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Introduction
Hasn’t the world already been mapped? It can often 
perplex people that cartographers still manage to find new 
things to map. Yet the world changes. Physical features 
need re-mapping to keep maps up-to-date and in a world 
in which we face some unprecedented political shifts our 
social, economic and political maps almost need ripping up 
and starting again. In 2015 the United Kingdom General 
Election saw a shift back to the Conservative party after 
many years of Labour government. The rise of the far right 
didn’t quite materialize but was impactful and the Scottish 
National Party victories in Scottish constituencies changed 
the map. Field and Dorling (2016) explored the way 
in which the media reacted to the UK General Election 
through a range of cartographic products, highlighting the 
rise of the hexagon as an almost ubiquitous technique for 
mapping the results using a cartogram.

In 2016 the United States had their own political 
schism as Donald Trump almost unbelievably, to many, 
fought a controversial campaign that resulted in him 
winning the race to the White House. The American 
political map changed overnight. This paper takes a 
brief look at how some of the major media organisations 
mapped the results in the context of the cartography of 
election mapping.

Basic thematic choices
Choice becomes a key word when approaching the task 
of mapping election results. There are a multitude of 
different thematic approaches that range from the typical 
choropleth to all manner of variations of cartogram. In the 
United States the red-blue State maps have become a fairly 
common view of the results but they are not necessarily 
the best way to help people make sense of the pattern of 

voting (Figure 1). The geography of the country masks the 
population distribution and so large, sparsely populated 
areas are mapped in the same way as small, densely 
populated areas. There’s no doubting that red (Republican) 
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Figure 1. 2016 Presidential results as a typical red-
blue State level map (Newman, 2016)

Figure 2. 2012 Presidential results as a typical red-
blue State level map (Newman, 2012)
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dominates but the map isn’t too dissimilar than the map 
that showed Obama winning in 2012 when red also seemed 
to dominate the map (Figure 2).

The problem with this sort of map is that it misleads 
and while Trump did win, the result in many of the key 
battlegrounds was much closer than the binary red-blue 
map is able to portray. In fact, Hilary Clinton won more 
votes than Trump but because the red-blue maps take 
no account of population distribution this fact cannot be 
determine from the map alone. The red states have much 
lower population densities than the blue states and so the 
colours do not show any nuance in the relative number of 
voters. This fact becomes even more apparent when you 
change the scale of representation and map the results at 
County level (Figure 3).

The map is now almost universally red – a fact 
that Trump’s media team were quick to point out in the 
aftermath of the result. The map was used as a persuasive 
tool to reinforce the perception that Trump swept to victory. 
Of course, not every voter in each county voted the same 
way to create this perfect binary map. Each county had 
voters of both the main candidates and others. A better 
way to represent the results using a choropleth map is to 
show percentage share of vote where more saturated reds 
indicate a larger share of Trump voters and more saturated 
blue represents a larger share of Clinton voters. Where 
the vote is relatively even the colours tend towards an 
intermediate purple mix (Figure 4).

This map still highlights the counties that voted 
heavily for Trump and it also shows the same for Clinton. 
However, the amount of red that dominates the map has 
reduced. There’s a large amount of purple introduced and 
it is in these key areas that the purple fell slightly on the 
red side of the palette that provided Trump with the win.

But the map can be modified even further. Cartograms 
have become a popular choice for mapping elections 
because they do the job of normalizing for population 
distribution very well. This can be achieved a number of 
ways. Possibly one of the most common is the use of the 
Gastner-Newman algorithm for population-equalizing 
where the shapes of the geographical areas 

are modified relative to one another according to some 
additional variable. In the case of an election map this is 
through changing the relative size according to population 
size (Figure 5).

The cartogram preserves shape to a certain extent and 
now clearly demonstrates that although Clinton won fewer 
counties, there’s a lot of blue on the map which changes 
the way the map is read. It’s now easier to see the mix of 
colours in their proper relative proportions. Cognitively, 
the map supports a richer and more accurate perception of 
the actual distribution of voting. Of course, maps like this 
are not universally liked because they distort geography.

Alternatives to these basic thematic mapping 
techniques offer a multitude of ways in which election 
results can be visualized using proportional symbols, 
extruded prisms, dot density, value-by-alpha and 
dasymetric techniques to name a few (Field, 2013). Yet the 
cartogram has become a popular mechanism with which to 
report election results both in the United Kingdom (Field 
and Dorling, 2016) and in the latest U.S. Presidential 
election. The Gastner-Newman type has, though, largely 
been overlooked as have other general forms of cartogram 
such as the Dorling and Demers, in favour of more 
geometric, mosaic cartograms (see Field (2013) for a full 
description of the different cartogram types).

Figure 3. 2016 Presidential results as a typical red-
blue County level map (Newman, 2016)

Figure 4. 2016 Presidential results as a percentage 
share County level map (Newman, 2016)

Figure 5. 2016 Presidential results as a percentage 
share County level cartogram (Newman, 2016)
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The mosaic (or tesselating) cartograms are a 
compromise between geographic shape and a more 
uniform topology that enables people to find familiar 
places without the need for perfect maintenance of 
adjacencies (Cano et al., 2015). Squares and hexagons 
tend to be the preferred shape for mosaic cartograms. In 
a mosaic cartogram, each area is symbolized by the same-
sized shape regardless of geographical reality. Different 
symbol fill is used to show higher or lower values of the 
data variable being mapped, using the same processes 
for classification and symbolization as a choropleth map. 
Because the shapes used are uniform in size, they can also 
provide a framework for incorporating graphs to create a 
layout of small multiples (Figure 6).

The U.S. voting system
The way in which results are mediated to the public are 
crucial in helping people understand how an election was 
won. As with most socio-economic or political maps, the 
structure of the administrative framework is also important 
to understand because it needs to be accommodated in the 
mapping. The reason the red-blue maps still find favour is 
not only that they are relatively quick to produce, but they 
do show the first-past-the-post outcome which is important 
to understanding the voting system. Despite Clinton 
winning the popular vote, it’s a relatively meaningless 
statistic because the United States uses an Electoral College 
system. Citizens vote for electors in the Electoral College. 
These electors are pledged to a particular candidate so 
the winner of the popular vote in each state takes all of 
the Electoral College votes for that state. There are 538 
electors and so the candidate who reaches 270 Electoral 
College votes wins the race to the White House.

Perhaps the first U.S. election map, appearing in a 
U.S. census bureau atlas published in 1883, the map of 
the 1880 Presidential election is effectively a choropleth 
of percentage share of vote (Figure 7). The main map 
shows county level voting patterns and the inset illustrates 
how they aggregate to the state level. By adding in bar 
charts to illustrate the voter numbers the overall page is 
designed to show geographical and empirical patterns. Of 
course, one interesting fact about this early map is that 
red was used for democrats and blue for Republicans – 
the opposite of today’s schema which was adopted only 
recently in 2000.

Figure 6. Waffle gridded cartogram of the Democrat/
Republican share of vote by State 1916-2012 (Field, 
2013)

Figure 7. Map of the 1880 U.S. Presidential election (Miller, 2016)
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In 2012 Obama had a victory margin of 100 
electoral votes yet the map was still predominantly red. 
As discussed above, population isn’t accounted for and so 
a state like New Jersey which is relatively small accounts 
for 14 electoral votes whereas Montana, one of the largest 

states by area, accounts for only 3 electoral votes. In many 
respects this is the main reason why geographical reality 
should be dismissed and electoral importance prioritized 
in making U.S. election maps.

Figure 8. Presidential Election Results: Donald J. Trump Wins (The New York Times, 2016a)

Figure 9. NPR Battleground Map: Hillary Clinton Solidifies Lead Against Donald Trump (Montanaro, 2016)
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While the choropleth, in one form or another, 
continues to be used as a cartographic mainstay, media 
outlets have tended to experiment more. The reasons for 
this are unclear though with shortening attention spans it’s 
likely that more attention-grabbing graphic is high on the 
list of requirements. Hence, cartograms become a popular 
way to grab attention. In some ways the pattern of map 
style in the 2016 Presidential election mirrored that of the 
media in the 2015 UK General election. 

Many of the main techniques seem to pique popular 
interest with each different election cycle though in broad 
terms many of the maps have moved on very little from 
one of the first U.S. election maps 

A selection of 2016 Presidential election 
maps
In much of their live election coverage The New York 
Times opted for a geographical map (Figure 8). Perhaps the 
approach hints at the problem that, for many, cartograms 
remain difficult to comprehend so the geographical map 
provides a sense of familiarity. 

National Public Radio (NPR) also went with a 
Demers cartogram though their version incorporated white 
space rather than attempting to maintain adjacencies as a 
way to try to make the map look more like the geographical 
United States (Figure 9.).

Ben Flanagan create a hexagonal cartogram for The 
Times which didn’t use state or county geographies in their 
traditional sense (Figure 10). Flanagan mapped each state 
using the number of Electoral College votes that each state 
contributes. Although the nuance of a county level map is 
lost, Flanagan also shaded each state’s Electoral College 
hexagons according to a share of the vote. Darker blue or 
red shows a greater win majority (Flanagan, 2016).

It’s actually quite challenging to be creative with 
election maps though they do remain fertile ground for 
those wishing to experiment. The Washington Post took 
the same approach as The New York Times in creating a 
geographical map as well as a cartogram. They differed 
in that they supported a transition between the two rather 
than place them side by side and they used a somewhat 
unique diamond shape to represent the Electoral College 
(Figure 11)

Figure 10. U.S. Presidential election cartogram  
(Flanagan, 2016)

Figure 11. Redrawing the electoral map (Gamio and Cameron, 2016)
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The Washington Post also provided one of the most 
visually impressive summaries of the election through a 
range of graphics (Washington Post, 2016). The article 
explored all aspects of the election as opposed to simply 
the results using a wide range of graphical devices. A 
novel approach was used to depict the results as mountains 
across a landscape (Figure 12). The peaks were drawn 
with line thicknesses to emphasize voting strength. The 
symbols themselves were essentially proportional but the 
interesting feature was that the map itself was positioned 
on its side with the west coast at the bottom and the east 
coast at the top. As a device for web or mobile delivery, re-
orientating the map to fit a portrait device where scrolling 
is up-down was innovative. Providing a subtle shade of red 
or blue behind the main symbols helped give a sense of the 
overarching result for each state.

FiveThirtyEight headlined with a geographical map 
but they, too, added a mosaic cartogram alongside another 
set of impressive additional graphics that collectively 
told a range of stories (Figure 13). Though not strictly a 
map, they also created a diagram using a winding river 
metaphor to show the winding path to victory. This 
illustrates how sometimes a map isn’t the best mechanism 
(Figure 14). All of the data is here – the states, the share 
of vote, though arranged in order from strong Democrat 
to strong Republican. The line shows states scaled to the 
Electoral College so it’s normalized and provides a fresh 
and interesting alternative to a map. In some ways it’s a 
schematic in the tradition of Beck’s famous Underground 
map – a new way to see a very traditional dataset.

The Wall Street Journal went for a cartogram using 
squares instead of hexagons. The graphic was interactive 
and animated and used to explore different possible 
outcome scenarios (Figure 15).

The Wall Street Journal also published a dasymetric 
map where county level results have been reapportioned 
into zones that represent different population densities 
(Figure 16). This sort of map certainly emphasizes the 
population distribution of the United States and clearly 
demonstrates where votes took place. The pockets of high 
density Democrat leaning urban voting can clearly be 
identified in comparison to the sparsely populated areas 
which is predominantly Trump territory. But the drawback 
of this sort of map, at a national scale at least is that any 
map of any variable reapportioned into populated places 
will inevitably look very similar (Munroe, 2013)

In an analysis of alternative election maps The 
Financial Times also attempted an innovative solution 
referred to as ‘The Compromise’. In effect, they tried to 
take the best components from other mapping techniques 
to arrive at their solution (Figure 17).

The underlying geography is retained to give readers 
the sense of familiarity. This supports recognition and 
comparisons across a familiar space. Each geographical 
area has a number of dots overlaid that represent the 
number of Electoral College votes. They are equally sized 
and so the map gives the correct visual weight to support 
comparisons that take account of the population. The map 
is outcome-based and avoids the solid fill approach of other 

Figure 12. How Trump redrew the electoral map, from sea to shining sea (Gamio and Keating, 2016)
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cartograms. The dots are easily compared and counted 
though the densely populated north eastern region does 
create difficulties for labelling so leader lines are required.
Daily Kos proved that cartograms come in all shapes and 

sizes. Their map of Congressional Districts by winning 
Presidential Party attempts to keep as much of the United 
States as possible as a contiguous tessellated space (Figure 
18). The downside is, much like any map projection, 

Figure 13. It’s all about the 538 Electoral College votes (FiveThirtyEight, 2016)

Figure 14. U.S. The winding path to 270 electoral votes (FiveThirtyEight, 2016)
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Figure 15. U.S. Draw the 2016 Electoral College Map (Zitner, Yeip and Wolfe, 2016)

Figure 16. U.S. Presidential election results by population density (Epstein, Hook and Nelson, 2016)
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Figure 17. Electoral College votes by state (Stabe, 2016)

Figure 18. Congressional Districts by Winning Party (Wolf, 2016)

SOC_Bulletin_vol_50.indd   29 22/05/2017   09:05



30 SoC BULLETIN Vol 50

ultimately it’s an impossible task and some gaps are 
inevitable. The large holes tend to distract from the map 
itself.

In addition to their cartogram The New York Times 
also published a range of alternative ways of exploring 
the election result. Figure 19 shows a swing map with the 
red arrows illustrating how much Trump surpassed Mitt 
Romney from the 2012 election results. The map clearly 
illustrates the swing to the right with the larger red arrows 
being predominant across large swathes of the country. 
The map was originally presented as a vertically scrolling 
story map and changed state to highlight particular points 
of commentary.

Figures 20 and 21 illustrate The Two Americas of 
2016 by Tim Wallace (Wallace, 2016). Again, a New York 
Times vertically scrolling story map but the maps take a 
completely different approach than simply recording the 
results. The election became divisive and Wallace’s intent 
was to create a topographic metaphor for the division. 
Imaginary nations were sliced out of a combination of 
where trump recorded victories in comparison with 
Clinton. The sharp divide between Republican and 
Democrat are shown clearly. Trump won most of the 
land area despite not winning the popular vote. He won 
more than 80% of the counties and so his imaginary map 
is a contiguous heartland with eroded edges and large 
inland lakes. In contrast, Clinton’s America shows the 
isolated cities as islands in a disconnected and dissected 
archipelago.

Print mapping was also well supported by the New 
York Times with a huge foldout map of the voting patterns 
by zipcode (Figure 22a and 22b). It was a truly magnificent 
piece of work. Large format. Eye-catching. Detailed. 
Unfortunately they decided to revert to a geographical 
map for the print edition after so much excellent work 
on their digital platforms. The map shows a lot of red as 
a consequence. It also uses Zip Code Tabulation Areas 
instead of counties, voting precincts or other geographies. 
There are problems with how ZCTAs mis-shapes the view 
though any arbitrary boundaries have the same problems 
– the Modifiable Areal Unit Problem – statistical (and 
ultimately visual) bias that results with how you aggregate 
data into areas.

The problem with this New York Times map, as I 
see it, is the country itself which, admittedly, there isn’t 
much they can do about, but they could deal with the 
problem using different maps. The size of the areas used to 
summarise the data are unequal. Some are therefore more 
visually prominent than others. Republicans hold on to 
large swathes of centrally located territory. Democrats get 
votes from the smaller, peripheral northeast. Additionally, 
as already identified, they contain very different numbers 
of people so population density is unequal across the 
map – yet in terms of the symbology, each area is treated 
the same. So the map ends up showing large swathes of 
sparsely populated large areas in the mid-west being seen 
prominently and very small, densely populated areas on the 
coasts being seen much less prominently. The problem is 

Figure 19. How Trump reshaped the election map (Buchanan et al, 2016)
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compounded by two other factors – colour and focus. Red 
for republican is a colour that is seen more brightly than 
blue for Democrat. It is cognitively processed as ‘more 

important’. Our eyes also naturally tend towards the centre 
of an image and a map on first inspection – so that’s our 
initial focus. This all adds up to one massively misleading 

Figure 20. Trump’s America (Wallace, 2016)

Figure 21. Clinton’s America (Wallace, 2016)
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Figure 22a. A detailed political geography of the U.S. 
(New York Times, 2016b)

Figure 22b. A detailed political geography of the U.S 
(cropped detail). (New York Times, 2016b)

Figure 23. Everybody needs good neighbours, 2016 
(Field, unpublished)
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picture of the political geography of the USA. It screams 
Republican. And what of yellow for the marginal areas? 
The desire for a neutral colour is understandable, but in 
a generally two-horse race (mule and elephant are the 
political symbols after all) adding in other colours paints a 
different picture as well. 

Author efforts
I decided to approach the cartography of the 2016 
Presidential election a little differently – simply to 
experiment with map types and design. The first example 
shows dissimilarity of voting as opposed to similarity 
(Figure 23). Rather than shading areas to show how places 
are similar to one another the extent to which neighbouring 
counties are dissimilar is shown by symbolizing the 
boundaries between them. Red lines indicate boundaries 
where the two adjacent populations both voted for 
Trump. Blue boundaries are adjacent Clinton voters. 
Yellow boundaries show conflicted neighbours. Thicker 
lines indicate a larger dissimilarity between the voting 
of neighbouring counties. The background is a surface 
created to accentuate the steepness of slope between 
neighbours. The darker the grey, the steeper the gradient 
across the county from that county to adjacent counties. It’s 

a Triangulated Irregular Network that highlights regions of 
similarity, contrasted with regions of dissimilarity.

For a second alternative I wanted to experiment 
with a mosaic cartogram but in a playful manner. The 
2016 Presidential Election has been puzzling to many. 
Figure 24 shows the United States Electoral Colleges as 
a cartogram … but it uses pictorial symbology to create 
something a little different. It’s a puzzle. It’s based on the 
tesselation of a shape inspired by the famous Dutch artist 
M. C. Escher. Escher’s famed graphical work was heavily 
influenced by recurring shapes and so-called impossible 
constructions. His 1943 lithograph ‘Reptiles’ provided the 
inspiration for this map which shows 538 electoral college 
areas, each as either Donald Trump or Hillary Clinton, 
tesselated into a pattern that resembles the general shape 
of the United States and subdivided into the number of 
electoral college votes allocated to each state. It is these 
electoral college votes that sum to determine who wins the 
Presidency. More populated states such as California have 
more electoral college votes. Less populated states, such 
as North Dakota have fewer. 

There are 290 Donald Trumps on the map and 228 
Hillary Clintons. The visual ratio of red: blue is therefore 

Figure 24. The Puzzling Presidential election, 2016 (Field, 2016)
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290:228 giving a visual representation of victory by the 
amount of colour. Shades of red and blue are used to 
express the strength of the vote. For instance, Trump only 
just won Michigan (47.6% compared to Clinton’s 47.3%) 
which is therefore shown in light red while he won over 
70% in Wyoming which is shown in a brighter red. The 
map is available as an interactive web map (Field, 2016)

My final attempt for the 2016 presidential election 
was an homage to hand drawn cartography. The idea is 
simply to use the map as a canvas for satire and a comedic 
commentary on the outcome of the results. It’s a 15 by 
11 inch serio-comic map following the long-established 
approach of many cartographic satirists through history. 
Most notable among those is Fred W Rose who drew 
many in the late 1800s. Perhaps most famous for his 
Angling in Troubled Waters. He also drew many maps 
with the tentacles of an octopus stretching out across 
Europe. Robert Dighton’s caricatures are also wonderful, 
particularly in his series Geography Bewitched.

With apologies to Rose, Trump’s Ties uses the 
famously scotch-taped red neck tie as the tentacles of the 
metaphorical octopus spreading across the globe. The first 
month of Trump’s Presidency provided an obscene amount 
of obscene material and there was no problem filling in 
the map.

Conclusion
Cartograms tend to polarize opinion. They suffer criticism 
because they are perceived to be difficult to interpret 
without additional information. The same variable can 
make two maps of different areas look very different so the 
very purpose of a cartogram, to support visual comparison, 
can be hindered. Ensuring additional information such as 
recognizable boundaries or an adjacent map using standard 
geography, are included can provide some mitigation.

The same problems of people’s ability to make 
empirical assessments from shapes of different sizes is 
equally true for cartograms as other map types such as 
proportional symbols. While not unique to cartograms, 
some of the more graphical variants such as Dorling, 
Demers and mosaic cartograms will also suffer from this 
problem.

Perhaps cartograms are mostly used to grab attention 
and create an emotional response because of their inherent 
shock value. Maps that grab attention bring eyes to the 
content but they then have to perform the function of 
communicating the data variable effectively. The Gastner-
Newman cartogram has often been seen as an example of 
being used for shock value but upon closer inspection the 
data is hard to interpret because the geography is sometimes 
warped beyond reasonable (or easy) recognition.

Figure 25. Trump’s Ties (Field, 2017)
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Cultural differences in cartogram acceptance also 
exist. For instance, the media in the United Kingdom have 
long used cartograms to represent political geographies. 
The historical use began in the late 1990s after the 
publication of the Dorling cartogram. The 2015 General 
Election, for instance, saw virtually every print, internet 
and broadcast media use variations of a mosaic cartogram 
(usually hexagonal; Field and Dorling, 2017). The United 
States media have not traditionally been large users of 
cartograms though The New York Times and Washington 
Post did make heavy use of mosaic cartograms in the 2016 
Presidential Election reporting.

Presenting maps in the media to communicate 
complex political geographies also has to overcome the 
much bigger problem of geographical illiteracy in the 
readership and the lack of the basic need to view maps 
and graphics critically. With all these much larger issues 
it therefore becomes crucial for media organisations 
and those involved in communicating information to be 
cognisant of the limitations of the consumer. It’s not really 
their fault – we’re all born that way and we have a natural 
tendency to believe what we see, especially if it comes 
from a so-called reputable, impartial source. Maps should 
portray reality in a way that deals with the biases people 
inevitably see – to counter them rather than feed them. 

Ultimately, there are dozens of different ways that 
the map can be made. None are ‘right’ and none are 
‘wrong’ but they all tell different versions of the truth. 
This isn’t cartographic pedantry. It’s an important issue 
because it plays to people’s views, opinions and search 
for the truth. Maps can be extremely dangerous graphic 
tools as the President himself continues to demonstrate 
to support his view of reality. Around 100 days after his 
inauguration he inexplicably interrupted a discussion 
about Chinese President Xi JinPing to hand to reporters 
a map of what he said was the latest figures from the 
Electoral College (Figure 26). Reuters quotes him as 
saying “Here, you can take that, that’s the final map of the 
numbers. It’s pretty good, right? The red is obviously us.” 
(Adler, Mason and Holland, 2017). Why would Trump use 
a red/blue choropleth? Precisely because it supports his 
version of reality. As this paper has shown, there are many 
other realities. Is Trump aware of these? That’s a question 
only he can answer but whether he knows anything about 
cartography or not, the most powerful man in the world 
used a propagandist map covered in red.

The New York Times have, in my opinion, shown 
the best and worst in their election mapping. Wallace’s 
invention is a beautiful effort. Their cartograms and other 
supporting graphics were exceptional yet, their large print 
map contributed to the misinformation that has enveloped 
the 2016 Presidential election. It presented a version of 
the truth that suits a particular view of reality. It is biased 
and dangerous. It’s also too late to worry about it anymore 
because it’s out there now and is simply just another piece 
of rhetoric people can use to support their own version 
fake news. Just like the President of the United States of 
America.

Biographical notes
Dr Kenneth Field is a self-confessed cartonerd. After 20 
years in UK academia he now works at Esri in cartographic 
research and development for the Mapping Systems team. 
He researches, writes, teaches and blogs about map design, 
is Immediate Past-Editor of The Cartographic Journal 
(and current Assistant Editor), co-founder of the Journal 
of Maps and is on the advisory board of the International 
Journal of Cartography. He is Chair of the ICA Map Design 
Commission, a Fellow of both the British Cartographic 
Society and Royal Geographic Society and a Chartered 
Geographer (GIS). He has written and published widely, 
presented and given keynotes internationally and won 
numerous awards for his mapping and also for pedagogy 
in cartographic education. He plays the drums. He rides a 
snowboard. He supports Nottingham Forest. Ken tweets at 
@kennethfield and his blog is www.cartonerd.com.

References
Adler, S. J., Mason, J. and Holland, S. (2017) Trump says 

he thought being president would be easier than his 
old life http://www.reuters.com/article/us-usa-trump-
100days-idUSKBN17U0CA

Bortins I., Demers S., Clarke K., 2002 Cartogram types. 
http://www.ncgia.ucsb.edu/projects/Cartogram_
Central/types.html

Buchanan, L., Fessenden, F., Parlapiano, A., Yourish, K., 
Pearce, A., Wallace, T., Keller, J., Williams, J. (2016) 
how trump reshaped the election map https://www.
nytimes.com/interactive/2016/11/08/us/elections/how-
trump-pushed-the-election-map-to-the-right.html

Cano R. G., Buchin K., Castermans T., Piertese A., 
Sonke W., Speckmann B., 2015.Mosaic drawings and 
cartograms. In Computer Graphics Forum, vol. 34, 
Wiley Online Library, pp. 361–370.

Epstein, R. J., Hook, J. and Nelson, C. M. (2016) With 
Donald trump’s win, Clinto and Obama call for smooth 
transition, https://www.wsj.com/articles/donald-
trump-clinches-presidency-after-key-battleground-
wins-1478676844

Figure 26 Trump hands out a choropleth map to  
advance the view of a red coloured country  
(Jacobs, 2017)

SOC_Bulletin_vol_50.indd   35 22/05/2017   09:05



36 SoC BULLETIN Vol 50

Field, K. (2013) Thematic Mapping Gallery, 
URL http://carto.maps.arcgis.com/home/item.
html?id=c8707016b45f44ccb7bb76444e593fba

Field, K. (2016) The Puzzling Presidential Election, 
http://carto.maps.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/
index.html?id=015e427beb6448fe9f7f0f0674e9f313

Field, K. (2017) Trump’s Ties http://cartonerd.blogspot.
com/2017/03/trumps-ties.html

Field, K. S. and Dorling, D. (2016) UK Election 
cartography, International Journal of Cartography, 2, 
2, pp 202-232

FiveThirtyEight (2016) Who will win the Presidency? 
https://projects.fivethirtyeight.com/2016-election-
forecast/#electoral-map

Flanagan, B. (2016) U.S. Election 2016: Battle 
of the maps, http://communityhub.esriuk.com/
geoxchange/2016/11/1/us-election-2016-battle-of-the-
maps

Gamio, L. and Cameron, D. (2016) Poll: Redrawing 
the electoral map https://www.washingtonpost.com/
graphics/politics/2016-election/50-state-poll/

Gamio, L. and Keating. D (2016) How Trump redrew the 
electoral map, from sea to shining sea https://www.
washingtonpost.com/graphics/politics/2016-election/
election-results-from-coast-to-coast/

Gastner, M. T. and Newman, M. 2004, Diffusion-based 
method for producing density equalizing maps, 
Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences of 
the United States of America, 101 (20), 7499-7504

Jacobs, H. (2017) Trump paused a discussion about 
China’s president to hand out copies of the 2016 
electoral map http://www.businessinsider.com/trump-
2016-electoral-map-reuters-interview-xi-jinping-
china-2017-4

Miller, G. (2016) There’s more than one way to map an 
election http://news.nationalgeographic.com/2016/10/
united-states-election-map-history/

Montanaro, D. (2016) NPR Battleground Map: Hillary 
Clinton solidifies lead against Donald Trump, http://
www.npr.org/2016/08/16/490103767/npr-battleground-
map-hillary-clinton-solidifies-lead-against-donald-
trump

Munroe R. (2013) Heatmap, https://xkcd.com/1138/
Newman, M. (2012) Maps of the 2012 US presidential 

election results http: //www-personal. umich. edu/~mejn/
election/2012/ 

Newman, M (2016) Maps of the 2016 US presidential 
election results http: //www-personal. umich. edu/~mejn/
election/2016/ 

New York Times (2016a) Presidential Election Results: 
Donald J. Trump Wins http://www.nytimes.com/
elections/results/president

New York Times (2016b) A detailed political geography 
of the U.S. New York Times, Tuesday 1st November 
2016

Stabe, M. (2016) The search for a better US election map, 
https://www.ft.com/content/3685bf9e-a4cc-11e6-8b69-
02899e8bd9d1

Wallace, T. (2016) The Two Americas of 2016, https://
www.nytimes.com/interactive/2016/11/16/us/politics/
the-two-americas-of-2016.html

Wolf, S. (2016) Daily Kos Elections presents the 2016 
presidential election results by congressional district, 
http://www.dailykos.com/story/2017/1/30/1627319/-
Daily-Kos-Elections-presents-the-2016-presidential-
election-results-by-congressional-district

Zitner, A., Yeip, R. and Wolfe, J. (2016) Draw the 
2016 Electoral College Map http://graphics.wsj.
com/elections/2016/2016-electoral-college-map-
predictions/

SOC_Bulletin_vol_50.indd   36 22/05/2017   09:05




