a mass of states near the zero/zero point. These states gained little in population
but did gain a modest number of new registrations.
2. New York, New Jersey and Illinois lost population, but dramatically gained registrations.
A most unusual event.
3. Michigan, and Pennsylvania gained little in population, but gained dramatically in
registrations. Again, this is an unusual event.
4. Georgia and North Carolina gained in population (500,000±), but more dramatically in
registered voters, 2,000,000±
5. California gained 700,000± in population, but 6,000,000± registered voters, ~ 9 to 1.
6. Arizona gained 500,000± in population and 1,100,000± in voter registrations.
7. Florida and Texas gained population and (as expected) they gained in voter registrations.
8. Wyoming was the only state that had their number of registered voters decrease from
2016 to 2020. However, Wyoming also had the highest percentage of registered voters
who voted in 2020: 103%! (This indicates that the US Census registered number of 2020
voters may not be right.)
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US All-States Contrast vs. Voter Registration Analysis

The four most extreme changes in registrations are California, New York, Texas, and Florida.
Texas and Florida gained in population, so an increase in registrations is expected. However,
New York and California are unusual. New York lost population and California gained much
more in registrations than in population. (Data came from here).
These additional states are somewhat unusual: registrations increased, contrast increased, and
Biden got more votes than expected.
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US All-States Analysis: Miscellaneous Factors
1 - One of the factors influencing the Presidential election outcome is the increase of votes
resulting from extending vote deadlines.
Among the top ten positive contrast states (i.e. where Biden did better than Clinton did in 2016),
California, Massachusetts, Minnesota, New York and Washington all had protracted vote
counting/tabulation due to laws preventing the count of mail-in before the polls closed.
In addition, all the aforementioned states (plus Virginia) counted ballots postmarked by
November 3, 2020, including ballots received after Election Day.
Three other top ten positive contrast states (Colorado, Georgia, and New Jersey) extended the
deadline for receipt of absentee ballots up to the time the polls closed on Election Day.
In other words, ALL of the top states where Biden picked up significant votes from 2016, in
some way relaxed the voting regulations from what they had done before.
Conversely, Ohio, Louisiana, Alabama, and Utah required that all absentee ballots to be received
by the day before Election Day (November 2). Trump not only won in those four states, but he
also showed an improvement over the 2016 results.

2 - Another possible key factor would be counting early and absentee votes before counting
election day votes. This would hamper using absentee ballots to adjust the count to be what was
needed to win.
Florida and Ohio are examples of states that count their absentee ballots before counting election
day ballots. Trump won in Florida and Ohio — and did better than expected in both of these
swing states.

3 – Another important factor is the cleaning up of voter rolls (i.e. removing deceased parties,
people who have moved out-of-state, etc.). A Judicial Watch study concluded that 353 US
counties have more registered voters than people eligible to vote. For example, Ohio has made
major efforts in this regard in 2020, and Trump won there.

For any questions or corrections, pleases email report editor John Droz, jr.
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------Let’s now proceed to the contrast analysis of each state’s counties…
Each state’s county vote totals were extracted from state web pages, Politico and Wikipedia.
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Alabama Analysis

Overall, Trump margin from 2016 improved by 2,800± votes.
{Absentee ballots by request only and on limited set of conditions. Alabama set November 2 as
its deadlines for absentee votes.}

...
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Arizona Analysis

Overall, Biden improved the margin over 2016 by 101,641 votes.
{Arizona voters can put themselves on a permanent list to receive an absentee ballot or can make
a one-time request. Maricopa and Pima are outliers. Maricopa County did not report the number
of absentee ballots requested in the 2020 election.}
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Arkansas Analysis

Trump’s margin over 2016 increased by 32,337 votes.
{Absentee ballots were sent upon voter request.}

...
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California Analysis

Biden’s margin over 2016 improved by 833,843 votes.
{California had protracted vote counting, and mailed out absentee ballots to all registered voters.
The latter increases the likelihood of double voting.}

...
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Colorado Analysis

Biden improved the margin over 2016 by 303,359 votes.
{All registered voters were automatically sent an absentee ballot, increasing the likelihood of
double voting.}

...
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Connecticut Analysis

Biden increased the margin over 2016 by 141,000±.
{Connecticut lifted restrictions on absentee voting due to COVID/safety concerns. Voters were
required to request an absentee ballot. Connecticut’s overall population declined therefore the
increases are unusual.}
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Delaware Analysis

Biden’s overall increase in Delaware was 35,187 votes.
{There were no restrictions on absentee ballot use by registered voters. There are only three
counties in Delaware.}
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Florida Analysis

Trump did remarkably better in Miami-Dade in 2020 than in 2016. Conversely, Biden did worse
than Clinton. While the media claimed Trump’s gains were due to the Hispanic vote, the data
does not support that claim because Trump’s favorability with Hispanic voters improved by 11%
state-wide (based on exit polls) while his vote total improved by 59.5%. The numbers indicate
more factors were involved in Trump’s gain in 2020.

...
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Georgia Analysis

There was an overall swing of 223,000± votes in Biden’s favor in Georgia.
{The Peach state accepted absentee ballots until the polls closed on election night and had a
protracted vote count. At approximately 10:30 PM on Election Night, observers were told to
leave the State Farm Center in Atlanta, after which five individuals counted votes without
observers present. Over the next few hours, Biden decreased Trump’s lead by 120,000± votes.}

...
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Hawaii Analysis

Biden’s margin increased by 31,222 votes over 2016. Deep blue Hawaii lost population but
increased votes for Biden.
{All registered voters received an absentee ballot, which increases the likelihood of double
voting.}
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Idaho Analysis

Trump margin over 2016 increased by 48,000± votes.
{Voters must request an absentee ballot in Idaho.}

...
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Illinois Analysis

Biden increased the margin over 2016 by 80,310 votes. All voters can request and absentee
ballot by mail or in-person which increases the likelihood of double-voting.

...
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Indiana Analysis

Indiana allows in-person absentee voting (early) and absentee by mail voting. An application is
required for the latter. Multiple absentee methods increase the likelihood of double voting.

...
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Iowa Analysis

Trump’s margin over 2016 declined by 8,703 votes. Absentee ballots are by request and must be
signed by the county auditor.

...
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Kansas Analysis

Trump’s margin declined by 44,000± votes from 2016.
{Stringent voter identification requirements in Kansas for early voting and absentee voting.}

...
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Kentucky Analysis

Trump’s margin declined by 19,943 votes from 2016.
{Kentucky requires disability or other circumstance for absentee voting.}

...
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Louisiana Analysis

Trump’s margin from 2016 increased by 1,258 votes.
{Absentee voting is restricted for a specific set of reasons. Louisiana required all absentee
ballots be returned by November 2, 2020.}

...
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Maryland Analysis

Biden improved the margin from 2016 by 274,000± votes.
{Maryland has no excuse absentee voting however voters must request a ballot.}

...
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Massachusetts Analysis

Biden increased the margin by 310,697 over 2016.
{Massachusetts had a protracted period of vote counting due to laws prohibiting the count to start
before the polls closed.}
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Michigan Analysis

Biden increased the margin over 2016 by 165,000± votes.
{Numerous irregularities were observed during the Michigan vote count including a truck load of
ballots being received at 3AM on November 4, 2020, and blocking of bipartisan observers. See
our Michigan Report for a much more detailed analysis of the Michigan 2020 election.}

...
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Minnesota Analysis

Biden increased the margin in Minnesota by 188,247 votes over 2016.
{Minnesota had a protracted vote counting/tabulation period due to laws preventing the count of
mail-in before the polls closed. In addition, it accepted ballots that were postmarked by
November 3, 2020 and counted ballots received after Election Day.}

...
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Mississippi Analysis

Trump’s margin in Mississippi increased by 1,800± votes from 2016. There were a large
number of counties with negative contrasts – a strong shift to Trump.

...
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Missouri Analysis

Biden improved over the 2016 deficit by 58,000± votes.
{Absentee voting allowed for special circumstances only, however this was relaxed for anyone at
risk of COVID (Hispanic and African-American were among those in the high-risk groups).}

...
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Montana Analysis

Trump’s margin over 2016 declined by 3,500± votes.
{All registered voters may request an absentee ballot and return it by mail or in-person. This
method is susceptible to fraud (double voting).}

...
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Nebraska Analysis

Trump’s margin in Nebraska declined by 32,000± votes from 2016.
{Nebraska has “no excuse” early (in-person) and absentee voting, as well as in-person voting on
Election Day. This system is susceptible to fraud (double voting).}

...
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Nevada Analysis

Biden improved the winning margin by 8,400± votes over 2016.
{Nevada voters had to request absentee ballots by mail. The margin of victory in Nevada was
only 33,600± votes in 2020 and numerous irregularities were reported. For superior details see
the Nevada Report by attorney Jesse Binnall.}
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New Hampshire Analysis

Biden increased the margin by 56,500± votes over 2016.
{New Hampshire relaxed absentee voting requirements due to safety concerns over COVID-19.
In addition, New Hampshire has same-day registration and voting on Election Day. After the
2020 election, residents of Windham determined that their Dominion voting machines reduced
Republican votes by 6% and the voting machines were confiscated for review.}
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New Jersey Analysis

Biden increased the margin of victory by 178,700± votes over 2016.
{NJ set the deadline for receipt of absentee ballots to the time the polls closed on Election Day.
Ocean and Passaic were strong Trump 2016, but Biden improved considerably in those areas.}

...

pg. 39

New Mexico Analysis

Biden increased the margin by 34,500± votes over 2020.
{New Mexico implemented “no excuse” absentee voting due to COVID concerns, however all
ballots had to be returned by October 27th.}

...
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New York Analysis

Biden’s margin in New York increased by 292,000± votes over 2016.
{New York had protracted vote counting/tabulation due to laws preventing the count of mail-in
before the polls closed. In addition, it counted ballots postmarked by November 3, 2020 and
counted ballots received after Election Day.}

...
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North Carolina Analysis

While Trump won North Carolina in 2016 and 2020, the margin of victory declined by 99,000±
votes in 2020.
{North Carolina has “no excuse” absentee voting and any registered voter can request a ballot.
Due to COVID concerns, NC extended the deadline for receipt of properly postmarked ballots
until November 13, 2020. NC also used a drop-off system for collecting ballots.}

...
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North Dakota Analysis

Trump’s margin in North Dakota declined by 2,300± over 2016, however, his total margin of
victory remained over 100,000 votes.

...
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Ohio Analysis

Trump improved the margin of victory by 28,828 votes over 2016.
{Ohio required all mail-in/absentee ballots to be returned by November 2, 2020 and has stringent
requirements for voter identification. Absentee/mail-in ballots are counted first.}

...
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Oklahoma Analysis

Trump’s margin declined by 12,000± votes from 2016. However his margin of victory was over
500,000 votes.

...
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Oregon Analysis

Biden increased the winning margin over 2016 by 162,000± votes.

...
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Pennsylvania Analysis

The vote swing in Pennsylvania was 124,847 toward Biden in 2020.
{The Pennsylvania Supreme Court extended the date for ballot returns until Friday, November 6,
2020. In addition, PA implemented “no excuse” absentee voting due to COVID concerns, as
well as set-up drop boxes and satellite election offices. See our Pennsylvania Report for a much
more detailed analysis of the PA 2020 election.}

...
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Rhode Island Analysis

Biden increased the Democrat margin of victory by 35,582 votes over 2016 and won Rhode
Island by over 100,000 votes.
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South Carolina Analysis

Despite a large expenditure of money by the Democratic Party, South Carolina remained solidly
Republican. Trump’s margin from 2016 declined by 6,500± votes. However he won the state by
nearly 300,000 votes.

...
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South Dakota Analysis

Trump improved his margin over 2016 by 20,000± votes. For a sense of South Dakota, see here.

...
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Tennessee Analysis

Trump improved his state margin by 56,500± votes over 2016.
{Absentee voting requirement were relaxed over health and safety concerns due to COVID-19.
All absentee ballots are provided after request of the registered voter and all ballots must be
returned by mail.}

...
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Texas Analysis

Biden cut down the margin of Trump’s 2020 victory by 176,000± votes as compared to 2016.
{Texas did not make any special accommodations for the COVID-19 virus, however, Harris
County (Houston) defied state laws by expanding curb-side drop off and drive-through voting
locations over COVID concerns.}

...
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Utah Analysis

Trump improved his margin over 2016 by 100,000± votes.
{Utah required all absentee ballots to be returned by November 2, 2020.}

...
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Vermont Analysis

Biden increased the Democrat margin over 2016 by 47,000± votes.
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Virginia Analysis

Biden increased the Democrat margin by 239,000± votes over 2016.
{Virginia had a protracted vote counting/tabulation due to laws preventing the count of mail-in
before the polls closed as it counted ballots postmarked by November 3, 2020 that were received
after Election Day. There were two major corrections to Fairfax County data before it
determined the final tally of votes. Virginia removed its witness signature requirement for
absentee ballots over claimed COVID-19 concerns.}

...
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Washington Analysis

Biden increased the margin of victory by 264,000± votes over 2016.
{Washington mails out absentee ballots to all registered voters. Ballots postmarked by election
day are counted regardless of when received.}

...
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West Virginia Analysis

Trump improved his performance by 8,821 votes over 2016. As the graph shows, Trump’s
performance improved in all but seven of WV’s fifty-five counties.

...
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Wisconsin Analysis

The vote swing in Wisconsin was 43,000± overcoming Trump’s 2016 margin of 23,000±.
{Absentee ballots applications were sent to nearly all registered voters, although state law is that
voters had to request a ballot. In addition, changes were made to the absentee voting process
(e.g., use of some privately-funded drop boxes, allowing clerks to fill in missing information,
etc.) that almost certainly resulted in more ballots being cast and/or counted than in 2016. These
changes resulted in a number of lawsuits filed over the election results. Out of six cases, only one
(so far) has been decided on the merits. Instead, most were dismissed for legal technicalities.}

...
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Wyoming Analysis

Trump improved his performance over 2016 by 1,600± votes across the state.

...
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— Appendix —
Our team of authors of 2020 election-related analyses are unpaid volunteers, whose expertise
covers a wide range of fields (Cyber Security, IT, Statistics, Physics, Economics, etc.). Our main
interest is in assuring election integrity, which is when American citizens legally express their
preferences for their representatives. Our reports are now listed at:

Election-Integrity.info.
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