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Technology entered center stage during the controversial 2000 American presidential elections, showing that the eraperor had no clothes on. For all to see, the most advanced country in the world responsible for putting men on the moon or generating sophisticated computer systems simply failed to get its votes counted. Outdated punch-card machines threw out as invalid over 4 percent of the ballots. In court, Republicans pitted the superiority of machines against the subjectivity of human beings to argue manual recount is rundamentally biased and should therefore be halted. On their part, Democrats called IBM inventor Ahmann in the witness stand to show the opposite: IBM's voting technologies were fundamentally flawed and need human precision to correct inevitable machine errors. The judge therefore, the Gore lawyers argued, should allow for a manual recount to adjust for the machines failures. Parenthetically, these arguments represented a sharp reversal from the positións Bush and Gore held in the public mind. Bush, who styled himself as the down​home, handshaking man of the people and defender of state rights, backed the machine count because human beings could not be trusted. Gore, the Clinton administration's most ardent prqmoter of technology, insisted on the higher precision of counting done by hand. If anything, the US elections have shown that machines do have politics, to quote Langdon Winner's classic article. Politically speaking, crucial differences exists between corporate-sponsored and market-driven computer technologies or federally subsidized space technologies on the one hand and state-sponsored voting machines on the other. The NASA project enabling the landing on the moon was a big government technology shoring up national prestige. So too, big business technologies rake in money and prestige. Voting machines lack funding and prestige. Is it any wonder underftmded state and local governments when confronted with tight budgets are opting for

investing in repairing potholes rather than replacing voting machines or training of elections officials? Keeping outdated, but cheap, efficiënt and low-maintenance voting machines running makes more policy sense than replacing them with technologically superior, but expensive optical scanners. Even though the National Bureau of Standards, a federal agency, said twelve years ago that punch-card ballots should be junked, Florida state officials took the calculated risk of keeping the low-maintenance punch-card machines, IBM's Votomatics. They also accepted the higher inaccuracy (4 percent) of this technology over that of optical scanners (1.4 percent). As it turns out these decisions are not just a matter of policy. They are also deeply political with far reaching political consequences beyond anyone's imagination. Minority voters like Afro-Americans and Hispanics and the elderly became the political casualties. Proportionally more minority and elderly voters were doomed to vote with outdated punch-card machines than white voters in more affluent voting districts: ballots cast by blacks were rejected at a rate of 14.4 percent and those cast by non blacks by a rate of 1.6 percent. Given that Afro-Americans voted overwhelmingly for Gore (90%), that distribution of technological devices turned out to be politically crucial: Eventhough more Floridians voted for Gore, Bush became president. After the 2000 US elections, who can deny the veracity of Langdon Winner's classic assertion that machines do have politics?
