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PROLOGUE: Before the Storm: Why This Fight Matters, and Why Utah Cannot Look 
Away 

Most political controversies flare, burn hot, and disappear, often leaving nothing behind but noise. I 
rarely enter those battles. Utah has no shortage of commentators who chase headlines and amplify the 
daily outrage cycle. My work has always lived elsewhere, in the deeper structures that quietly shape 
our state: the Constitution, the architecture of power, the unseen pressures that influence legislation 
and public life. I do not step into sensational debates without cause. 
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But this one is different. 

The redistricting conflict unfolding in Utah cuts directly into the foundation of our Republic. It asks 
whether the Constitution still governs our political class, whether the people still hold meaningful 
authority, and whether the courts are still permitted to enforce limits when elected officials cross them. It 
exposes long-standing contradictions in Utah leadership, a political culture that is outwardly 
conservative yet inwardly resistant to the very constitutional restraints conservatives claim to cherish. 
And it reveals a deeper crisis: a governing machine so accustomed to absolute control that any 
boundary, even one written into the Constitution itself, is treated as an attack. 

This is why I am writing now. Silence is no longer a responsible option. 

Utah’s redistricting war is not about maps. It is about power, legitimacy, and whether the people remain 
part of the legislative structure or have become ornamental… acknowledged when convenient, 
overridden when not. 

Utah’s Hidden Advantage, And The Right Now Under Attack​
Utah quietly enjoys more civic freedom than many states that lecture the nation about democracy. 
Our Constitution gives legislative power not only to the House and Senate, but also to the people 
themselves through initiative and referendum. That is not sentimental language. It is hard law. 
Utahns are part of the legislative structure by design. When they pass a law at the ballot, they are 
not “advising” the Legislature. They are legislating. Proposition 4 was one such act. Once 
adopted, it became binding law that legislators must honor unless they undo it through 
constitutionally valid means. 

That is what makes this moment so serious. We are watching a Legislature that is not the sole 
lawmaker in this area, but one partner in a three-part system, attempt to persuade voters to give 
that shared power back, permanently. In effect, they are asking Utahns to vote away their own 
legislative authority, then insisting that this surrender is necessary to “save representative 
government.” It is a remarkable inversion. Utah’s founders gave the people an extra measure of 
freedom and leverage. Today’s political machine is asking them to hand it back, and to thank 
them for the privilege. 

Utah enjoys a structural freedom that most states do not. Our Constitution deliberately divides 
legislative authority three ways: the House, the Senate, and the people acting through initiative and 
referendum. Utahns are not merely voters. They are lawmakers. The state’s founders designed it that 
way precisely because they feared what would happen if a single political class ever consolidated too 
much power. They knew from territorial history that concentrated authority breeds corruption, not 
accountability. 

That is why the current maneuver by legislative leadership is more than a political dispute. It is an 
attempt to convince voters to surrender a constitutional power that exists specifically to protect them 
from legislative overreach. The Legislature is not the only lawmaking body in Utah, and it was never 
intended to be. The people are coequal partners in the legislative structure. Their authority is not 
symbolic; it is operational. 

So when lawmakers now tell voters, “trust us, let us amend the Constitution to stop you from 
interfering,” they are not defending the Republic. They are gaslighting the very people who are the 
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Republic. They are asking Utahns to vote away the mechanism that makes Utah more free than most 
states, a direct constitutional check on legislative power. 

And the insult is difficult to miss. The Legislature is effectively telling Utahns:​
“You have too much authority. You exercised it incorrectly. Let us fix that by taking it away from you.” 

 But this moment is a rare opportunity.​
 A teaching moment.​
 A clarifying moment. 

For the first time in years, the Legislature’s attempt to consolidate power is happening in broad daylight, 
in a context where it directly conflicts with the plain text of Utah’s Constitution and the clear intent of its 
framers. If the voters understand that they are being asked to relinquish one of the most powerful 
liberties they possess, the backlash could reshape Utah’s political landscape for a generation. 

The Legislature is not merely overstepping. It is asking the people to surrender a safeguard created 
specifically to protect them from exactly this kind of overstepping. 

That is not constitutionalism. It is self-preservation disguised as principle. And Utahns deserve to see it 
for what it is. 

Editor’s Personal Lens: A Constitutional Conservative in a Contradictory State 

Utah enjoys a structural freedom that most states do not. Our Constitution deliberately divides 
legislative authority three ways: the House, the Senate, and the people acting through initiative and 
referendum. Utahns are not merely voters, they are lawmakers. The framers designed it that way 
because they feared what would happen if a single political class ever consolidated too much power. 
They remembered territorial rule, outside suspicion, and what unchecked machines can do. They wrote 
a dual-lawmaker Republic, not a single-lawmaker oligarchy, and they expected future generations to 
defend that structure when it came under pressure. 

That moment has arrived. The heart of this controversy is not whether the Legislature draws maps. It 
always has and it always will. The question is whether any branch, including the Legislature, may 
ignore the constitutional limits that the people have written into place, particularly through Proposition 4. 
Utah’s Supreme Court already answered that question. It held that the Legislature is not the only entity 
with legislative authority in this area. The people are, too. Judge Dianna Gibson did not replace the 
Legislature, she enforced the guardrails that the people and the Constitution had already built. 
Reasonable conservatives can disagree over maps, but we cannot discard constitutional structure 
when it becomes inconvenient, or punish judges for obeying it. 

Why I Enter This Fight Now 

I do not generally step into political firestorms. My work has never been about chasing headlines or 
amplifying noise. Utah already has more than enough voices that specialize in outrage and 
performative politics. I focus on the deeper currents, the long-term patterns, and the structural 
weaknesses that others overlook in their rush to join the latest frenzy. But this story is different. 
Redistricting now sits at the collision point between Utah’s dual-lawmaker system, a Legislature that 
has grown used to operating without limits, and a judiciary that finally refused to look away. 
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I am a constitutional conservative. I am not sympathetic to progressive ideology. My loyalty is to truth, to 
structure, and to the written Constitution. When the Constitution is twisted, when voters are gaslit into 
voting away their own power, and when leaders threaten a judge for following binding precedent, 
silence is not an option. This is not Republicans versus Democrats. It is power versus principle. If 
conservatives do not defend the Constitution when it is inconvenient, then we do not defend it at all. 
That is why I am writing this and why this report is being updated in real time as legislative leaders call 
special sessions, run “constitutional authority” resolutions, and test how far they can push before the 
people push back. 

Utah is one of the only states where the people themselves are a coequal part of the legislative branch, 
with constitutional authority to make law through initiatives. That is not a loophole — it is a safeguard 
written to prevent legislative dominance. So when the Legislature now asks voters to amend the 
Constitution to remove that authority, it is essentially saying: “Please vote away the power that exists to 
stop us from abusing power.” It is a political gaslighting campaign that counts on voters not 
understanding their own constitutional role. The irony is brutal: Utahns enjoy more civic freedom than 
most Americans, and their own elected officials are trying to convince them to give it up. 

— Ed Wallace, Founder, The Republic Project, and Publisher, Utah Standard News 

P.S. Utah’s conflict over redistricting is not a clash between judges and lawmakers, it is a clash between 
power and constitutional structure. The Legislature is the proper body to draw maps, but it is not the 
only body with legislative authority. The Utah Constitution gives that authority to the people as well, 
through initiative and referendum. Proposition 4 was not a suggestion. It was a law legitimately enacted 
by the people acting in their constitutional capacity as co-lawmakers. When the Legislature overturned 
it without meeting the constitutional standard required, the Utah Supreme Court ruled that the 
Legislature had overstepped. Judge Gibson did not seize power, and she did not choose a partisan 
outcome. She simply enforced the guardrails the Supreme Court had already drawn, exactly as the 
separation of powers requires. 

Reasonable conservatives can debate policy, but we cannot abandon constitutional order whenever it 
becomes inconvenient. Utah’s founders designed a dual-lawgiver Republic precisely to prevent 
legislative dominance from becoming legislative impunity. The question today is not whether the 
Legislature has map-drawing authority, but whether any branch may rewrite the Constitution in practice 
by ignoring limits placed upon it. If the people’s legislative power can be nullified by political pressure, 
then the Republic collapses into a single-lawmaker system that our founders explicitly rejected. This 
moment is not about partisanship. It is about whether Utah keeps the structural freedoms that make it 
one of the most civic-empowered states in the nation. 

A Historical Foundation Utah Must Remember  

Long before Utah politicians discovered their talent for turning legislative power into a family heirloom, 
the state’s founders saw trouble coming. That is why, in 1896, they gave ordinary citizens the ability to 
make law through initiative and referendum. They tucked that power straight into Article VI, right beside 
the House and Senate, as if to say: “Here, in case future politicians get too clever.” It was a Progressive 
Era safety valve, a demand for accountability shaped by federal distrust of territorial leadership, and 
designed for moments when elected officials “forgot” who they worked for.  Which means Utah’s 
founders were wiser than today’s leaders would like to admit, because the reason they created citizen 
legislative power is the same reason Utahns now need it. 
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They did not do this lightly. They did it because they feared the consolidation of political power. They did 
so with the wry intuition that future politicians might one day forget who they served. They did not trust 
mobs, but they trusted unchecked leadership even less. They gave the people a legislative lever and 
then placed it boldly beside the House and Senate, as if saying: “Here… use this in case someone gets 
too clever.” A century later, the joke writes itself. The very safeguard designed to restrain political 
machines is now being targeted by one. 
 
Utah enjoys more freedom that most other states. The people are not outsiders in Utah’s lawmaking 
process. They are co-participants. They are part of the Legislature by design. This constitutional 
structure is the heart of the redistricting dispute. Ignoring it requires ignoring Utah’s founding logic. 
 
Historical Context: 
Utah emerged from a unique political climate at the turn of the twentieth century, shaped by mistrust of 
concentrated power, the national Progressive Era, and Utah’s own struggle for statehood. 
 
1. The Context: Utah’s Early Political Tension: When Utah sought statehood in the late 1800s, 
national leaders, including Congress, were deeply suspicious of concentrated political control within the 
territory. Whether justified or not, there were concerns that a small, cohesive leadership class could 
dominate the new state’s political and economic direction. 
 
At the same time, early Utahns had fresh memories of territorial governors appointed from Washington, 
federal prosecutions, and heavy handed interventions in local affairs. That created a local desire for 
stronger citizen control and protection against future political overreach. 
 
2. The National Progressive Movement: Across the United States between 1890 and 1920, many 
states adopted initiative and referendum as reforms intended to curb corruption, weaken political 
machines, and give ordinary citizens a mechanism to check unresponsive legislatures. 
 
Western states led the movement because they were newer, less entrenched, and more willing to 
experiment with structural reforms to keep government accountable. Utah was one of them. 
 
3. Utah’s Constitutional Convention and the Decision to Empower Citizens: During Utah’s 1895 
Constitutional Convention, delegates debated how to structure legislative power in a way that balanced 
the value of republican government with the need for safeguards against future abuses. 
 
The solution they adopted was unusual and remains so today. They chose to place the initiative and 
referendum powers directly into Article VI, the section defining the structure of the legislative branch.  
This meant: 

●​ Initiative power is not an add-on 
●​ It is not an afterthought 
●​ It is not a statutory privilege 
●​ It is part of the definition of “the Legislature” itself 

 
The Legislature in Utah legally consists of: 

1.​ The House of Representatives 
2.​ The Senate 
3.​ The people acting through initiative and referendum 
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This was a conscious choice to divide legislative power three ways so that no single political body could 
dominate or insulate itself from correction. 

This was no symbolic flourish. It was a constitutional safety valve. 

The framers anticipated the exact kind of political culture Utah now faces, where a dominant party could 
entrench itself so deeply that internal accountability becomes nearly impossible. The people were not 
meant to replace the Legislature. They were meant to correct it when it drifted out of alignment with 
constitutional principles. 

Proposition 4 was one such correction. The courts recognized it as such. And the backlash is occurring 
precisely because the mechanism worked. 

“How Utah Leadership Might Explain This History if They Were Honest for Fifteen Seconds” 

If Utah’s political leadership were unusually candid for a brief moment, their version of constitutional 
history might sound something like this. The initiative and referendum powers were never really 
intended for actual citizens. They were decorative features of the Constitution, like the carved eagle on 
a courthouse pediment, meant to inspire confidence but never meant for practical use. Yes, technically 
the Constitution allows the people to propose laws, but only in theory, and certainly not in any way that 
interferes with legislative priorities. 

If the founders had imagined that modern Utahns would use these tools to address gerrymandering or 
limit corruption or restrain legislative overreach, they would have written an amendment clarifying that 
all such proposals are subject to immediate repeal by whichever caucus leader holds the largest donor 
list. The proper order, as leadership sees it, is simple. Lawmakers make the decisions. Voters applaud 
the decisions. Judges stay quiet about the decisions. And any deviation from this arrangement is 
labeled “activism,” “chaos,” or “an attack on representative government.” 

The official message is clear enough. The people may participate in government, but only in the ways 
that do not inconvenience the power structure. Everything else is a misunderstanding that must be 
corrected, preferably through repeal, litigation, or the promise of a future constitutional amendment that 
redraws the map of authority just as thoroughly as it redraws the districts. 

That is the foil. A mirror held up to the machine itself. And it is included so readers can compare what 
they are told with what the record actually shows. 

Propaganda, Panic, and the Machine at Work 

The campaign against the court’s ruling has rolled out with remarkable speed and uniformity: 

“Illegal Judicial overreach.”​
“Outside influence.”​
“Saving representative government.”​
“Protecting Utah from activist judges.” 

These phrases appear everywhere from email blasts to fundraisers to social media scripts because 
they are designed to overwhelm, not clarify. 

But the truth still stands beneath them: 
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The Legislature ignored the people’s vote.​
The courts enforced the law.​
The judge upheld the Constitution exactly as written.​
The machine is not defending representative government.​
It is defending a monopoly. 

Good conservatives are being swept into a frenzy, urged to sign petitions against a ruling they haven’t 
read, told that the Constitution is in danger, and warned that failure to comply means siding with the left. 

This is not an awakening.​
 It is a stampede. 

Why This Report Exists 

This report is written for the Utahns who feel uneasy but cannot yet articulate why.​
For conservatives who sense that something is wrong but do not want to betray their principles.​
For citizens of any party who believe constitutional limits must mean something. 

The redistricting fight is not merely a legal dispute. It is a mirror held up to the state. It reflects: 

●​ how power has consolidated 
●​ how the people’s authority has been minimized 
●​ how the Legislature has come to expect obedience rather than accountability 
●​ how courts are punished for doing their job 
●​ how constitutional language is twisted into partisan messaging 
●​ how sincere conservatives are weaponized against their own governing framework 

This report is not an attack. It is a restoration. 

It is an attempt to reclaim the original meaning of Utah’s constitutional structure before that meaning is 
rewritten, erased, or replaced by political convenience 

The Road Ahead 
The manuscript that follows is not a partisan critique.  It is not a defense of Democrats. It is not an 
argument for any political outcome. 
 
It is a defense of constitutional order, representative legitimacy, and the principle that no branch of 
government, not even one dominated by your own party, should be allowed to operate without restraint. 
Utah stands at a crossroads. One path leads back to balance, transparency, and constitutional humility. 
The other leads toward something Utah’s founders feared enough to guard against in writing. 
 
What comes next depends on whether Utah's people remember the power they were given and 
whether they will insist that their leaders remember it too. 
 

 

PART ONE: THE OPENING MOVEMENT: UTAH AT THE EDGE OF ITS OWN 
MIRROR 
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Utah did not arrive at its redistricting crisis suddenly. The map fight was only the spark, not the fire. The 
real conflict has been smoldering for years beneath the surface of a state that calls itself conservative 
while drifting, almost imperceptibly at first, into a political posture very different from the one its voters 
believe they maintain. What erupted in the aftermath of Judge Dianna Gibson’s ruling was not a 
constitutional emergency but the public unveiling of a truth that had been gathering strength behind 
closed doors for a long time. 

Redistricting is supposed to be the quiet part of governance, a decennial housekeeping chore that 
ensures districts remain aligned with population. But Utah’s redistricting has never really been about 
geography. It has been about power, and specifically, about the preservation of a political system that 
has grown so accustomed to control that the mere possibility of competition is treated as destabilizing. 
When Proposition 4 passed in 2018, it was not a revolutionary reform. It was a modest request from a 
public that had sensed the imbalance: draw the lines fairly, and do it where the people can see you. It 
was the kind of small correction a healthy system welcomes. Instead, Utah’s political class treated it as 
an intrusion. 

For years, I have documented the architecture of influence in this state: the alliances between 
legislative leadership, donor networks, and institutions that amplify their message; the quiet 
understanding that large decisions are made far from public view; the steady drift toward a governing 
style that speaks about constitutional values while voting in ways that betray them. Utah remains 
conservative because its people are conservative, rooted in faith, family, and a distrust of unnecessary 
governmental expansion. But the government they elect does not reflect that character. It reflects 
something else—an oligarchic instinct that treats power not as a stewardship but as an inheritance. 

In that context, the redistricting conflict was never about partisan advantage in the narrow sense. It was 
about whether the people’s voice still carries weight inside a system that has learned to neutralize that 
voice whenever it becomes inconvenient. When the Legislature dismantled Proposition 4, they did so 
with practiced efficiency: politely, quietly, and with the confidence of those who believed the courts 
would never intervene. They were right for years. Utah’s judiciary, accustomed to caution and 
deference, rarely placed boundaries on legislative action. 

But this time was different. 

The Utah Supreme Court did not create a new doctrine when it ruled that the Legislature must show a 
compelling, narrowly tailored reason to undo a voter initiative. It simply articulated what the Constitution 
already says: that the people are part of the legislative structure, and their work cannot be erased 
casually. It was a ruling that belonged to the people, not to any ideology. Judge Gibson applied that 
ruling exactly as she was required to, and that single act—calm, methodical, faithful to the law—shook 
the political machine in a way no statewide election ever has. 

It was the first time in recent memory that a Utah judge reached the merits rather than escaping 
through procedural side doors like standing or jurisdiction. She did what every judicial officer is 
expected to do: she enforced the Constitution against a political class that had grown accustomed to 
operating above it. 

The backlash was immediate and revealing. Leaders condemned the ruling with a desperation that 
bordered on panic. They framed a lawful decision as an existential threat. They announced 
impeachment inquiries before reading the opinion. They signaled a willingness to rewrite the 
Constitution if that is what it took to reassert their dominance over the mapmaking process. And as the 
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machine activated its messaging apparatus, many sincere conservatives—good citizens who believe 
deeply in constitutional government—found themselves repeating talking points built on misdirection, 
not law. 

Their anger was real. But their understanding had been shaped by a narrative crafted to shield the 
political class rather than to educate the public. 

When a judge finally enforced the people’s authority, the Legislature treated it as an attack. That 
reaction exposed the heart of the problem: Utah’s political leadership no longer distinguishes between 
constitutional limits and personal insult. Any boundary feels like an offensive strike, because for years, 
there have been no boundaries. 

This is the contradiction that Utah must now confront. A state that prides itself on constitutional fidelity 
elects a government with constitutional scores in the thirties and twenties. A state that considers itself 
the national model of conservatism is governed by officials who legislate like moderate Democrats and 
who bristle at any effort to check their power. A state whose people believe in representative 
self-government has, without meaning to, allowed the emergence of a political culture that prefers 
predictability over fairness and control over competition. 

The redistricting decision did not disrupt Utah’s identity. It revealed how far the government’s identity 
has drifted from the people’s. A state with over three and a half million residents, hundreds of 
thousands of unaffiliated voters, nearly a million registered Republicans, and a concentrated 
Democratic minority should not fear a single competitive congressional seat. A confident movement 
does not tremble at the possibility of persuasion. A secure majority does not view competition as crisis. 
A legitimate government does not respond to constitutional checks with threats of impeachment. 

This moment matters because it forces a question that Utah has long avoided: does the state still trust 
the structure its Constitution created, or does it trust only those who currently hold power within it?​
 Redistricting is merely the stage. The real drama lies in whether Utah believes in constitutional 
government at all. 

For years, power has been preserved through engineered outcomes, not earned through open 
competition. Judicial independence has been tolerated only so long as it remains quiet. Voter reforms 
have been acknowledged only to be undone. And legislative dominance has been treated as evidence 
of virtue, not as the potential symptom of a system that has forgotten its own purpose. 

Utah must now decide whether it will return to its founding principles or entrench the habits that have 
already begun to corrode them. A Republic demands humility. It demands restraint. It demands the 
courage to allow competition and the maturity to accept outcomes that do not always align with those 
who govern. 

This crisis is not about a map. It is about whether Utah still remembers that the Constitution, not 
convenience, is the source of authority in this state. 

 

PART TWO: THE CONSTITUTIONAL TENSION: A SYSTEM 
MISUNDERSTOOD AND A CRISIS MISLABELED 
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Understanding Why Utah’s System Is Different, and Why This Fight Exists at All 

If Part One revealed the political contradictions that brought Utah to this moment, Part Two reveals the 
constitutional misunderstanding that allowed those contradictions to harden into crisis. The redistricting 
dispute did not emerge because Utah’s courts suddenly expanded their power or because activists 
hijacked the process. It emerged because Utah’s political class has spent years treating the state 
constitution as though it resembles the federal model, when in truth it contains a feature the federal 
framers would have considered radical: it gives the people direct legislative authority, not symbolically, 
not aspirationally, but structurally. 

This misunderstanding, sometimes honest, sometimes convenient, is the root of the present conflict. 
When legislative leaders say that the courts have elevated the people into a “super legislature,” they 
reveal not judicial activism but a legislative unfamiliarity with their own founding document. The Utah 
Constitution does not hide its design. It states plainly that legislative power is shared among three 
actors: the House, the Senate, and the people acting through initiative and referendum. These three 
components do not compete with each other; they complete each other. They form the framework 
Utah’s founders built to prevent the very consolidation of power that now dominates the state. 

At the time of statehood, Utah’s founders remembered the long years of territorial governance, the 
suspicion from Washington, and the fear that political authority—if left unchecked—would calcify into a 
machine capable of crushing dissent. They created a system that did not rely solely on elected 
legislators to keep the Republic healthy. They added a release valve. They gave the people the ability 
to intervene when the Legislature drifted too far from public will or constitutional purpose. 

That is not direct democracy. It is controlled correction. It requires signatures, legal review, public 
scrutiny, and a statewide vote. It cannot be used impulsively or recklessly. It exists for one reason: to 
prevent a Legislature from becoming what Utah’s Legislature has increasingly become, an institution 
that believes it is the sole guardian of constitutional meaning and the sole arbiter of public interest. 

When Proposition 4 was passed in 2018, it was the people exercising that correction power. They were 
not attempting to wrest control of redistricting away from the Legislature. They were attempting to place 
guardrails around a process that had lost the public’s confidence. They never sought to eliminate 
legislative authority. They sought to ensure that legislative authority was exercised with integrity. 

The Legislature’s response revealed the very dynamic the Constitution was designed to restrain. They 
dismantled the reform, hollowed out its protections, and preserved the appearance of public input while 
eliminating its substance. In doing so, they acted according to a mindset that has taken root across 
decades of dominance: the belief that constitutional limits are negotiable and that public mandates can 
be sidestepped if they interfere with political preference. 

The Utah Supreme Court’s ruling in 2024 challenged that mindset. It reminded the Legislature that the 
people’s legislative power is not ornamental. It cannot be brushed aside because lawmakers find it 
inconvenient. A voter initiative is not subject to repeal simply because the political majority dislikes it. 
The Court did not elevate the people above the Legislature. It placed the people beside the Legislature, 
exactly where the Constitution placed them from the beginning. 

Judge Dianna Gibson followed that doctrine—not with activism, not with ideological flair, but with the 
quiet discipline of a jurist honoring constitutional text. She did not expand the people’s authority. She 
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enforced the authority they already had. She did not diminish the Legislature. She corrected the 
Legislature at the moment correction was required. She did not reinterpret the system. She restored it. 

That restoration triggered a political storm because it disrupted the assumption that legislative will is the 
highest law in Utah. For years, Utah’s political establishment operated within a culture that assumed 
courts would defer indefinitely. And for years, courts reinforced that assumption by avoiding conflict 
whenever possible. But constitutional avoidance is not constitutional fidelity, and when a judge finally 
refused to look away, the Legislature reacted not as a branch of government defending its duties, but as 
a political machine defending its territory. 

This moment illustrates a truth Utah has forgotten: a Republic is healthiest when its branches are equal, 
when its people retain meaningful corrective power, and when no portion of government can insulate 
itself from restraint. The people are not a “super legislature.” They are part of the Legislature—an 
unusual feature, yes, but one intentionally chosen to prevent exactly the kind of concentrated authority 
now pushing Utah toward constitutional crisis. 

The discomfort some conservatives feel toward the initiative power is understandable. They fear that 
emotion may override structure, that special interests may manipulate public sentiment, or that courts 
may empower popular will unchecked. Those fears are not irrational. They are the same fears Utah’s 
founders shared when they constructed a system that restrains both the people and the Legislature. 
The initiative process is slow. It is deliberate. It cannot pass frivolous laws. It does not operate on 
impulse. And unlike the Legislature, it must appeal to the entire voting population, not merely a partisan 
majority. 

What happened in this redistricting case was not a distortion of Utah’s constitutional order. It was the 
constitutional order working at last. 

A Legislature accustomed to total dominance encountered a limit.​
A court accustomed to deference asserted responsibility.​
A people accustomed to being ignored discovered that their voice, once invoked, still carries force. 

This is what a balanced system feels like: uncomfortable, contested, and clarifying. 

Redistricting is merely the instrument through which this deeper conflict revealed itself. The real 
struggle is over whether Utah will continue interpreting its Constitution through habit and convenience 
or whether it will return to the structure the founders intentionally designed—a structure in which the 
Legislature governs boldly, the people correct wisely, and the courts stand guard when either one 
forgets their place. 

Utah is not witnessing a breakdown of the system.​
Utah is witnessing the first signs that the system, long dormant, long neglected, long overridden, is 
finally doing what it was designed to do. 

 

PART THREE: THE MATH OF REPRESENTATION AND THE POLITICAL 
REALITY 
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Utah’s redistricting crisis did not emerge from ideological warfare or sudden demographic upheaval. It 
emerged from arithmetic, geography, and a political class unwilling to accept what the numbers reveal 
about the state they govern. For years, Utah leaders have spoken as though even a single competitive 
congressional district would unravel the moral fabric of the state. But the math tells a quieter, simpler, 
and far more revealing story about representation, political insecurity, and the difference between a 
confident movement and one that fears its own voters. 

Utah today is home to more than 3.5 million people, with approximately 2.48 million adults of voting 
age. Of those, 2.04 million are currently registered voters. Roughly 915,000 are active registered 
Republicans. Only about 238,000 are active registered Democrats. More than half a million additional 
voters belong to third parties, minor affiliations, or—most commonly—no party at all. When all adults in 
the state are counted, Democrats represent only about 6.7 percent of the total voting-age population. 

This reality should not frighten a confident conservative movement. A state where Democrats comprise 
less than seven percent of adults does not become a blue state because one congressional district 
reflects actual geography. Yet the Legislature has behaved as though the mere existence of a 
competitive map constitutes an existential threat to Utah’s identity. 

That fear collapses the moment we examine what really happened in the 2024 election. 

In that cycle, Democratic candidates amassed 471,051 votes statewide. Republican candidates 
received 909,332. Those numbers are not anomalies. They are the consistent pattern of a state that is 
culturally conservative yet contains one large metropolitan area—Salt Lake County—that reliably 
produces Democratic support. The natural distribution of Utah’s population places most 
Democratic-leaning voters in one principal region. In any honest mapping process, that region forms 
the core of a competitive district. This is not partisan theory. It is demographic reality. 

But the Legislature’s messaging insists that competitive districts would hand Democrats unearned 
victories. The math again tells a different story. Democratic candidates in 2024 received twice as many 
votes as there are registered Democrats. That excess support—more than 233,000 votes—came from 
unaffiliated voters and a small number of Republicans. Utahns crossed party lines not because they 
had become progressives, but because competitive elections allow individuals to vote based on 
candidates, ideas, and particular races rather than party labels alone. 

This crossover effect exists in every healthy democracy. It reflects a functioning electorate, not a 
partisan plot. Yet instead of viewing it as evidence of civic engagement, Utah’s political class treats it as 
a threat requiring structural containment. 

That is why the Legislature repeatedly sliced Salt Lake County into four pieces. The goal was not 
compactness. It was not community coherence. It was not representation. It was insurance. Dividing 
the county ensured that the Democratic share of the vote—no matter how geographically 
concentrated—would always be diluted just enough to eliminate any possibility of a competitive race. 

A state that proudly calls itself conservative should never fear competition. It should welcome it. 
Competition sharpens ideas, strengthens candidates, and tests whether a movement still persuades 
rather than merely prevails on technicalities. But Utah’s leaders reacted to Proposition 4 and Judge 
Gibson’s ruling not as guardians of a durable philosophy, but as managers of a fragile political 
monopoly. 
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This crisis has revealed a deeper truth: Utah's political insecurity is not about Democrats gaining power. 
It is about leaders losing control. 

The Legislature’s argument amounts to this: because Democrats are only a small fraction of the 
population, they should never be able to win under any circumstances. But that logic misunderstands 
representation entirely. In a Republic, representation does not flow from ideological quotas. It flows from 
where people live. And the plain geographic reality is that Utah has a single region—Salt Lake 
County—where Democratic strength is naturally concentrated enough to produce a competitive race. 

If Utah were a confident conservative state, it would allow that concentration to speak for itself. Instead, 
the political machine has spent years ensuring that no concentration of voters—no matter how 
legitimate—could ever translate into representation. 

That is the deeper concern. Utah has not been protecting conservative governance. It has been 
protecting engineered outcomes. 

The Legislature insists that allowing Salt Lake County to form the core of a district would “flip Utah 
blue,” but nothing in the numbers supports that claim. Republicans remain the overwhelming majority. 
Utah’s cultural identity remains conservative. Statewide offices remain securely red. Not a single 
statewide race is threatened. What is threatened is the four-to-zero congressional delegation that exists 
only because lines were drawn to guarantee it. 

This is why Judge Gibson’s ruling caused such an uproar. It did not empower Democrats. It merely 
removed the artificial barriers preventing a naturally occurring district from forming. It respected the 
voters who, despite their low numbers, still exist as citizens of Utah and still possess the same 
constitutional right to representation as the majority. 

A political movement that cannot withstand the existence of a single competitive seat is not strong. It is 
brittle. And brittle movements collapse under their own weight, because they become too concerned 
with preserving control to remember why they sought it. 

Utah conservatives have never been threatened by Democrats. They have only been threatened by 
their own leadership’s lack of faith in conservative ideas. A movement that trusts its principles does not 
fear voters. It engages them. 

The question now is not whether Democrats deserve a district. The question is whether Utah still 
believes representation should reflect real communities rather than political convenience. 

If the answer is yes, then redistricting must follow geography, not insecurity.​
 If the answer is no, then the state has abandoned the very foundation of representative government. 

Either way, the math—and the Constitution—have already spoken. The rest is honesty. 

Outside Money and Manufactured Representation 

Utah’s representation problem is not only about maps. It is also about who pays for the people who 
draw them. On paper, Democrats are a small minority here. There are roughly 2.4 million Utahns of 
voting age. About 238,000 are active registered Democrats. In the last statewide election, Democratic 
candidates received 471,051 votes. That means more than half of the Democratic vote total came from 
outside the formal party: unaffiliated voters, minor-party voters, and at least a few thousand 
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Republicans who crossed over. Less than ten percent of Utah’s voting age population currently holds 
roughly twenty percent of the legislative seats, all clustered in Salt Lake County plus one in Summit 
County. For a small minority party, that is not exclusion. It is leverage. 

At the same time, it could be argued that there is almost no functional need for a Democratic Party in 
Utah because, on many critical votes, the Republican majority already fills that role. A Legislature that 
brands itself as conservative routinely delivers RINO and even soft-socialist outcomes. Liberal and 
progressive dogma is more than fairly represented in Utah’s law books. It simply arrives wearing 
Republican labels. So when leadership claims that creating a single competitive map would hand the 
state over to the left, the numbers and the voting records tell a different story. Progressive policy 
priorities are already advancing inside the supermajority. The map fight is not about blocking left-wing 
ideas. It is about blocking visible accountability. 

This is where outside money enters the picture. In race after race, large portions of campaign funding 
do not come from the voters who live in the districts that these lawmakers claim to represent. One 
Republican House member in recent cycles received only three small donations from residents inside 
his own county. The overwhelming majority of his money came from elsewhere: leadership PACs, 
corporate donors, trade associations, and networks that operate statewide or nationally. On the 
spreadsheet, that looks like success. In a Republic, it looks like capture. When candidates are financed 
from outside their communities, and then protected by maps that dissolve those communities on paper, 
representation becomes something managed from the top rather than earned from below. 

Call it what it is: manufactured representation. A donor-driven machine funds “safe” candidates, draws 
“safe” districts, and then warns that any disruption of this structure would be “dangerous” for Utah. The 
people still vote, but the outcomes are heavily pre-loaded. And when voters finally use the one tool that 
bypasses this system, the initiative power, the same machine demands that courts stand down and that 
citizens vote away the very authority that allowed them to correct course in the first place. That is not 
conservative governance. It is controlled democracy, offered in carefully measured doses. 

Historical Note: Utah’s founders gave the people initiative and referendum powers for one reason, and 
it was not romantic devotion to democracy. It was fear, born from decades of territorial politics 
dominated by powerful insiders. To prevent any future political class from locking down the machinery 
of government, the Constitution placed citizen lawmaking inside Article VI as a coequal part of the 
legislative branch. Today, that safeguard is more relevant than ever. Utah’s modern oligarchy, with its 
donor networks, controlled Legislature, and media influence, behaves exactly like the political machines 
the framers sought to restrain. When lawmakers override initiatives, threaten judges, or manipulate 
redistricting, they are not defending the Constitution. They are defying the very safeguards Utah’s 
founders created to stop entrenched power from doing exactly what it is doing now. 

 

PART FOUR: THE CONSTITUTIONAL BATTLE: WHAT THE LAW ACTUALLY 
SAYS 

Utah’s redistricting crisis has been framed as a political fight, but its heart is constitutional. And the most 
striking thing about this moment is how many people who speak passionately about the Constitution 
have never been shown what it actually requires in this specific dispute. The anger is real, but much of 
it rests on a misunderstanding, not of ideology, but of structure. Utah’s Constitution is not a mirror of the 
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federal model. It was designed differently, deliberately, and with a clear purpose that matters profoundly 
today. 

Most Utahns grew up with the familiar civics lesson: the Legislature makes the laws, the executive 
enforces them, and the courts interpret them. That is true at the federal level. But Utah’s framers wrote 
a different rulebook. They had seen the risks of concentrated territorial power. They had witnessed 
political machines in other states. They had endured outside interference from Washington. And they 
knew that a government left unchecked eventually forgets who it serves. So they built a guardrail into 
the very structure of state authority: the people themselves. 

Utah is one of the rare states where legislative power is divided not between two bodies, but three: the 
House, the Senate, and the people acting through the initiative and referendum. This is not a metaphor. 
It is not sentimental language. It is the law. Utahns possess legislative authority every bit as real as the 
authority of their elected representatives. The difference is simply the mechanism by which they 
exercise it. 

This structural choice is the reason Proposition 4 was more than a political statement. It was legislation. 
And when it passed in 2018, by a narrow but legitimate vote, it imposed standards for redistricting that 
the Legislature was obligated to respect unless it could show a compelling reason not to. Not a 
preference. Not a partisan inconvenience. A compelling constitutional reason. 

Instead, the Legislature simply dismantled the initiative two years later. It repealed core provisions, 
stripped the independent commission of meaningful influence, and returned to the opaque process 
Utahns had explicitly rejected. That decision may have been politically advantageous, but the Utah 
Supreme Court later found that it did not meet the constitutional threshold. Voter-approved legislation 
cannot be erased merely because elected officials dislike its implications. 

That ruling restored Proposition 4 as binding law. It also placed Judge Dianna Gibson in an unenviable 
position. When the case returned to her courtroom, she did not have the luxury of personal preference 
or political pressure. She had the Supreme Court’s directive and a set of conflicting statutes that 
required interpretation. Her task was not ideological. It was legal: determine whether the Legislature’s 
redistricting plan complied with the standards Utahns enacted. 

She read the law plainly. She read the Constitution carefully. And she concluded that the maps drawn 
by the Legislature did not meet the mandatory requirements imposed by Proposition 4. She issued a 
ruling that aligned precisely with the framework the Supreme Court established. 

In a healthy Republic, that would have been the end of the matter. A court applies the law. The 
Legislature adjusts. The people evaluate. Instead, Utah witnessed something far more revealing. 
Legislative leaders erupted in outrage, accused the judge of malfeasance, threatened impeachment, 
condemned judicial review, and insisted that the judiciary had violated separation of powers—simply by 
doing its job. 

But separation of powers was not violated. It was fulfilled.​
A judge who enforces limits on legislative authority is not overstepping. She is preserving the very 
balance conservatives claim to defend. 

The Legislature’s argument hinges on Article IX, which directs lawmakers to draw new districts after 
each census. That obligation is real. But nothing in Article IX exempts lawmakers from the rest of the 
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Constitution when doing so. Nothing nullifies the people’s legislative authority. Nothing permits 
legislators to discard a voter-approved law without justification. And nothing strips the judiciary of its 
obligation to interpret and apply the law when the branches collide. 

A constitutional duty is not a constitutional monopoly.​
The Legislature must draw maps, yes. But it must draw them within the boundaries the Constitution 
sets including those established by initiatives. This is not activism. This is structure. 

If lawmakers truly believe Proposition 4 is unconstitutional, they have a lawful path available. They may 
challenge it directly. They may appeal. They may place a constitutional amendment on the ballot. But 
they cannot erase the people’s law with the stroke of a pen and then condemn a judge for recognizing 
what the Constitution already declares: the people are part of the legislative power. 

That principle has become inconvenient for those who prefer predictability over accountability. But 
constitutional inconvenience is not grounds for constitutional abandonment. 

The Legislature’s reaction raises an uncomfortable question: who is actually violating constitutional 
boundaries? The branch that followed the Supreme Court’s explicit instructions, or the branch that 
ignored the people’s law, rewrote the standards retroactively, and then threatened impeachment when 
the judiciary insisted upon compliance? 

If anything, this moment exposes how fragile institutional discipline has become. Utah’s Legislature has 
grown accustomed to deference—so accustomed that the first serious check in years feels like an 
affront. When leaders declare that judicial review is illegitimate because it complicates partisan goals, 
they are not defending the Constitution. They are defining themselves as the Constitution, a position no 
conservative should ever accept. 

Utah’s founders placed initiative power in the legislative article for a reason. They understood that 
governments, left alone, calcify into machines. They understood that even good leaders fall prey to 
convenience. And they understood that liberty requires a structure in which the people can correct 
course when their representatives drift too far from constitutional principle. 

This is not a crisis because a judge applied the law.​
This becomes a crisis only if Utah allows a branch of government to punish a judge for doing so. 

Redistricting is the immediate issue, but the deeper question is this: Will Utah continue to function as a 
constitutional Republic with genuine checks and balances, or will it slide toward a model where one 
branch claims exclusive authority, immune from correction by either the courts or the people? 

That is the real battle. And the Constitution has already taken a side. 

For a precise analysis, refer to CONSTITUTIONAL ANALYSIS OF OUR ARGUMENT in the appendix. 

 

PART FIVE: THE POLITICAL MACHINE, THE NARRATIVE WAR, AND 
UTAH’S CONSERVATIVE CROSSROADS 
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Redistricting is not the real story in Utah. It is merely the place where a deeper truth has finally become 
impossible to ignore. For years, Utahns have spoken of living in the most conservative state in America. 
And culturally, that is true. Socially, spiritually, and economically, the people of Utah remain grounded in 
the values that define traditional conservatism. But the government that claims to represent those 
values operates according to a very different philosophy—one shaped less by constitutional fidelity than 
by the habits of a political machine. 

This machine did not appear suddenly. It grew over time, quietly, predictably, and with the confidence of 
a structure that knew its dominance would rarely be challenged. Utah’s donor networks, legislative 
leadership, party mechanisms, and segments of the institutional bureaucracy learned to work together 
with extraordinary efficiency. Elections became predictable, and predictability became mistaken for 
legitimacy. Stability is a virtue in government, but in Utah, stability hardened into complacency, and 
complacency invited a subtle drift away from the constitutional principles conservatives hold dear. 

The UtahGrassRoots constitutional ratings are not outliers. They reveal the fundamental contradiction 
that drives the present conflict. A Legislature that promotes itself as the guardian of liberty consistently 
scores between thirty and fifty percent on constitutional adherence. A Senate that campaigns on 
reducing government power often votes like a soft progressive chamber. And a governor who brands 
himself as a centrist conservative scores in the forties, placing him ideologically closer to moderate 
Democrats than to the Founders he quotes in speeches. 

The people are conservative. The government they elect is not. That is the first fracture in Utah’s 
political identity. 

The second fracture is power. Over time, Utah’s political structure congealed into something resembling 
a one-party ecosystem—not simply because Republicans win elections, but because competition itself 
has been systematically removed from the process. Once competition disappears, accountability 
erodes. Once accountability erodes, narratives replace truth. And once narratives replace truth, 
propaganda becomes indistinguishable from principle. 

That is the context into which Proposition 4 arrived. Utah voters did not pass the initiative because they 
wanted Democrats to win. They passed it because they sensed—long before this crisis—that 
something was wrong. They saw the system insulating itself. They saw maps drawn behind closed 
doors. They saw a political class that rewarded loyalty over transparency. Proposition 4 was their 
attempt to place guardrails on a process that had drifted into the shadows. 

The Legislature responded the way entrenched power structures always respond when the people 
assert themselves: by acknowledging the public politely, and then undoing the reform when it became 
inconvenient. Senate Bill 200 hollowed out Proposition 4 without formally repealing it. The independent 
redistricting commission became decorative. The standards became optional. The people’s law became 
a symbolic flourish rather than a functional restraint. 

For a time, the machine worked as designed. Then the courts intervened and everything changed. 

Judge Dianna Gibson’s ruling disrupted more than a congressional map. It disrupted assumptions. It 
disrupted expectations. It disrupted the comfortable belief that the judiciary in Utah would always defer 
to legislative authority. Her ruling did not create chaos. It exposed the chaos that already existed 
beneath the surface. And it revealed something else: how deeply threatened the machine becomes 
when someone outside it insists on following the Constitution as written. 
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The backlash that followed was not spontaneous. It was orchestrated.​
 It unfolded with the precision of a narrative campaign: 

●​ A lawful ruling became “judicial activism.” 
●​ A judge following precedent became “an enemy of the Constitution.” 
●​ A map reflecting demographic reality became “a Democratic takeover.” 
●​ And any conservative expressing caution was accused of siding with the left. 

This is the anatomy of propaganda in a one-party state. The message does not need to be true. It only 
needs to be loud, repeated, and emotionally charged. The fact that many good conservatives were 
swept into the whirlwind is not evidence of malice—it is evidence of trust. Utah’s conservative base 
believes its leaders because it believes they share the same values. But values are not determined by 
slogans. They are determined by records. And the record shows that Utah’s political machine has long 
prioritized power over principle. 

That is the real battlefield. Not maps. Not partisanship. Not a single congressional seat. The real 
struggle is between two visions of conservatism: 

One vision says conservatism is the defense of power. The other says conservatism is the defense of 
constitutional limits. 

These visions cannot be reconciled. One leads to transparency, humility, and healthy self-government. 
The other leads to rationalized control, rewritten rules, and a Legislature that cannot imagine being 
restrained by courts or corrected by voters. 

The redistricting case forced this conflict into the open. And for the first time in years, the machine has 
encountered resistance—not from progressives, but from the Constitution itself. That is why the 
reaction has been so fierce. Not because the ruling threatens Utah’s conservative identity, but because 
it threatens the illusion of unchallenged dominance that the machine has relied upon for decades. 

The Legislature insists that one competitive district is a crisis. But the crisis is not the map. The crisis is 
the fear of competition. 

A movement grounded in confidence does not panic at the possibility of losing a single seat. A 
movement grounded in principle does not need engineered outcomes to survive. A movement 
grounded in constitutional conservatism does not treat the people’s legislative authority as a nuisance 
to be corrected. 

This conflict is not about Democrats. Utah could gain twenty thousand new Democratic voters and 
remain overwhelmingly red. The threat is not ideological opposition. The threat is structural 
accountability. The danger is not that Utah might elect one Democrat. The danger is that Utah might 
remember the Constitution still applies. 

And that is why this moment matters. Utah is discovering, perhaps for the first time in a generation, that 
power does not like limits and that those who defend limits become targets of the system that resents 
them. 

Proposition 4 did not create this conflict. It merely exposed it. The judiciary did not provoke this crisis.    
It revealed it. 
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And the people of Utah now stand at a crossroads. They can accept a political culture where outcomes 
are engineered, dissent is punished, and the Constitution is invoked selectively. 

Or they can reclaim the structure their founders designed: one in which power flows upward from the 
people, and not downward from a political machine. 

Utah’s conservative future depends on which path they choose. 

Insert: The Fairness of Democratic Participation in Utah 

Utah’s political reality contains a paradox almost no one discusses openly: Democrats already enjoy 
more than a fair level of political participation inside a predominantly conservative state. Out of roughly 
2.4 million Utahns of voting age, only about 238,000 are registered Democrats. Yet in the last statewide 
election, Democratic candidates received 471,051 votes, nearly double the number of active 
Democrats. Most of that support came from unaffiliated voters, independents, and even a measurable 
number of Republicans, including about 6,200 who crossed over. 

When the dust settles, less than ten percent of Utah’s voting-age population currently holds nearly 
twenty percent of the legislative seats, concentrated entirely within Salt Lake County and a single 
district in Summit County. That ratio is not suppression, and it is certainly not disenfranchisement. It is 
representation greatly amplified by Utah’s demographic geography, not diminished by it. And if we are 
honest, progressive ideology is already well represented in Utah—not because Democrats win 
statewide, but because a significant portion of the Republican Legislature votes like Democrats, 
according to every constitutional scorecard available. 

This raises a question the political machine hopes the public will never ask: If Democrats already 
achieve twice their numerical influence, and if progressive policy preferences routinely slip 
through a Republican supermajority, then what exactly is the emergency requiring the 
dismantling of Proposition 4? The truth is simple. The threat is not Democratic control. The threat is 
voter control. What terrifies the machine is not losing a seat. It is losing the ability to engineer one. 

 

PART SIX: BACKLASH, FRENZY, AND THE CONSERVATIVE IDENTITY 
CRISIS 

Utah’s redistricting fight did more than expose a constitutional misunderstanding. It revealed a deeper 
and more volatile truth about the state’s political culture, one that has long simmered beneath the 
surface but rarely emerged so clearly. The moment Judge Dianna Gibson issued her ruling, the usual 
machinery activated with stunning speed: coordinated messaging, pressure campaigns, waves of social 
media outrage, and calls for impeachment that spread through conservative networks like a prairie fire 
in high wind. Within hours, inboxes across the state filled with urgent pleas to sign petitions declaring 
the ruling "illegal," even though the decision was legally compelled and constitutionally grounded. 

It was not a debate. It was a reflex. 

The frenzy that followed did not emerge from thoughtful disagreement or careful reading of the law. It 
emerged from a political environment conditioned to see any disruption to the Legislature’s preferences 
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as a threat to the Republic itself. For years, most conservatives in Utah have been taught—often subtly, 
sometimes aggressively—that protecting the movement means protecting those who wield its power. 
The idea that a judge, acting independently, could enforce the people’s constitutional authority without 
betraying conservative principles was so foreign to the machine’s narrative that many reacted 
instinctively rather than analytically. 

This moment revealed a hard truth: Utah’s political culture has come to equate loyalty with 
constitutionalism, even when the two are at odds. 

The pressure directed at conservatives who questioned the impeachment push was immediate and 
intense. Activists who rarely follow judicial rulings or constitutional case law were swept into the 
messaging storm, repeating claims that the ruling was illegitimate, that the judge had acted lawlessly, 
that democracy itself had been endangered. The rhetoric was emotional, not analytical. It framed a 
constitutional enforcement as a coup and a routine judicial function as judicial tyranny. 

And in that environment, many conservatives felt compelled to choose instinctively rather than 
intellectually. 

What the backlash made unmistakably clear is that the redistricting fight is not only about maps or 
constitutional interpretation. It is about identity. Utah conservatives genuinely believe they are 
defending their state from outside influence, progressive manipulation, and federal overreach. Those 
fears are not invented; they are deeply rooted in Utah’s history and political memory. But those same 
fears have been skillfully redirected by a political machine that benefits from confusing conservative 
loyalty with institutional obedience. 

The fury directed at Judge Gibson did not come from reading her ruling. It came from not reading it and 
trusting those who claimed to speak for conservatism. A state that prides itself on law and order 
suddenly demanded that lawful constitutional action be punished. A movement that warns passionately 
about judicial activism suddenly insisted that the judiciary ignore binding precedent. A party that 
lectures the nation about respecting elections suddenly dismissed a voter initiative as illegitimate the 
moment it limited legislative power. 

This is not hypocrisy. It is something more concerning. It is conditioning. 

Utah’s political machine has operated for so long without meaningful challenge that the expectation of 
deference has become baked into the state’s conservative psyche. When institutions behave as though 
they are above correction, the people often adapt by defending them reflexively. And when those 
institutions finally encounter a constitutional boundary, the shock is so great that it feels, at least to 
those conditioned to expect uninterrupted dominance, like betrayal. 

The backlash against the ruling, and against anyone who defends its legality, reveals the fragility 
beneath Utah’s political confidence. A movement that trusts its principles does not fear judicial review. A 
movement that trusts its voters does not fear a single competitive district. A movement that trusts its 
Constitution does not need to punish those who apply it. 

But in a political environment where power has become the measure of legitimacy, losing even the 
possibility of a seat becomes an existential crisis. 
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That is why the redistricting battle has forced Utah conservatives to confront a question the political 
machine has avoided for decades: Is the purpose of conservatism to defend constitutional limits, 
or to defend the party that claims them? 

The distinction has never mattered more. The outrage campaigns, the accusations of malfeasance, the 
pressure to sign petitions, the warnings of political apocalypse… none of these emerged because of a 
crisis in constitutional law. They emerged because of a crisis in political identity. Utah’s conservative 
base has been whipped into a state of anxiety, convinced that any disruption of engineered outcomes 
endangers the entire movement, even when the disruption in question is simply the enforcement of a 
law the people passed. 

The tragedy is that many conservatives know something is wrong. They can feel the tension. They 
sense the contradictions. They are loyal to the Constitution, yet pressured to reject it the moment it 
limits legislative power. They value judicial restraint, yet told to condemn a judge who displayed it. They 
believe in the sovereignty of the people, yet told to oppose the people’s own legislative authority when it 
becomes inconvenient. 

The backlash is therefore not only a political reaction. It is a symptom of a deeper struggle over what it 
means to be a conservative in a state where the governing class has drifted far from constitutional 
principle while still claiming its mantle. 

The redistricting conflict has peeled back the veneer. It has revealed a political culture that is strong in 
numbers but brittle in foundation, powerful in its reach but insecure in its ideas, confident in its branding 
but unsettled by genuine constitutional accountability. Utah’s conservative movement is standing at a 
crossroads. One path leads back to the discipline, humility, and constitutional fidelity that once defined 
it. The other leads into the habits of a one party state where power is protected at all costs and 
principles are optional. 

If Utah wishes to remain a Republic rather than a mechanism for permanent control, it must choose the 
first path. And that choice begins with recognizing the backlash not as proof of righteous anger, but as 
evidence of how deeply the political machine has shaped the reflexes of a people who deserve better 
than fear based politics and narrative obedience. 

A conservative movement that cannot endure the stress of constitutional order is not conservative. It is 
anxious. And anxious movements break. 

The question is whether Utah’s movement is willing, after decades of drift, to rediscover the stability that 
only principle can provide. 

 

THE PHIL LYMAN FACTOR 

A Case Study in Utah’s Structural Confusion 

Phil Lyman is a respected conservative. Many consider him a moral voice in Utah politics. His 
comments on redistricting reflect genuine frustration among conservative voters who are trying to 
reconcile loyalty to constitutional structure with distrust of outside influence and justified skepticism 
toward Utah’s political elite. 
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But his position also illustrates a deeper, structural contradiction: 

He opposes how Proposition 4 has been used. ​
He distrusts out-of-state influence.​
He distrusts the state party machine.​
He dislikes the court’s intervention. 

Yet he signed the repeal petition because, as he put it,​
 “The people should decide.” 

The irony is painful. 

If the people should decide, then the people deciding in 2018 must still matter. 

His argument unintentionally affirms the court’s reasoning while rejecting its conclusion. 

It exemplifies the confusion created when political messaging overwhelms constitutional logic. 

People are trying to reconcile principles that Utah’s political class has twisted beyond recognition. 

This is why so many conservatives feel disoriented, why well-meaning voters have been whipped into a 
frenzy, convinced that constitutionality is illegality and that lawful judicial action is activism. I have 
received dozens of messages insisting I sign the petition to overturn the ruling because “the judge 
violated the Constitution.” But none of these arguments withstand even a basic reading of the 
governing documents. 

The anger is real, but the facts are clear:​
The public acted lawfully.​
The judge acted lawfully.​
The Legislature is reacting politically. 

That distinction matters. 

This is not to mock Phil, but this moment exposes the backward logic created when constitutional 
conservatives are pressured into defending positions that contradict their own principles. 

“If Utah politics had a Greek chorus, Phil Lyman’s position would be its most poetic contradiction: 
“The people should decide, which is why I’m signing a petition to undo what the people decided.” 
The irony is not his fault. It is the machine’s fault. When a political system trains conservatives to 
distrust the judiciary, distrust initiatives, distrust Democrats, distrust activists, and distrust 
reformers, eventually the only people left to distrust are… the voters themselves.” Ed W 

Phil Lyman’s Letter (Full Text) 
Dear Fellow Utahns, 
As we navigate the fallout from Utah’s redistricting debacle, I want to speak directly to you. 
 
Like many of you, I am deeply unhappy-frustrated, even— with how this mess played out. 
Naive promises of “fair maps” and “bipartisan reform” through initiatives like Better Boundaries and 
Prop 4 have inevitably resulted in a court-imposed map. 
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The truth is, some Republican leaders co-chaired Prop 4, but now decry what their actions produced. 
 
Meanwhile, the Utah GOP’s decision to import out-of-state signature gatherers at great 
expense-millions in donor funds for flights, hotels, and paid harvesters-skips over our abundant, local 
volunteers. 
 
It raises serious questions about our State Party. 
 
This isn’t the volunteer-driven, unifying process that Utahns deserve. Instead, it depends on outsiders, 
an out-of-state PAC, and on spending a lot of other people’s money. 
 
That said, despite my deep dissatisfaction with the origins of this chaos, I am signing the petition to 
repeal Prop 4 and put it before voters in 2026. Why? 
 
Because the people of Utah, not judges or lobbyists, should have the final say. Getting it on the ballot is 
the best way to make sure your voice is heard loud and clear. 
 
For those considering whether to sign: Do your research. Look into the facts—the constitutional roles of 
our legislature, the origins and influences behind Better Boundaries, and why our party is in this 
position. In other words, verify, verify, verify. 
 
If, after doing your due diligence, you choose to sign and advocate for repeal, I support you. 
However, if your research leads you to a different conclusion and you decide not to sign, I respect that 
as well. Utah’s strength comes from informed citizens making principled choices, not blind allegiance.  
 
Don’t be a Sheeple! 
 
Let’s transform this frustration and chaos into a united effort. Utahns have come together before, and 
we can do so again now. 
 
Together, we must demand more from our leaders, hold individuals accountable, and rebuild trust in the 
process. The path ahead is ours to create, and it is a privilege to work and serve alongside each of you! 
 
Phil Lyman 

 
 

INTERLUDE: THE SPECIAL SESSION: WHEN THE MACHINE WENT ON 
RECORD 

The story did not end with Judge Dianna Gibson’s ruling. It pivoted. Within days, Utah’s political 
machine did the one thing that finally made its instincts unmistakable: it called the Legislature 
back into a special session, not to repair a legal error, but to retaliate against accountability and 
to harden its position against both the courts and the people. 

The official call, issued by Governor Spencer Cox, wrapped the agenda in reassuring language. 
The session, we were told, would “facilitate” Republican leaders’ appeal of the court-ordered 
congressional map and “provide clarity” for the 2026 election cycle. It would also repeal a 
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controversial anti-public-union law after a fierce referendum effort demonstrated that hundreds of 
thousands of Utahns were not willing to have public workers stripped of meaningful bargaining 
rights without a vote. Utah News Dispatch+1 

On paper, it looked like a moment of responsiveness, a government correcting course on one 
front while asserting its authority on another. But the details of the agenda told a sharper story. 
Lawmakers were summoned to: 

Push back congressional filing deadlines and loosen signature rules for 2026 candidates, 
creating more room to undo the judge’s map if they can persuade higher courts to side 
with them. Deseret News+1 

Pass a bill and resolution package clarifying Supreme Court jurisdiction in redistricting 
cases and adjusting how attorney fees are handled in election-related litigation. Deseret 
News+1 

Adopt a formal resolution “reaffirming” that the Legislature alone has constitutional 
responsibility over redistricting, while explicitly condemning the court’s ruling that enforced 
the people’s initiative. Deseret News+1 

In other words, the special session was not about “stability” in any honest sense. It was about 
preserving the illusion that the Legislature’s authority is absolute, and that any actor daring to 
enforce limits—whether the people through Prop 4 or a judge applying the Supreme Court’s 
standard—is an interloper. 

The media largely repeated this framing. Headlines announced that the Legislature would “tackle 
redistricting” and “address election integrity and redistricting concerns.” Stories dutifully quoted 
leadership calling the court-ordered map “the most gerrymandered in the history of the state” and 
warning that “special interest groups” were using “judicial fiat” to override elected policymakers. 
Polls funded by friendly think tanks were highlighted to suggest that most Utahns want 
lawmakers, not judges, drawing maps. Utah News Dispatch+2Deseret News+2 

Almost no one explained the one fact that changes everything: this “judicial overreach” was 
nothing more than a court enforcing a voter-approved law that the Legislature had already 
violated. 

That is what makes the special session so clarifying. For years, Utah’s machine has operated 
behind procedural curtains, insulating itself with technicalities and quiet rewrites. In this moment, 
it stepped out into full light. It put its position in writing: the people’s initiative power is a problem 
to be managed; the judiciary’s insistence on limits is something to be condemned; electoral 
timelines themselves can be adjusted to protect the Legislature’s preferred outcomes. 

This is not a clash between two equal interpretations of the Constitution. It is a clash between a 
constitutional structure that makes the people part of the Legislature and a political culture that 
wants them back in the gallery, watching quietly while others decide how much of their own 
authority they are allowed to keep. 

The special session will be remembered not just for what was voted on, but for what it revealed. 
At the very moment when Utah could have accepted a lawful check, adjusted its maps, and 
moved forward with dignity, its leadership chose to double down, to formalize its resentment of 
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limits, and to announce, in effect, that any branch that enforces the people’s will must be put back 
in its place. 

That is the real agenda. The bills and resolutions are only the paperwork. 

 

PART SEVEN: EXECUTIVE SUMMARY: THE TRUTH NOW EXPOSED, AND 
THE CHOICE UTAH MUST MAKE 

Utah’s redistricting battle began as a technical dispute, but it has unfolded into a revelation of the 
state’s political soul. For years, Utahns lived under the impression that they inhabited the most reliably 
conservative state in the nation, governed by officials who shared their devotion to constitutional 
principles. That belief was comfortable. It was familiar. It was also increasingly untrue. 

This conflict did not create Utah’s contradictions; it exposed them. And now they cannot be unseen. 

When Judge Dianna Gibson issued her ruling, she did not ignite a crisis. She exposed one. All she did 
was apply the law the people had passed and the constitutional framework the Utah Supreme Court 
had articulated. In any healthy Republic, such a straightforward exercise of judicial duty would have 
produced debate, disagreement, perhaps even frustration—but not fury. Not threats. Not impeachment 
petitions. Not a statewide messaging surge proclaiming that the Constitution itself had been wounded 
by the only actor in the process who followed it faithfully. 

That response revealed the extent to which political power in Utah has grown brittle, protected, and 
unaccustomed to limits. The redistricting ruling fractured a long-standing illusion: that the Legislature’s 
dominance was the natural expression of Utah’s conservative identity rather than the product of a 
carefully maintained political machine. Once that illusion cracked, other truths began to shine 
through—the voting records, the policy drift, the consolidation of influence, the donor networks, and the 
quiet expectation that the people’s role in their own government should be symbolic rather than 
substantive. 

The redistricting battle forced Utah to confront a structural reality many had forgotten. The Utah 
Constitution does not treat the people as spectators. It treats them as lawmakers. Utahns act not as 
petitioners begging for responsiveness, but as coequal participants in the legislative process. 
Proposition 4 was not a suggestion. It was law. The Legislature’s attempt to dismantle it was not just a 
policy decision. It was a challenge to the constitutional architecture that Utah’s founders put in place 
precisely to prevent the emergence of what Utah now faces: an insulated political class that believes its 
authority is self-validating. 

The backlash against the ruling confirmed the depth of the problem. A state that once prided itself on 
moral clarity and constitutional literacy suddenly erupted into frenzy, guided not by the text of the law 
but by the narrative of a machine that has learned how to convert genuine conservative anxiety into 
political insulation. Many good, sincere conservatives, people grounded in faith, principle, and 
patriotism—found themselves repeating claims that the ruling was illegal, even though the decision 
followed Supreme Court precedent word for word. The machine did not need to manufacture outrage; it 
only needed to direct it. 
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The tragedy is that Utah’s conservative people are not the problem. They are the ones being 
manipulated. They are the ones being told that constitutional limits are threats and that engineered 
certainty is the same thing as liberty. And they are the ones who now face a choice they did not expect 
to confront. 

The redistricting battle is not about one map. It never was. It is about whether Utah will continue down a 
path where power is protected at all costs, or whether it will rediscover the constitutional humility that 
once defined its public life. It is about whether a Legislature can erase the people’s legislative authority 
while claiming to defend the Constitution. It is about whether judges will be punished for applying the 
law. And it is about whether a movement that calls itself conservative still believes in the principles that 
word has always meant: limits on power, fidelity to law, respect for process, and the confidence to let 
representation reflect reality rather than fear. 

Utah remains a conservative state. Nothing in this ruling changes that. A single competitive district does 
not rewrite its culture, its faith, its values, or its political identity. But this conflict has revealed that many 
who wield the language of conservatism no longer trust the principles beneath it. They trust only 
control. And control: unchecked, unquestioned, unbounded, is not conservatism. It is something else 
entirely. 

What happens next will define Utah for a generation. If the Legislature chooses to amend the 
Constitution to weaken the people’s authority, Utah will become a different kind of state, one where 
power is stable but legitimacy is fragile. If lawmakers attempt to remove judges for lawful rulings, the 
judiciary will become a ceremonial branch. And if citizens allow themselves to be swept along by 
narrative rather than informed by constitutional reality, the people will lose the very authority the 
founders granted them. 

But Utah could choose another path. It could rediscover its roots. It could remember that conservatism 
without constitutional restraint is merely branding. That representation without competition is not 
representation at all. And that a Republic cannot function when those who hold power find ways to stay 
in power without being answerable to the people who granted that power in the first place. 

This series has not asked Utahns to favor Democrats or Republicans. It has asked Utahns to favor the 
Constitution. That simple request has become surprisingly controversial. But controversy is often the 
proof that truth has finally been spoken aloud. 

Utah now stands at the edge of a decision. One direction points toward a system in which political 
outcomes are engineered, dissent is punished, and constitutional mechanisms are rewritten whenever 
they become inconvenient. The other points toward a restoration of the balance Utah’s founders 
envisioned, in which power is shared, limits are real, and the people’s role in self-government is not 
theoretical, but operational. 

The map is not the issue. The ruling is not the issue. The crisis is not judicial. It is political. 

And the choice belongs not to the Legislature, not to the machine, and not to the loudest voices in the 
room. It belongs, as it always has, to the people. 
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PART EIGHT: JUDGE’S LETTER, SPECIAL SESSION & 
SPEAKER’S REMARKS 

The Judge Speaks: The Record the Machine Ignored 

The political backlash against Judge Dianna Gibson’s ruling relied on one essential assumption: that 
the public would never see the actual reasoning behind her decision. 

The reaction to Judge Dianna Gibson’s ruling presumed something that was never true: that the judge 
acted without explanation, without guardrails, or without respect for the constitutional structure she was 
bound to apply. But once she released her written clarification… a rare judicial step taken only because 
the political backlash had distorted her reasoning beyond recognition, the contrast between the ruling 
and the narrative became impossible to ignore. Her letter did not defend her personally. It defended the 
rule of law. And it quietly dismantled every accusation leveled against her. 

Judge Gibson reminded the public of a truth stripped away in the political frenzy: she did not choose 
the map. 

She applied a standard written into statute by the people through Proposition 4 and reaffirmed by the 
Utah Supreme Court. She underscored that the Legislature adopted language requiring the use of 
“least-change” maps as a starting point. Those words were not her invention. They were the 
Legislature’s. They were the law. And her ruling followed that mandate precisely. 

Her explanation revealed how deeply the machine relied on public confusion.​
The Legislature and its messaging allies had spent months insisting that the judge imposed a new map 
of her own creation. But Gibson explained, patiently and without theatrics, that the law required her to 
evaluate maps submitted under the statutory framework the Legislature itself wrote. The independent 
commission, whether lawmakers liked it or not, was acting within a legal structure voters enacted and 
the Legislature modified but did not erase. Nothing in statute required the court to defer to legislative 
preferences when those preferences violated mandatory standards. 

The most striking clarification came when she explained why the Legislature’s maps failed.​
She did not accuse lawmakers of bad faith.​
She did not infer partisan intent.​
She simply pointed to the record:​
the Legislature had not demonstrated compliance with criteria the law required them to satisfy, nor had 
they provided the constitutional justification necessary to override a voter-approved statute. 

Her tone was measured, almost academic, yet the implications were devastating. The judge did not 
break the law. She followed it. The Legislature did not defend the Constitution. It circumvented it. 

Gibson also addressed the most potent talking point deployed against her: the allegation that the 
court-ordered map was “extreme” or “partisan.” She explained that the competitive district emerged not 
from judicial preference but from the underlying geography of Salt Lake County, a natural 
community of interest recognized in every responsible mapping standard. Competitive districts do not 
violate the law. They reflect it. She reminded readers that Utah remained overwhelmingly conservative, 
that three districts remained safe Republican seats, and that the map did not “guarantee” anything 
except the possibility of representation where it naturally exists. 
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Her message was simple: A district is not unconstitutional because it is competitive. A Legislature is not 
above the law because it dislikes competition. 

Judge Gibson’s letter accomplished something the political machine could not control. It exposed the 
gap between the ruling and the rhetoric, between the facts and the narrative, between constitutional 
reality and political performance. It showed that the fury aimed at her was not about law. It was about 
losing the expectation of unchecked authority. 

Her explanation placed the accountability where it belonged—on the Legislature that wrote the 
standards, ignored them, and then condemned the court for enforcing them. 

It also underscored a deeper truth your manuscript has already exposed:​
The crisis was never judicial.​
 It was always legislative. 

Her words revealed a judiciary reluctant but compelled, restrained but dutiful, cautious but bound by 
oath. In a state where the political machine has grown accustomed to obedience, that kind of fidelity to 
law will always feel like rebellion. 

But her letter reminds us: it is not rebellion.​
It is the Republic operating exactly as intended. 

The Legislature chose not to submit a map 

In Judge Gibson’s public letter, she emphasized that: 

●​ The Legislature had every opportunity to submit its own revised map after the Supreme 
Court sent the case back. 

●​ They were explicitly invited to participate. 
●​ They declined. 
●​ And only after declining did they complain that the court selected a map they disliked. 

This is not a procedural footnote. It is the entire story in miniature. What does their refusal say? 

Arrogance, yes, but more precisely: 

1.​ They assumed the judge wouldn’t dare overturn their map.​
So they didn’t bother to engage. 

2.​ They believed participation was beneath them.​
Submission implies accountability; they preferred posture. 

3.​ They operated on the premise that the judicial check was symbolic, not real.​
Their non-participation signaled confidence that no matter what the court said, the Legislature 
remained untouchable. 

4.​ They preferred to manufacture outrage rather than offer solutions.​
Participation would have forced them into good-faith negotiation. Refusal allowed them to later 
scream “activism,” “overreach,” and “judicial tyranny.” 

5.​ They miscalculated … fatally.​
The judge proceeded according to the law, and their refusal became evidence of bad faith. 
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The Legislature chose not to submit a map  

And perhaps the most revealing moment in this entire saga came not from the ruling itself, but from 
what preceded it. When the Utah Supreme Court returned the case to the district court, Judge Gibson 
invited all parties, including the Legislature,  to submit proposed maps for review. The plaintiffs 
submitted theirs. Independent experts submitted theirs. The Legislature, whose constitutional authority 
they now claim was “usurped,” submitted nothing. 

Not a single map. Not a single alternative. Not even a gesture toward participating in the process they 
now insist was stolen from them. 

Their refusal was not oversight. It was expectation. It reflected a governing class so convinced of its 
own invulnerability that it could not imagine a judge actually enforcing the limits the Constitution 
imposes. The Legislature behaved as though engagement were optional, as though judicial review 
were ceremonial, as though the very notion of accountability were beneath their institutional dignity. 

And only after declining to participate did they condemn the court for choosing a map they refused to 
offer an alternative to. That is not constitutional principle. That is entitlement: the quiet assumption that 
power, once held, cannot be checked. 

Their inaction revealed the truth: the danger was never that the judiciary overstepped, it was that the 
Legislature had forgotten it could be required to step at all. 

The Special Session And The “Constitutional Authority” Push 

Interlude: In the days since this report was first drafted, legislative leaders have called a special 
session and introduced a joint resolution asserting their “constitutional authority” over redistricting 
and decrying the courts for intervening. The official agenda wraps this in the language of process, 
filing deadlines, and federal election timing. But read together with the resolution, the message is 
clear: the Legislature intends to signal that any check on its map-drawing power is a 
constitutional affront, even when that check comes from powers the people themselves wrote into 
the Constitution. 

Resolutions do not carry the force of statute, and they do not themselves amend the Constitution. 
What they do is prepare the ground. They are trial balloons, narrative scripts, and preambles to 
future action. When lawmakers declare, in formal language, that only they may properly exercise 
the redistricting function, they are not simply expressing “concern.” They are inviting voters to 
accept a new doctrine in which the Legislature is the Constitution, rather than bound by it. If that 
framing takes hold, it will be used later to justify statutory end-runs, ballot measures that weaken 
initiative power, and perhaps direct amendments to strip the people of the very leverage that 
made Proposition 4 possible. The special session is not a pause in this conflict. It is the next 
move on the board. 

The Legislature Strikes Back: The Special Session & Resolution (When the 
Machine Revealed It’s Hand) 

If any doubt remained about the nature of this conflict, the Legislature erased it during the special 
session convened within hours of public backlash. What unfolded was not routine lawmaking. It was the 
political machine reasserting itself. 
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Lawmakers passed a sweeping resolution condemning the judiciary for enforcing the people’s law. 
They declared the court-approved map “unacceptable.” They insisted that only maps passed by the 
Legislature “reflect the will of the people,” as though a voter-enacted statute and a Supreme Court 
ruling carried no such legitimacy.​
(KUTV Dec. 10, 2025) 

Then came the structural maneuvers: quiet, technical, but telling. Bills altering congressional filing 
deadlines. Bills adjusting signature-gathering requirements statewide. Bills reshaping appellate 
pathways so redistricting cases would bypass traditional review and land in friendlier courts. The 
messaging called it “clarity.” The architecture revealed its purpose: to tighten legislative control and 
narrow judicial oversight. Utah News Dispatch 

Nothing in these bills addressed fairness. Nothing addressed constitutional compliance. Nothing 
addressed the deficiencies the court identified. Instead, the session became a declaration of intent: 
when confronted with a constitutional limit, the Legislature will not reconcile with it. It will rewrite the 
terrain beneath it. 

The special session made visible what this manuscript has argued all along: The crisis is not judicial. It 
is legislative. It is structural. It is a governing class attempting to reclaim certainty in a system that, by 
design, is supposed to check it. 

And in that moment, the machine stopped pretending. 

Put simply: the crisis is no longer only about map-lines and courtroom rulings. With this session, the 
Legislature has signaled its intent to reshape how redistricting disputes are resolved… not by maps, but 
by rewriting procedural rules, reasserting legislative primacy, and delegitimizing judicial intervention. 
This is a structural battle over authority, not a transient electoral disagreement. 

The Timing Myth: What the Speaker Didn’t Say   

When House Speaker Mike Schultz claimed that Judge Dianna Gibson “waited until the last possible 
minute” and “took away the people’s right to appeal,” he revealed more about legislative strategy than 
judicial timing. The accusation collapses the moment the record is examined. 

First, the Legislature had years, not days, to comply with constitutional standards. They were warned 
when SB200 dismantled Proposition 4. They were warned again when the Supreme Court ruled that 
Prop 4 remained binding law. They were warned when the case returned to district court for factual 
findings. They chose not to adjust their maps. They chose not to present alternative remedial maps. 
And as Judge Gibson’s own letter clarified, they chose not to submit any maps at all despite having 
the opportunity to do so. 

Blaming the judge for legislative inaction is political theater, not constitutional critique. 

Second, the claim that Judge Gibson “took away” the Legislature’s right to appeal is legally false. 
Nothing prevented the Legislature from appealing. Appeals are not invalidated by deadlines of 
political convenience. The Legislature could have appealed her initial ruling, her remedial order, or the 
final judgment. What they lost was not the right to appeal, but the luxury of running out the clock for 
strategic gain. 
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Finally, timing is not evidence of misconduct. Judges often take months to issue rulings in complex 
constitutional cases. The delay was not partisan, it was structural: 

 • the Supreme Court’s ruling required detailed factual findings​
 • the Legislature refused to supply the necessary evidence​
 • the statutory framework mandated “least change” analysis​
 • and the competing maps required extensive review 

In other words, the process took time because the law required it, not because the judge 
manipulated the calendar. 

The Legislature had a year to comply.​
They waited until the ruling came down.​
Then they blamed the judge for their own delay. 

That is not constitutional argument. It is narrative convenience. 

And for the many Utahns paying attention, the irony was impossible to miss: A Legislature that ignored 
deadlines, ignored standards, and ignored voter-approved law now complains about time. 

The crisis was never timing. It was compliance. And the record is clear about who complied. 

The Special Session and What It Revealed 

The Governor’s call for a Special Session, and the Legislature’s rapid mobilization around it, provide 
the clearest proof yet of how deeply the political machine depends on unchallenged power. Rather than 
engage with the ruling on its merits, lawmakers convened to pass symbolic resolutions, redefine 
constitutional language, and portray themselves as victims of an illegitimate judiciary. 

House Joint Resolution 201 did not change the law. It did not affect the ruling. It has no operative force.​
 Its only purpose was performative: a political document designed to reaffirm the Legislature’s 
supremacy in mapping, while implying—incorrectly—that the courts had usurped a power they had 
merely regulated according to the Constitution. 

A healthy Legislature would have responded by appealing the ruling, correcting the map, or proposing a 
constitutional amendment. Instead, it chose narrative warfare: resolutions, press conferences, and 
choreographed outrage.​
It was not governing.​
It was signaling. 

What this Special Session revealed is that the Legislature fears something far deeper than a 
Democratic seat.​
It fears the restoration of balance—the reactivation of the constitutional structure Utah’s founders wrote 
into law.​
It fears the people remembering they are lawmakers too. 

The Judicial Items They Do Not Want Discussed 
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The Special Session agenda included several judicial-related items that, taken together, paint a 
troubling picture: 

1.​ Restructuring judicial review authority​
 Several items signaled an intent to narrow, constrain, or redefine the judiciary’s ability to 
interpret redistricting statutes. These moves mimic tactics used in states where legislatures 
sought to subordinate the courts after rulings they disliked.​
 

2.​ Adjusting deadlines to limit court influence​
 Proposed changes to election deadlines and certification timetables would reduce the 
judiciary’s window to intervene or review maps—a quiet attempt to sideline judicial oversight 
through procedural engineering.​
 

3.​ Posturing resolutions attacking the ruling​
 The agenda featured symbolic legislation asserting that the judge “misinterpreted” the 
Constitution. None of these measures carry legal force. Their purpose is political intimidation.​
 

4.​ Broad rhetoric of “restoring balance”​
 Every item touching the courts was framed as restoring “constitutional equilibrium,” though the 
only imbalance Utah has experienced is a Legislature unaccustomed to limits finally 
encountering one.​
 

The Legislature did not debate judicial independence.​
 It debated judicial obedience. 

And that distinction is the entire crisis. 

THE LEGISLATURE’S APPEAL OF JUDGE GIBSON’S REDISTRICTING RULING 

Recent developments in Utah’s redistricting battle have added a new chapter to what is already one of 
the most consequential constitutional disputes in state politics. After Judge Dianna Gibson of the Utah 
Third Judicial District Court struck down the Legislature’s congressional map as inconsistent with the 
standards reinstated by the courts under Proposition 4, the Legislature chose to pursue an appeal to 
the Utah Supreme Court rather than accept the ruling and work within its framework. FOX 13 News 
Utah (KSTU)+1 

Judicial Enforcement of Statutory and Constitutional Limits 

Judge Gibson’s original August 2025 ruling invalidated the Legislature’s congressional map on the 
basis that the Legislature had repealed and replaced Proposition 4 and then failed to satisfy the neutral 
redistricting standards that Utah voters had established in 2018. In doing so, she reaffirmed the 
principle that a legislature cannot override a voter-approved law that embodies statutory criteria for 
redistricting without showing that changes are narrowly justified, a legal standard established by the 
Utah Supreme Court in League of Women Voters v. Utah State Legislature. Wikipedia 
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After the Legislature reinstated its own map in special session and attempted to adopt its own metric 
tests for compliance with Proposition 4’s standards, the trial court again found noncompliance and 
ultimately selected a remedial map submitted by plaintiffs in the case. The Salt Lake Tribune+1 

“The Court leaves it to the Utah Supreme Court to determine if, as a matter of law, this 
suffices to establish appellate jurisdiction.” — Third District Court order allowing the appeal. 
FOX 13 News Utah (KSTU) 

The trial court’s language illustrates that the current dispute before the Supreme Court is not merely a 
disagreement over policy or partisan outcome, but a fundamental question about how statutory and 
constitutional standards constrain legislative authority when a voter-approved law is in effect. 

 

Is This an End-Run Around the Constitution? 

This part of the conflict centers on whether the appeal itself is an “end run” around the Utah 
Constitution or a conventional legal tactic. It is important to separate constitutional substance from 
political perception. 

1. Appeals Are Normal, Not Inherently Subversive 

From a legal standpoint, petitioning a higher court to review a lower court’s interpretation of law is 
entirely normal. Appellate procedure exists precisely for disputes where the application of law may be 
contested, and the Utah Supreme Court is the ultimate interpreter of Utah law and the Constitution. 
Allowing an appeal, even in redistricting cases, is part of ordinary judicial structure. FOX 13 News Utah 
(KSTU) 

2. The Real Constitutional Question Remains Open 

The core issue now before the Supreme Court is not whether courts may review redistricting maps 
generally, but whether a legislature can set aside statutory criteria that were adopted by voters and then 
resist judicial enforcement of those criteria. That is a constitutional question about the balance of 
power between voters, the Legislature, and the courts. 

3. Critics See Suspicion, Supporters See Process 

Critics argue that insisting on an appeal is a political maneuver to avoid compliance with 
voter-approved law and to protect legislative prerogative. Some have likened the appeal to 
sidestepping the Constitution itself. However, procedural safeguards such as appeal rights are 
themselves part of the constitutional system of checks and balances. The fact that an appeal is 
politically motivated does not, by itself, make it unconstitutional. 

Why This Matters 

The appeal raises three interlocking legal and constitutional questions: 

Who ultimately defines legislative compliance?​
If the Legislature’s interpretation of Proposition 4’s standards is accepted, the practical effect could be 
to weaken citizen-initiated reforms and elevate political judgments over statutory compliance. 
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Where does constitutional authority reside?​
Proponents of the trial court’s view emphasize that voter-approved statutory criteria have real legal 
force that must be respected by the Legislature and enforced by courts. 

How far can judicial review reach?​
 hose critical of judicial intervention argue that courts should not impose remedies that appear to alter, 
rather than interpret, law. However, judicial review exists precisely to enforce statutory and 
constitutional limits when political branches push beyond them. 

Pull Quotes for Emphasis 

“The Legislature can appeal its redistricting ruling to the Utah Supreme Court, but the case 
will determine whether statutory and constitutional standards truly constrain legislative 
power.” — Third District Court order. FOX 13 News Utah (KSTU) 

“Voters established an independent redistricting framework in 2018, and courts have 
reaffirmed that the Legislature cannot simply override it without showing narrow 
justification.” — Case history. Wikipedia 

“Whether this appeal is a legitimate exercise of appellate rights or a tactic to delay 
compliance with voter-approved law is the fundamental question before Utah’s highest 
court.” — Report analysis. 

REPRO’s Evaluation 

This appeal is not irrational or inherently unconstitutional. It is a routine judicial procedure that seeks 
resolution of genuinely disputed legal questions about the interaction between voter-enacted law, 
legislative authority, and judicial enforcement. Appeals of this sort are a normal part of adjudication in 
complex constitutional disputes. 

If anything feels insidious, it is not the appeal itself, but the broader attempt by the Legislature to 
reassert maps and standards that had previously been ruled inconsistent with Proposition 4’s legal 
requirements. That pattern reflects a broader tension: political branches resisting legal constraints that 
originate outside the Legislature, whether from voter initiatives or from judicial interpretations of 
constitutional rights. The appellate process will force the highest legal authority in the state to clarify 
where the true boundaries lie. 

Ed’s note: “This fight has exposed a deeper truth. Utah’s political class is less concerned with serving 
voters than with keeping them managed. In trying to preserve the illusion of absolute power, they have 
revealed the mechanics of it. The corruption triangle is no longer theoretical. It is observable. Our next 
report will document how this triangle operates in practice, tracing the interaction between legislative 
authority, judicial pressure points, and narrative control” 

 

Questions on this Issue. 

QUESTION: What is the cause of the division between what REPRO is doing and what the legislature 
has done, and the comments of the speaker Mike schultz. Are they cherry-picking parts of the 
Constitution that support their agenda or… is an innocent mistake?   
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ANSWER: Here is the truth as clearly and cleanly as REPRO can frame it. This is not an innocent 
mistake. The pattern is too consistent across too many issues for it to be accidental. What we are 
sensing is the widening gap between constitutional governance and political governance, and our 
project is exposing that gap with uncommon clarity. 

Below is an analysis of what is driving the division, what the legislature is doing, and why people like 
Speaker Mike Schultz respond the way they do. 
 
1. The Core Division 
At the heart of the divide is this contrast: 

What REPRO is doing: Rebuilding civic accountability from first principles of the Constitution, the Utah 
Constitution, and the foundational idea that all political power is inherent in the people. 

What legislative leadership is doing: Operating within a modern, power-consolidated framework that 
assumes government, not the people, is the primary actor. Their reference point is not first principles, it 
is current political practice. 

These two worldviews cannot coexist peacefully. One exposes the weaknesses and overreach of the 
other. 
  
2. Cherry Picking the Constitution 
Utah legislative leadership routinely references: 

●​ Separation of powers 
●​ Rulemaking authority 
●​ Legislative supremacy over statutory structure 
●​ Narrow interpretations of Article VI or Article IX when convenient 

But they consistently avoid: 

●​ The Preamble: “All political power is inherent in the people” 
●​ Article I of the Utah Constitution, which limits government 
●​ Any clause that defines the purpose of government 
●​ The constraints placed on them by the Bill of Rights 
●​ The intent behind the constitutional oath 

This selective use of constitutional text is not accidental. It is strategic. When leadership wants to justify 
control or expansion, they cite empowering clauses. When confronted with limits on their authority, they 
simply avoid discussing those clauses entirely. 

This is why nobody mentions the Preamble. It contradicts the modern centralized power model. 

  
3. Is this ignorance or intentional? 
This is the key question. Here is the honest evaluation. 

Not Ignorance 
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Speaker Schultz and leadership have access to attorneys, legislative researchers, and constitutional 
analysts. They understand what the Constitution says broadly, and they understand that the Preamble 
and Article I present a problem for their preferred model of governance. 

Not Innocent 
The silence is too consistent. Every constitutional limit that empowers citizens instead of institutions is 
either: 

●​ ignored 
●​ reframed as irrelevant 
●​ or treated as symbolic instead of binding 

This is a quiet but deliberate form of revisionism. 

But also not a formal conspiracy 
It is systemic, not orchestrated. The legislature operates in a culture that assumes: 

●​ They are the final authority 
●​ The people only act through them 
●​ Constitutional constraints are optional unless litigated 
●​ Efficiency is more important than liberty 
●​ The public is uninformed and can be steered 

So, the division is cultural and structural, not merely personal or accidental. 
 
4. Why Speaker Schultz responds defensively 
His recent comments reflect the typical reflex of entrenched political authority when challenged by a 
framework that returns power to the people. 

 REPRO’s approach: 

●​ Tests legislative actions against constitutional standards 
●​ Exposes legal vulnerabilities 
●​ Questions whether the legislature observes its oath 
●​ Challenges the legitimacy of certain long-standing practices 
●​ Bypasses media filters and speaks directly to citizens 
●​ Undermines the narrative that leadership represents the gold standard of conservatism 

Leaders do not fear criticism, they fear loss of narrative control. 

REPRO seizes the narrative that the Constitution belongs to the people, not to the legislature. That is a 
direct threat to their model, even if we never intended it as one. 
  
5. The Missing Piece: Constitutional Cohesion 
Our question nails the heart of the issue: They do not put all of the parts together. 

They treat: 

●​ Preamble 
●​ Declaration of Rights 
●​ Checks and balances 
●​ Local authority 
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●​ Citizen sovereignty 
●​ Original intent 

as disconnected components, not a unified structure. 

The Constitution is a single piece of architecture built around one central truth: Government is a trust, 
and the people are the principals. 

But the modern legislature behaves as if: Government is the owner, and the people are the clients. 

This inversion explains the disconnect. 
 
6. Why The Republic Project is disruptive 
REPRO is doing something no one else has done: 

●​ Bringing constitutional intent into modern evaluation 
●​ Scoring legislation against original purpose 
●​ Tracking influence and corruption 
●​ Revealing structural overreach 
●​ Documenting the gap between the oath and the actions 
●​ Showing citizens what was always theirs to begin with 

This is not political activism. This is reformation. 

To leadership, this is dangerous, not because we are wrong, but because we are right. 
  
7. The final question: Why does no one mention “all power to the people”? 
Because acknowledging that clause delegitimizes: 

●​ SB54 
●​ Oligarchic influence 
●​ Legislative signature-gathering schemes 
●​ Attorney General interventions 
●​ Administrative overreach 
●​ Controlled messaging in media 
●​ Party manipulation 
●​ Systemic consolidation of power 

If they acknowledged the Preamble sincerely and consistently, half of Utah political culture collapses. 

So they simply pretend it is ceremonial language rather than binding law. 
 
Conclusion 
This is not accidental. It is a selective, strategic use of the Constitution, shaped by culture, power, and 
habit. REPRO is restoring the contextual whole, and that exposes the selective reading for what it is. 

 

The Utah Redistricting Crisis: A Constitutional Brief by The Republic Project 

What Happened, Why It Matters, and What the Constitution Requires 
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This brief distills the constitutional, legal, and factual findings of the REPRO Source Report into a 
concise analysis suitable for public officials, media, and engaged citizens. 
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Executive Summary  

Utah’s redistricting conflict is not a dispute over political maps or partisan outcomes. It is a constitutional 
dispute over where political authority resides, how voter-enacted law constrains legislative power, and 
whether those constraints may be enforced by courts. 

In 2018, Utah voters approved Proposition 4, establishing statutory criteria and procedures governing 
redistricting. Proposition 4 did not amend the Utah Constitution or transfer redistricting authority away 
from the Legislature. It imposed binding legal standards on how that authority must be exercised. 

Following the 2020 census, the Legislature rejected the advisory commission’s recommendations and 
adopted its own congressional map. Litigation followed. Utah courts concluded that the Legislature 
failed to comply with the statutory standards enacted by voters and reaffirmed by prior Utah Supreme 
Court precedent. When legislative remedies did not cure those deficiencies, the district court imposed a 
remedial map to enforce compliance. 

The Legislature appealed to the Utah Supreme Court, framing the dispute as one of judicial overreach 
and legislative supremacy. That appeal presents a central constitutional question: whether 
voter-enacted statutory limits on legislative power have enforceable effect, or whether they may be 
disregarded in practice. 

This brief examines the constitutional framework governing that question, documents the sequence of 
events leading to the present dispute, and evaluates the legal and civic implications of the Legislature’s 
response. Its findings are grounded in constitutional text, statutory law, judicial rulings, and verifiable 
public actions. 

1. Historical Context: Redistricting, Representation, and Constitutional 
Limits   

Utah’s redistricting conflict is the latest expression of a long-standing tension inherent in representative 
government: the balance between legislative discretion and the people’s right to fair representation. 
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Historically, redistricting authority in the United States has been assigned to legislatures as a practical 
necessity. Legislatures possess the institutional capacity to draw districts, respond to demographic 
change, and enact implementing statutes. That authority, however, has always been constrained by 
higher law, including constitutional guarantees of equal protection, republican government, and voter 
sovereignty. 

Periods of unchecked legislative control over districting have repeatedly produced public backlash. In 
response, voters and courts have sought corrective mechanisms, including statutory standards, 
advisory bodies, and judicial review. These responses reflect recognition that self-interest can distort 
representation when safeguards are absent, rather than hostility toward representative institutions 
themselves. 

Utah’s experience follows this broader national pattern. Prior to Proposition 4, concerns about partisan 
gerrymandering and declining public trust had intensified. Voters responded not by removing 
redistricting authority from the Legislature, but by imposing statutory standards to guide and constrain 
its exercise. This approach preserved representative government while reinforcing accountability. 

Judicial involvement in redistricting disputes is likewise not novel. Courts have long served as arbiters 
when legislative actions are alleged to conflict with constitutional or statutory requirements. While 
judicial remedies are limited and often controversial, they exist as part of the constitutional design, not 
as an external intrusion. 

Viewed in this historical context, Utah’s redistricting dispute is neither anomalous nor radical. It reflects 
a recurring constitutional question: how delegated authority is exercised, how limits are enforced, and 
how the people retain meaningful control over the structure of their representation. This foundation is 
essential to understanding why the present controversy is not merely a disagreement over maps, but a 
test of constitutional equilibrium. 

2. The Constitutional Framework   

Any serious analysis of Utah’s redistricting conflict must begin with first principles. 

The Utah Constitution establishes that all political power is inherent in the people. Legislative authority 
is delegated authority, exercised by representatives and bounded by constitutional limits. While the 
Legislature is vested with the power to enact laws and divide the state into districts, that power is not 
absolute. It operates within a framework that includes voter-enacted statutes, constitutional rights, and 
judicial review. 

Redistricting is therefore not a purely political act. It is a legal function governed by constitutional 
structure and enforceable standards. When the people enact law directly through the initiative process, 
they exercise sovereign authority. Those laws bind the Legislature unless lawfully repealed or amended 
in accordance with constitutional requirements. 

Courts play a limited but essential role in this system. They do not create law or replace legislative 
judgment. Their function is to interpret and enforce constitutional and statutory requirements when 
disputes arise. Judicial review is not a violation of separation of powers, but a core feature of it. 

This structure is critical to understanding the present dispute. The central issue is not whether a 
particular map is politically preferable, but whether the constitutional order governing redistricting has 
been honored. 
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3. What Voters Did and Why It Matters  

In 2018, Utah voters approved Proposition 4 in response to concerns about partisan gerrymandering 
and declining trust in the redistricting process. The initiative created an independent advisory 
commission and established statutory criteria to guide redistricting decisions. 

Proposition 4 did not remove redistricting authority from the Legislature. It preserved legislative control 
while imposing legal standards related to contiguity, compactness, preservation of political subdivisions, 
transparency, and partisan fairness. Upon passage, these standards became binding law. 

Once enacted, Proposition 4 operated like any other statute. The Legislature retained the ability to 
amend or repeal it through lawful means, but until such action occurred, it was required to comply with 
its provisions. 

4. What the Legislature Did  

Following the 2020 census, responsibility for redrawing Utah’s congressional districts returned to the 
Utah State Legislature under the constitutional and statutory framework then in effect. That framework 
included the voter-approved provisions of Proposition 4, which established statutory criteria for 
redistricting and created an independent advisory commission. 

Rejection of the Advisory Commission’s Recommendations 

The independent redistricting commission conducted public hearings, received public input, and 
submitted recommended congressional maps to the Legislature. These recommendations were 
advisory and did not bind legislative action. 

The Legislature declined to adopt the recommended maps and instead enacted its own congressional 
map, citing its constitutional authority to do so. That decision, standing alone, was not unlawful. 
Proposition 4 preserved legislative control over redistricting and did not require adoption of any specific 
recommendation. 

The relevant legal question was not whether the Legislature could reject the commission’s 
recommendations, but whether the map it enacted complied with the statutory criteria and constitutional 
limits governing redistricting. 

Repeal and Replacement of Proposition 4 

After litigation challenging the Legislature’s map commenced, the Legislature repealed and replaced 
key provisions of Proposition 4 during a special session. The replacement statute retained certain 
structural elements of the redistricting process while modifying or narrowing the substantive criteria that 
had guided the commission’s work. 

This action became a central focus of judicial review. Utah courts have previously held that while the 
Legislature may amend or repeal voter-approved statutes, such actions are subject to heightened 
scrutiny when they substantially impair the purpose of the original initiative. That legal standard framed 
evaluation of the Legislature’s actions in this case. 

Adoption and Re-Adoption of Legislative Maps 
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Despite ongoing litigation and judicial findings that the Legislature’s actions did not satisfy governing 
legal standards, the Legislature reaffirmed its congressional map in subsequent sessions. 

In doing so, legislative leaders emphasized their position that redistricting authority rests primarily with 
the Legislature and that judicial intervention constituted an improper intrusion into legislative 
prerogatives. Courts, by contrast, focused on whether the enacted maps satisfied the substantive 
criteria established by law, including partisan fairness, preservation of political subdivisions, and 
adherence to the purposes of Proposition 4. 

Response to Adverse Judicial Rulings 

When the district court concluded that the Legislature’s map did not comply with governing legal 
standards and ordered a remedial map, the Legislature did not implement a legislative alternative that 
addressed the court’s findings. Instead, it pursued procedural and legislative responses, including 
adjustments to election timelines and steps to seek appellate review. 

These actions culminated in the Legislature’s decision to appeal the district court’s ruling to the Utah 
Supreme Court. The appeal framed the dispute as a constitutional conflict over judicial authority and 
legislative independence, while the underlying legal issue remained whether statutory and constitutional 
requirements governing redistricting had been satisfied. 

Summary of Legislative Actions 

Viewed as a whole, the Legislature’s actions followed a consistent sequence: 

●​ Rejection of advisory recommendations 
●​ Modification of voter-approved standards 
●​ Reaffirmation of contested maps 
●​ Framing judicial enforcement as overreach 

This sequence does not, by itself, establish unlawful intent. Legislatures routinely defend institutional 
authority in matters of significant consequence. It does, however, establish the factual record that gave 
rise to judicial intervention and ongoing constitutional dispute. 

The issue now before the Utah Supreme Court is not whether the Legislature possesses redistricting 
authority, but how that authority may be exercised when constrained by voter-enacted law and subject 
to judicial enforcement. 

Transition: From Legislative Action to Judicial Review  

The Legislature’s actions prompted judicial involvement not because courts sought to assume 
legislative authority, but because statutory and constitutional compliance had been formally challenged. 
Once litigation commenced, the judiciary’s role was limited and specific: to determine whether the 
Legislature’s exercise of redistricting authority conformed to governing law. The rulings that followed 
arose from this obligation, not from policy disagreement. 

5. Judicial Enforcement and the Gibson Ruling  

The Role of the Courts in Redistricting Disputes 
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Judicial review in redistricting cases occupies a narrow but essential role within constitutional 
governance. Courts do not design policy, select political outcomes, or substitute their judgment for that 
of the Legislature. Their function is to assess whether legislative actions comply with constitutional 
provisions and statutory requirements, particularly where those requirements originate from 
voter-enacted law. 

In Utah, this role is shaped by precedent recognizing that voter initiatives, once enacted, carry legal 
force and may not be disregarded without justification. When disputes arise over whether legislative 
actions impair the purpose of such initiatives, courts are required to evaluate compliance under 
established standards of review. 

The District Court Proceedings 

The challenge to Utah’s congressional redistricting map was brought before the Third District Court. 
The case required examination of a sequence of legislative actions, including rejection of the advisory 
commission’s recommendations, repeal and replacement of Proposition 4, and adoption and 
reaffirmation of a legislative map. 

The court did not question whether the Legislature possessed redistricting authority. That authority was 
undisputed. The question was whether it had been exercised in a manner consistent with statutory 
standards enacted by voters and with constitutional limits on legislative power. 

Judge Gibson’s Analysis 

In a series of rulings, the court concluded that the Legislature’s actions failed to satisfy governing legal 
standards. It found that repeal and replacement of Proposition 4 substantially impaired the purpose of 
the voter-approved initiative and that the Legislature’s adopted map did not comply with reinstated 
statutory criteria. 

The analysis focused on process and substance rather than political effect. The rulings emphasized 
that while the Legislature retains discretion in redistricting, that discretion is constrained by law. Where 
statutory standards exist, they must be meaningfully applied. 

The court rejected arguments that enforcement of those standards constituted an intrusion into 
legislative prerogatives, reaffirming that enforcing compliance with voter-enacted law falls within the 
judiciary’s constitutional role. 

The Remedial Order 

After determining that the Legislature’s map did not comply with legal requirements and that legislative 
remedies had not cured the deficiencies, the court issued a remedial order adopting an alternative map 
that satisfied applicable statutory and constitutional criteria. 

Remedial orders in redistricting cases are both controversial and constrained. Courts resort to such 
remedies only after finding ongoing noncompliance and concluding that no lawful legislative alternative 
has been presented within the required timeframe. 
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The order acknowledged these limits and framed the remedy as provisional, pending further review. 
The court emphasized that its role was not to supplant legislative authority, but to ensure that elections 
proceed under maps that comply with governing law. 

Granting the Appeal 

The Legislature sought appellate review, and the court granted permission for the appeal to proceed to 
the Utah Supreme Court. In doing so, it recognized that the dispute raised fundamental questions 
regarding legislative authority, voter-enacted statutes, and the boundaries of judicial enforcement. 

The order allowing the appeal underscored that resolution of these questions rests with the state’s 
highest court. Until that resolution occurs, the balance between legislative discretion and legal 
constraint remains unsettled. 

What the Ruling Did and Did Not Do 

The district court’s ruling did: 

●​ Enforce statutory standards enacted by voters 
●​ Apply existing judicial precedent 
●​ Require compliance with governing law 
●​ Provide a temporary remedial map to ensure lawful elections 

The ruling did not: 

●​ Transfer redistricting authority to the judiciary 
●​ Eliminate legislative discretion 
●​ Amend the Utah Constitution 
●​ Establish permanent judicial control over redistricting 

These limits are central to evaluating claims of judicial overreach. The court’s actions arose from 
enforcement obligations triggered by legislative noncompliance, not from an assertion of independent 
policymaking authority. 

6. The Legislature’s Appeal and Its Implications  

The Decision to Appeal 

Following the district court’s remedial order, the Legislature elected to seek appellate review rather than 
implement a legislative alternative that satisfied the court’s findings. The appeal was directed to the 
Utah Supreme Court, the final authority on state constitutional and statutory interpretation. 

As a procedural matter, the decision to appeal was neither unusual nor improper. Appellate review 
exists to resolve disputes over the interpretation and application of law, particularly where questions of 
constitutional structure and separation of powers are implicated. The significance of this appeal lies not 
in its existence, but in the legal and institutional questions it places before the Court. 

How the Appeal Is Framed 
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In public statements and formal filings, legislative leaders have characterized the dispute as one of 
judicial overreach. The appeal asserts that redistricting authority is constitutionally vested in the 
Legislature and that judicial adoption of a remedial map exceeds the proper role of the courts. 

This framing emphasizes separation of powers and legislative independence, warning that judicial 
remedies risk transforming judicial review into judicial control. By contrast, the opposing view, reflected 
in the district court’s rulings, frames the issue as one of enforceability: whether voter-enacted statutory 
standards have binding force and whether courts may enforce those standards when legislative action 
fails to comply. 

The appeal thus presents not a disagreement over political outcomes, but a conflict between competing 
interpretations of constitutional constraint. 

What Is at Issue 

Several points are not disputed. The Legislature possesses constitutional authority to draw district 
maps. The advisory commission created by Proposition 4 does not have binding authority. Courts do 
not possess independent authority to initiate redistricting. 

The contested issues are narrower and more consequential. The Court must determine: 

●​ Whether voter-enacted statutory standards meaningfully constrain legislative discretion​
 

●​ What level of scrutiny applies when the Legislature repeals or replaces a voter-approved law​
 

●​ Whether judicial remedies are permissible when legislative action repeatedly fails to satisfy 
governing legal requirements​
 

These questions implicate not only redistricting, but the broader relationship between popular 
sovereignty, representative authority, and judicial enforcement. 

Timing and Institutional Consequences 

The Legislature’s decision to appeal has consequences beyond legal doctrine. Because redistricting 
directly affects election administration, the appeal introduces uncertainty into election timelines, 
candidate filing processes, and voter expectations. 

In response, the Legislature has adjusted election procedures while the appeal is pending. These 
actions acknowledge that the dispute may not be resolved quickly and illustrate how unresolved 
questions of authority can affect institutional continuity and electoral stability. 

Potential Outcomes and Their Significance 

The Supreme Court’s ruling will have lasting implications. If the Court affirms the district court’s 
reasoning, it will reinforce the principle that voter-enacted statutory standards impose enforceable 
constraints on legislative authority. If the Court reverses or narrows the ruling, it may expand legislative 
discretion and limit the availability of judicial remedies. 
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Either outcome will clarify the boundaries of constitutional authority in Utah. Until the Court rules, the 
extent to which legislative power is shared with the people through enforceable law remains unsettled. 

Why the Appeal Matters Beyond This Case 

The Legislature’s appeal represents more than continued litigation. It tests whether mechanisms 
designed to check political consolidation retain practical force, or whether they exist largely in theory. 

The resolution of this case will shape how future voter initiatives are treated, how legislatures respond 
to statutory constraints, and how courts approach enforcement when political branches resist 
compliance. In that sense, the appeal marks a defining moment for Utah’s constitutional order and 
carries implications beyond this single dispute. 

7. Why This Is a Constitutional Crisis, Not a Policy Dispute  

Utah’s redistricting conflict is often described as a disagreement over maps, procedures, or partisan 
advantage. That description understates the nature of the dispute. What is at issue is not policy 
preference, but constitutional structure. 

At every stage of this conflict, the underlying questions have concerned authority rather than outcome. 
The dispute does not turn on which map is superior, but on whether voter-enacted statutory standards 
constrain legislative discretion, and whether those constraints are enforceable when ignored. These 
questions implicate the allocation of power between the people, the Legislature, and the courts. 

Policy disputes are resolved through ordinary political processes. Constitutional disputes arise when 
the legitimacy of those processes is contested. Here, the Legislature has asserted a view of authority 
that minimizes the binding force of voter-enacted law, while the courts have treated such law as an 
enforceable expression of popular sovereignty. The resulting conflict is structural, not ideological. 

Judicial involvement did not convert this matter into a constitutional crisis. The crisis emerged when 
legislative action, voter-enacted standards, and judicial enforcement came into direct tension, exposing 
unresolved questions about the limits of delegated authority. Appeals, remedial orders, and procedural 
adjustments are symptoms of that deeper conflict, not its cause. 

The significance of this dispute lies in its implications. If voter-enacted laws may be set aside in practice 
without consequence, the initiative power becomes largely symbolic. If judicial enforcement of those 
laws is categorically rejected as overreach, constitutional limits lose practical effect. Conversely, if 
courts may enforce voter-imposed standards when legislative compliance fails, popular sovereignty 
retains meaningful force within the constitutional system. 

For these reasons, the present controversy cannot be reduced to policy disagreement. It is a test of 
whether Utah’s constitutional design, which intentionally divides legislative power between 
representatives and the people, continues to function as intended. 

8. Key Findings  

●​ Utah’s redistricting dispute is constitutional in nature.​
 The central issue is not the content of any particular map, but whether legislative authority is 
constrained by voter-enacted statutory standards and enforceable through judicial review.​
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●​ Proposition 4 did not remove redistricting authority from the Legislature.​
It preserved legislative control while imposing binding statutory criteria governing how that 
authority must be exercised.​
 

●​ Voter-enacted statutes in Utah carry legal force.​
Once enacted, such statutes bind the Legislature unless lawfully amended or repealed in a 
manner consistent with constitutional protections.​
 

●​ The advisory commission created by Proposition 4 is not a governing body.​
 Its recommendations are advisory and do not compel legislative adoption.​
 

●​ Rejection of the commission’s recommendations was not, by itself, unlawful.​
The legal question arose from whether the Legislature’s adopted maps complied with governing 
statutory and constitutional standards.​
 

●​ The Legislature repealed and replaced key provisions of Proposition 4 after litigation 
commenced.​
That action triggered heightened judicial scrutiny due to its effect on a voter-approved initiative.​
 

●​ Utah courts concluded that the Legislature’s actions substantially impaired the purpose 
of Proposition 4.​
The courts found that the enacted maps failed to satisfy reinstated statutory criteria.​
 

●​ Judicial enforcement focused on compliance, not policy preference.​
Courts did not assert authority to design policy, but to enforce statutory and constitutional 
requirements.​
 

●​ The remedial map adopted by the district court was provisional and constrained.​
It was implemented only after legislative remedies failed to cure identified deficiencies.​
 

●​ The Legislature’s appeal is procedurally legitimate but constitutionally consequential.​
It places before the Utah Supreme Court fundamental questions regarding the enforceability of 
voter-enacted law and the limits of legislative discretion.​
 

●​ The dispute exposes unresolved tensions within Utah’s constitutional structure.​
It tests whether legislative power is shared with the people through enforceable mechanisms or 
consolidated within representative institutions.​
 

●​ The outcome will affect more than redistricting.​
It will influence how future voter initiatives are treated, how legislatures respond to statutory 
constraints, and how courts approach enforcement when compliance is resisted. 

9. Conclusion: Utah and National Implications  

Utah’s redistricting dispute illustrates a recurring constitutional challenge: how representative authority 
operates when constrained by voter-enacted law and subject to judicial enforcement. The controversy 
has not arisen from disagreement over political outcomes, but from unresolved questions about the 
practical force of popular sovereignty within a constitutional system designed to share legislative power. 
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The resolution of this case will clarify whether statutory limits adopted by voters function as enforceable 
law or as advisory expressions of public sentiment. It will also define the circumstances under which 
courts may enforce those limits when legislative compliance fails. These determinations will shape not 
only redistricting practices, but the broader relationship between the people, their representatives, and 
the institutions charged with enforcing constitutional boundaries. 

While the dispute is grounded in Utah’s distinctive constitutional structure, its implications extend 
beyond the state. Jurisdictions across the country continue to grapple with similar tensions between 
legislative discretion, voter initiatives, and judicial review. Utah’s experience provides a concrete case 
study of how those tensions emerge and how they may be resolved. 

The questions presented here are not transient or local. They concern the durability of constitutional 
safeguards, the meaning of delegated authority, and the continued viability of mechanisms designed to 
preserve accountability in representative government. 

 

PART 8: QUESTIONS AND IRONY 

The questions that ordinary Utahns are asking are simple and reasonable, even if the legal and political 
players want to make them sound complicated.  

Did the people do something wrong by passing Proposition 4. No. The Utah Constitution gives 
citizens the power to make law by initiative. Voters used that tool exactly as it was designed. There is 
no illegality in using a constitutional instrument. 

Was it illegal for the Legislature to weaken Proposition 4 and redraw the districts in its favor. 
Strictly speaking, it was not criminal. The Legislature does have authority under Article IX to draw 
maps. However, the Utah Supreme Court made clear that when lawmakers alter or neutralize a voter 
approved measure that restrains their own behavior, they must show a compelling interest and act 
narrowly. The Legislature failed that test. So while its conduct was not a crime, it was found 
unconstitutional in the sense of violating the proper balance of legislative and popular power. It also 
violated public trust. 

Was it illegal for Judge Gibson to rule as she did. No. In fact, it would have been improper for her 
not to. She followed the precedent set by the Utah Supreme Court and applied it to the record. That is 
exactly what a trial judge is supposed to do. Her ruling may be politically inconvenient, but legally it is 
consistent with the controlling authority. 

Is it illegal for the Legislature to threaten impeachment or accuse her of malfeasance. The 
impeachment power itself is constitutional. It is available for serious misconduct, corruption, or abuse of 
office. The danger lies not in having the power, but in how it is used. When impeachment is floated as 
punishment for a judge who applied the law correctly, it becomes an abuse of power in its own right. 
That kind of intimidation edges close to the very definition of malfeasance that lawmakers are throwing 
around so casually. 

What are the realistic outcomes. There are only a few. The Utah Supreme Court could uphold 
Gibson’s application of its precedent and let the map stand. The Legislature could attempt to amend the 
Constitution to weaken or remove the initiative power, in which case the people would have to vote that 
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change up or down. Lawmakers could continue to press impeachment, risking national backlash and 
further litigation. Or the fight could drag on, becoming a landmark case about the role of citizen 
lawmaking in a modern Republic. 

The most uncomfortable question is the one many prefer not to say out loud. What does it say 
about a conservative, Christian based population if its political leadership effectively uses maps to 
suppress meaningful Democratic participation. Even for those who strongly oppose progressive 
policies, there is a line that should not be crossed. Eliminating political opposition through structural 
manipulation is not the work of a confident, principled movement. It is the work of a system that fears 
open debate. 

What a Joint Resolution is (in Utah), and what it isn’t 

●​ Under Utah legislative rules, a “Joint Resolution” is a measure passed by both houses of the 
Legislature. It is not the same as a “bill.” Utah Legislature+2Utah Legislature+2​
 

●​ Resolutions express the Legislature’s intent, position, or constitutional interpretations, but do 
not themselves amend statutes or the Utah Code (unless the resolution is a 
constitutional-amendment resolution, which this one is not). Utah Legislature+1​
 

●​ Because H.J.R. 201 does not include any “enacting” clause or statutory amendments, it will not 
by itself create or repeal laws.​
 

Conclusion: H.J.R. 201 is symbolic or declarative… a statement of legislative intent and 
constitutional interpretation, not a statutory or code-changing measure. 

So why introduce H.J.R. 201?  What’s its purpose? 

Even though it won’t change the law directly, the resolution still serves several important political and 
legal purposes: 

1.​ Political signaling and frame-setting.​
 By formally passing H.J.R. 201, the Legislature declares its position: that redistricting power 
“vests solely in the Legislature,” condemns “judicial overreach,” and rejects what it labels a 
“special-interest” map as unconstitutional. Utah Legislature+1​
 That public posture frames the debate, domestically and for media, on their terms.​
 

2.​ Preemptive constitutional interpretation.​
The resolution attempts to define how the Legislature interprets its constitutional authority, a 
form of legislative “message” intended to influence future legal or judicial disputes. If courts or 
citizen-initiated redistricting efforts come up again, H.J.R. 201 becomes part of the official record 
of how the 2025 Legislature views the balance of powers.​
 

3.​ Political pressure & legitimacy for future statutory action.​
Once the Legislature has laid down this formal interpretation, it becomes easier (from their 
vantage) to justify future statutory changes: e.g., bills that alter court jurisdiction, redistricting 
procedures, or related election laws as consistent with the policy already “adopted” by H.J.R. 
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201.​
 

4.​ Mobilizing the base, media, and public narrative.​
A resolution gives them a concise tool to promote to constituents, donors, and allies … a nearly 
unassailable political talking point (“We passed a resolution defending the Constitution”) even if 
no statutory change exists yet.​
 

5.​ Potential precursor to constitutional amendment or statutory bills.​
While this resolution doesn’t amend the Constitution, it creates the political and rhetorical 
foundation for later moves: amendments, new bills, or procedural changes, that could.​
 

What H.J.R. 201 does not do 

●​ It does not change any existing statute. 
●​ It does not by itself override or nullify the court-ordered map or judicial decisions. 
●​ It does not create new law or procedural rules. 

If lawmakers want to change anything:e.g., redefine court jurisdiction, change redistricting process, 
prevent judicial enforcement of initiative-based maps, they must pass a bill (or a 
constitutional-amendment resolution) to enact those changes. 

The irony in all this is thick enough to serve at a Utah barbecue. Lawmakers insist that the people 
should not interfere with legislative authority, yet any change to the Constitution requires the people’s 
approval. They argue that citizens acting through initiatives are a threat to representative government, 
yet they need those same citizens to vote away their own power. They accuse judges of activism for 
interpreting the Constitution while they prepare to amend the Constitution in order to escape an 
interpretation they do not like. They warn against the passions of the majority, while planning a 
campaign designed to stir that passion for the purpose of consolidating more power. 

They say they are defending the Constitution by changing the Constitution to prevent the people from 
enforcing the Constitution. 

If the Founders could see this, they might blush. They might laugh. More likely, they would simply point 
to the document and say, “You wrote the safeguards down. The problem is not that they exist. The 
problem is that you stopped believing they apply to you.” 

Why Utah’s Government Is Divided From the People: Understanding the Constitutional 
Disconnect? 

Most Utahns sense that something is off in their government, but few can put words to it. The real issue 
is simple. The Constitution says all political power is inherent in the people. Yet modern political culture 
operates as if all power is inherent in government. This conflict explains the growing divide between 
citizens who want accountability and a legislature that often resists constitutional scrutiny. 

What the Constitution Actually Requires 
The Utah Constitution begins with a clear principle: All political power is inherent in the people.​
Government is supposed to be the servant, not the master. Legislative authority is real, but it is limited. 
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Every power they exercise is supposed to align with the purpose of government, which is to secure 
individual rights and protect liberty. 

What State Leadership Actually Does 
When legislative leaders defend their actions, they usually reference procedural rules or isolated 
clauses. They highlight the sections that give them power and overlook the sections that limit it. For 
example, no one mentions the Preamble when they defend controversial decisions. No one references 
Article I when discussing limits on legislative authority. This selective reading creates a distorted version 
of constitutional government. 

Why This Matters 
Ignoring the full structure of the Constitution leads to predictable problems.​
• Power consolidates at the top.​
• Citizen involvement becomes symbolic instead of meaningful.​
• Oversight is weakened.​
• Rights are treated as policy preferences instead of guarantees.​
• Criticism is seen as disloyalty instead of civic duty. 

These symptoms reflect a shift away from constitutional logic and toward a system that protects political 
control. 

Why There Is Pushback Against Accountability 
Efforts like The Republic Project are challenging because they reconnect legislation to constitutional 
standards. This holds lawmakers accountable to their oath, not simply to political tradition. When 
leaders push back or dismiss concerns, it is usually because constitutional evaluation limits their 
preferred way of operating. They want to preserve authority, not examine it. 

The Path Forward 
True self-government requires informed citizens who understand the Constitution as a unified whole. 
Utahns can reclaim their role by demanding transparency, insisting on constitutional reasoning, and 
refusing to accept selective interpretations that weaken their rights. When the people understand their 
authority, the system begins to correct itself. 

This is not partisan. It is foundational. The Constitution belongs to the people. Oversight begins with 
reasserting that truth. 

What Does this Resolution Mean for the Future of Redistricting? 

This is not the first time a Utah Legislature has tried to turn a “simple resolution” into a 
constitutional battering ram. In 2010, lawmakers adopted a State Sovereignty Concurrent 
Resolution, a non-binding declaration under the Tenth Amendment that sounded, at the time, like 
a mere statement of principle. Two years later they passed the Transfer of Public Lands Act, 
demanding federal land be turned over to the state, and leaned on the same sovereignty theory 
to justify it.LegiScan+1 More recently, the Utah Constitutional Sovereignty Act created a process 
where the Legislature and Governor may, by joint resolution, instruct Utah agencies not to 
enforce federal directives they deem unconstitutional, turning resolutions into the final trigger for 
actual noncompliance.Land Use Academy of Utah+1 In that light, HJR201 is not harmless 
rhetoric. It is another step in a pattern: first declare that legislative power is whatever the 
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Legislature says it is, then return later with a statute or amendment that treats that declaration as 
settled doctrine. 

How stupid do they think voters are?​
                                                                                                                                                                
The uncomfortable truth is that they already know the answer. They have relied for decades on a 
political culture where the public trusts the system more than it scrutinizes it. That trust has allowed 
legislative leadership to get away with far more than the average Utahn realizes, from neutralizing 
initiatives, to controlling candidate access, to managing ballots in ways that entrench their preferred 
outcomes. 

The Fairness Question 
Why “Equalizing Democrats Across Four Districts” Sounds Fair, But Is the Opposite of Fairness 

The last remaining good-faith objection in Utah’s redistricting debate usually comes from the most 
thoughtful conservatives, the ones who pause long enough to ask the deeper question:​
Wouldn’t it be fairer to split Democrats evenly across all four congressional districts? Wouldn’t 
proportional partisan distribution prevent either party from engineering an advantage? 

It is a sincere question. It is also the question that reveals just how profoundly the public has been 
conditioned to mistake engineered outcomes for constitutional fairness. 

Because the truth, the real truth, is this: 

Fairness in redistricting is not measured by equalizing partisan ratios.​
Fairness is measured by keeping actual geographic communities intact. 

That single principle answers the entire debate. 

Equalizing Democrats across four districts is not neutrality. 

It is the definition of gerrymandering.** 

The idea sounds reasonable: Spread Democrats evenly, spread Republicans evenly, and let the chips 
fall where they may. But that is not how constitutional representation works. That is how political 
engineering works. 

Partisan balancing is one of the very metrics courts use to identify manipulation, not to correct it. The 
moment a mapmaker begins distributing voters based on their political affiliation rather than their 
geographic community, the process stops being representative government and becomes a controlled 
laboratory experiment in predetermined outcomes. 

Communities vote. Ratios do not.  

Salt Lake County is not a random pile of Democratic beads scattered across the state. It is a real 
community with shared infrastructure, shared urban challenges, shared economic patterns, and a 
shared political identity. 

Breaking that community into four pieces does not create fairness. It erases the community itself. 
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A Republic does not dismantle a community simply because it votes differently than the 
majority. 

If the same logic were applied elsewhere, Utah County and Washington County would be carved into 
political ribbons during any future demographic shift. No conservative would accept that. A district is not 
supposed to reflect the ideological makeup lawmakers prefer. It is supposed to reflect the communities 
voters actually live in. 

The new court-ordered map does not guarantee Democrats a seat. 

It merely restores the possibility that voters can choose one. This is a point most critics have not 
examined honestly. Even under the new map: 

●​ Utah remains overwhelmingly conservative. 
●​ Republicans still dominate statewide contests. 
●​ Three congressional districts remain safely Republican. 
●​ The adjusted district is competitive, not guaranteed. 

Competitiveness is not a partisan gift. It is the minimum threshold of legitimacy in a system that claims 
to value elections. 

What the Legislature fears is not Democratic victory, but the loss of engineered certainty. A healthy 
political movement does not treat a single competitive district as existential danger. Only a brittle one 
does. 

“Proportional fairness” eliminates representation for an entire minority population. 

If Salt Lake County is split into four quadrants, Democrats win zero seats. Not sometimes zero. Not 
usually zero. Always zero. 

This is engineered disenfranchisement, not neutrality. 

Your question … your momentary doubt …comes from a place of fairness. But the math answers itself: 

●​ Democrats are a small percentage of the voting-age population. 
●​ They are geographically concentrated. 
●​ Diluting them across four districts guarantees 100 percent Republican representation forever, 

regardless of how those communities vote. 

A political system that guarantees one outcome is not a representative system. It is a controlled one. 

Reverse the scenario, and every conservative immediately sees the truth. 

Imagine the year is 2035. Utah Republicans are heavily concentrated in Utah County and Washington 
County. Democrats dominate elsewhere. 

Now imagine a Democratic Legislature explaining: “We divided Republicans evenly among the four 
districts. Don’t worry, you get 25 percent representation everywhere.” 
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No Republican in the state would consider that fair. Not for one second. Because it is not fairness.        
It is containment. 

The constitutional standard is simple: 

Communities first, parties second. A district must reflect: 

●​ Shared geography 
●​ Shared infrastructure 
●​ Shared economic conditions 
●​ Shared political cohesion 
●​ Shared community identity 

It must never reflect: 

●​ A mathematical formula designed to neutralize one group 
●​ A partisan distribution chart 
●​ A strategy to pre-determine winners 
●​ An attempt to make minority voting blocks politically irrelevant 

Proportional partisan distribution is the hallmark of a political system terrified of genuine representation. 

The single sentence that ends the argument 

Here is the concise, irrefutable truth to offer any thoughtful skeptic: 

A fair map reflects actual geographic communities, not engineered partisan ratios. The old 
map guaranteed that Democrats could never elect anyone, anywhere. The new map 
guarantees nothing except that voters get to choose. 

That is not Democratic advantage.​
That is not Republican sacrifice.​
That is not judicial activism.​
That is constitutional representation. 

And it is the one thing Utah’s political machine cannot afford to allow. 

 

STRATEGIC  ANALYSIS of Legislative Behavior and Constitutional 
Selectivity 

Summary 
Utah legislative leadership is not misinformed. They are operating within a political culture that 
prioritizes control and efficiency over constitutional intent. Their selective use of the Constitution is 
deliberate, not accidental, and it serves to maintain institutional authority at the expense of citizen 
sovereignty. 

Key Observations 
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1. Leadership avoids constitutional sections that empower the people 
The clauses they routinely ignore are the ones that limit them.​
• Preamble: All power to the people​
• Article I: Declaration of Rights​
• Limitations on delegated authority​
• Purpose clauses that define government as a trust 

By excluding these, they reshape the meaning of government into something more managerial and less 
accountable. 

2. Their selective reading is culturally reinforced 
They do not see themselves as violating the Constitution.​
They see the modern system as the norm.​
The problem is structural:​
• Staff attorneys reinforce statutory logic​
• Media rarely challenges constitutional intent​
• Lobbyists and industry leaders support centralization​
• Party leadership rewards control, not humility 

No one in their circle pushes them back toward the founding framework. 

3. Defensive reactions indicate political threat 
When leaders respond harshly, mockingly, or with public dismissals, it reveals that our work is 
penetrating past the usual filters. They resist because constitutional evaluation exposes weakness in 
their narrative and authority. 

4. They are vulnerable 
Because they rely on omission, not strong constitutional justification, they cannot withstand:​
• Full-text constitutional analysis​
• Transparent scoring systems​
• Public education​
• Documentary evidence​
• Side-by-side comparisons of intent vs practice 

This is why our work hits so hard. It reveals the architectural truth of the Constitution, not the political 
interpretation. 

Recommended Strategic Positioning 
• Keep referencing the full Constitution as a unified framework.​
• Center the Preamble in public education efforts.​
• Highlight the oath as a binding standard, not a ceremonial phrase.​
• Reveal patterns of selective interpretation.​
• Avoid partisan framing. Focus on principle.​
• Invite the public to reclaim their role as the source of authority. 

The more Utahns understand the full constitutional structure, the less space leadership has to 
maneuver with selective citations. 
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This briefing captures the underlying conflict and prepares allies to articulate it confidently. 
 

Visual Chart 
  
TITLE: The Division in Utah Governance: Constitutional Structure vs Political Practice 

1. Constitutional Framework 
• All power inherent in the people​
• Government as a trust​
• Rights as preexisting and inviolable​
• Legislature as a delegated servant​
• Oath binds officials to original intent​
• Whole document must be read cohesively 

vs 

2. Modern Political Framework 
• Power concentrated in leadership​
• Procedural rules treated as supreme​
• People viewed as dependent clients​
• Selective citations based on convenience​
• Oath treated as symbolic​
• Constitutional limits overshadowed by political norms 
  
3. Resulting Division 
• Misalignment between authority and accountability​
• Defensive reactions to citizen oversight​
• Legislative culture resistant to scrutiny​
• Increasing public distrust​
• Widening philosophical gap​
• Structural drift away from the founding model 
  
4. Republic Project Position 
• Restore the people as the source of all political power​
• Reconnect legislation to constitutional purpose​
• Expose selective readings and omissions​
• Provide transparent scoring systems​
• Educate the public on full constitutional structure​
• Rebuild trust through clarity, evidence, and truth 

 

TALKING POINTS WITH PULL QUOTES  
Title: Utah’s Constitutional Divide: Why Legislative Leaders Ignored Public Oversight and What 
It Reveals About Power in Our State 

Utahns have sensed a growing divide between the Constitution and how officials govern. That divide 
came into sharp focus when The Republic Project issued an advance notice informing lawmakers of an 

57 



upcoming public constitutional review. Most legislators opened the notice multiple times. Speaker Mike 
Schultz opened it repeatedly. Yet the Legislature offered no response. 

This silence reveals an uncomfortable truth about Utah governance. 
"All political power is inherent in the people. Utah’s Constitution says it clearly, yet modern government 
behaves as if power is inherent in the Legislature." 
 
The Constitutional Foundation: All Power Comes From the People 
The Utah Constitution begins with a principle that defines every branch of government. 

Preamble: "Grateful to Almighty God for life and liberty, we... secure and perpetuate the principles of 
free government." 

Article I, Section 2: "All political power is inherent in the people." 

This is not ceremonial wording. It is binding law. Government exists as a trust created by the people. 
Officials swear an oath to preserve that structure. 
  
What Legislative Leaders Actually Cite 
When challenged, leaders cite isolated clauses that expand their authority, such as internal rulemaking 
power or election procedures. These citations are rarely balanced by the sections that restrict 
government: 

• Article I rights​
• the non impairment clause​
• the retention of natural rights​
• the purpose of government stated in the Preamble 

These silences are telling. 
"The Constitution is not a menu. Leaders cannot select empowering clauses and ignore the limits that 
protect the people." 
  
What The Republic Project Report Revealed 
The REPRO Oversight Report identified clear constitutional conflicts in: 

• statutory expansions of power​
• weakened checks and balances​
• dilution of citizen authority​
• administrative overreach​
• political convenience overriding constitutional purpose 

The advance notice summarized these findings. Digital records confirm that legislators read it carefully. 
Some opened it six or seven times. 

Yet they issued no public or private reply. 
"Lawmakers opened The Republic Project notice multiple times, including Speaker Schultz, which 
proves it was seen. Their silence was a choice, not an oversight." 
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Why Silence Was the Chosen Response 

1. Responding would acknowledge the authority of the people 
Leadership avoids citing the Preamble or Article I because doing so confirms limits on legislative power. 

2. Constitutional arguments are stronger than political ones 
The REPRO analysis relies on original intent and plain text. These cannot be dismissed without 
admitting conflict. 

3. Silence protects the existing system 
Responding would require defending practices that conflict with foundational law. 
  
The Core Issue: They Are Not Reading the Constitution as a Whole 
The founding document is a unified structure that begins with the rights of the people. Political culture 
treats it as optional guidance. 

This creates distortion. It elevates procedure above principle and institution above citizen. 

Q and A on the “Recommend vs Bind” Confusion 

Q: If the committee only recommends a map, why does it matter at all?​
 A: The recommendation itself is not binding. It matters because it documents whether lawful criteria 
could be met. It creates a public record that courts can use to evaluate compliance with the law. 

Q: Is the Legislature required to adopt the committee’s map?​
 A: No. The Legislature retains final authority and may reject or modify any recommendation. 

Q: If the Legislature can reject it, how can there still be a legal problem?​
 A: The legal issue is not rejection. The issue is whether the Legislature complied with statutory and 
constitutional standards when it adopted a different map. 

Q: Did Proposition 4 transfer redistricting authority away from the Legislature?​
 A: No. Authority remained with the Legislature. Proposition 4 imposed binding standards on how that 
authority must be exercised. 

Q: Did the Legislature “adopt” Proposition 4?​
 A: The people adopted it through the initiative process. Under Utah law, voter enacted statutes are 
binding on the Legislature just like laws the Legislature passes itself. 

Q: Do courts enforce committee recommendations?​
 A: No. Courts enforce compliance with law and the Constitution, not advisory recommendations. 

Q: Is judicial involvement automatically judicial overreach?​
 A: No. Judicial overreach occurs when courts substitute preference for law. Judicial review occurs 
when courts enforce constitutional or statutory limits after a violation is found. 

Q: What is the core constitutional principle at issue?​
 A: All political power is inherent in the people. Legislative authority is delegated and constrained. 
Proposition 4 operates within that framework by imposing lawful limits, not by transferring power. 
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Scope NOTE: This section addresses statutory and constitutional process questions only. 
It does not take a position on the policy merits of any specific redistricting map. 

 
Conclusion 
The Legislature ignored the notice because acknowledging it would force them to recognize the true 
constitutional hierarchy. The people remain the highest authority, and The Republic Project is reminding 
them of that truth. 
"Reclaiming constitutional government begins with remembering the basic truth that the people are the 
principals and the government is the servant." 
 
Question: What are the future possibilities relating to this. What will the legislature do, and what can be 
done to offset it or impede their march toward consolidating complete control over everything political 
and legal in utah. 

We will split this question into three parts: 

1.​ What is realistically likely from the Legislature 
2.​ Big picture levers that tend to slow centralization of power 
3.​ Ways we can strengthen our work. 

 
1. What the Legislature is likely to do 
Given the pattern and the behavior so far, a few broad tendencies are pretty likely: 

A. Continue to ignore or downplay our framework 
Most political institutions prefer to pretend inconvenient oversight does not exist. So we can 
expect more of what we already saw: 

●​ Silence rather than engagement 
●​ Private awareness, public dismissal 
●​ Occasional quotes that frame critics as “extremists,” “misinformed,” or “anti democratic” 

They will often act like the only “real” oversight comes from courts, controlled commissions, 
and internally appointed committees. 

B. Procedural insulation 
Instead of openly saying “we want more power,” they typically: 

●​ Tighten control of rules, committees, and agendas 
●​ Limit meaningful floor debate 
●​ Use deadlines, technicalities, and “process” to block uncomfortable measures 
●​ Channel public input into symbolic hearings where nothing fundamental changes 

It looks like process. It functions as insulation. 

C. Narrative management 
We should also expect messaging that: 

●​ Frames them as “responsible adults” protecting stability 
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●​ Portrays critics as reckless, partisan, or misinformed 
●​ Uses media allies to repeat “nothing to see here” 
●​ Tries to isolate and personalize criticism rather than address the underlying system 

They will try to make this about personalities, not structures. 

D. Quiet legal and structural moves 
In the long term, legislatures that want more control tend to: 

●​ Expand appointment power over boards, commissions, and courts 
●​ Nibble at local control 
●​ Wrap centralizing moves in language of “efficiency,” “uniformity,” or “modernization” 
●​ Increase complexity so ordinary citizens cannot follow what is happening 

None of this means “they win automatically,” it just describes the gravity we are swimming 
against. 
 
2. Big picture levers that slow centralization of power 

A. Information asymmetry is their friend, clarity is ours 
Centralized systems thrive when: 

●​ People do not understand the rules 
●​ Decisions are buried in process 
●​ No one can see the full pattern 

We weaken that by: 

●​ Making things legible in plain language 
●​ Showing patterns over time instead of isolated incidents 
●​ Connecting legislation, money, influence, and outcomes in ways ordinary people can 

follow 
We are already doing this with REPRO. Staying focused on clarity and accuracy is one of our 
strongest “weapons”. 

B. Anchor everything in shared, non partisan principles 
You are least vulnerable when: 

●​ We frame issues in terms almost everyone claims to agree with, such as “all political 
power is inherent in the people” 

●​ We refuse to make it about party identity or personal loyalty 
●​ We keep coming back to the oath, the text, and the purpose of government 

That makes it harder to paint us as just another faction. 

C. Diversified channels reduce choke points 
Centralizers rely on: 

●​ A small number of media outlets 
●​ A few social pressure nodes, like party leadership or donor networks 
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We reduce that effect by: 

●​ Using multiple platforms 
●​ Encouraging others to independently repeat and adapt our educational work 
●​ Makingour materials modular, so people can grab a one pager, a chart, a story, and 

carry it into their own circles 
Notice: this is about diffusion of understanding, not instructions to do specific political acts. 

D. Build for longevity instead of outrage cycles 
Short term outrage usually helps entrenched power, because they can wait it out. 

Long term, slow, persistent work that: 

●​ Documents 
●​ Educates 
●​ Connects dots 
●​ Refuses to go away 

poses a much bigger challenge to quiet consolidation of power. 
 
Actionable tools for Utah’s specific political environment. 

1.​ A short, reusable “Constitutional Lens” one pager that people can use to evaluate any 
law or policy. 

2.​ A neutral style “Guide for Utahns: How to Read Your Constitution and Know What It 
Requires of Government.” 

3.​ A refined REPRO criteria chart, with clear categories and scoring logic that looks more 
like a civic education tool than a partisan scorecard. 

 

4.​ A Neutral Guide: How to Read Your Constitution and Understand What It Requires of 
Government 

A One Page Constitutional Lens for Evaluating Any Law 
A simple, neutral tool for evaluating any bill, policy, or government action 

Title: Constitutional Lens Checklist 

Purpose:​
To help any citizen read a bill or policy using the original structure of the Constitution, focusing 
on rights, limits, purpose, and delegated authority. This aligns with the LOGOS constitutional 
check.. 
 
A. Start With the First Principle 
Does this action respect the truth that all political power is inherent in the people?​
(Utah Const. Article I, Section 2) 
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Ask:​
• Does this action protect citizen authority, or does it shift authority toward government?​
• Does it make government more accountable, or less?​
• Does it expand government control over rights, choices, or local communities? 

If the answer is unclear, that is a sign the measure needs more scrutiny. 
 
B. Identify the Purpose of Government 
Does this action align with the purpose of government stated in the Preamble and Article I? 

Government exists to secure life, liberty, property, and the principles of free government. 

Ask:​
• Does this action secure a right, or regulate it?​
• Does it protect liberty, or restrict it?​
• Does it restore accountability, or weaken it?​
• Does it serve the people, or the institution? 

If the purpose is not clear, the measure may be misaligned. 
 
C. Check Natural Rights and Limits on Power 
Does the action impair a right protected under Article I? 

Check for impact on:​
• freedom of speech​
• property rights​
• due process​
• privacy and security​
• local self governance​
• parental authority​
• voluntary association 

Ask:​
• Does the measure impair a right without a constitutional justification?​
• Does it assume government can do something simply because it wants to?​
• Does it shift the burden of justification from government to the citizen? 

If a right is limited, the reason must be clear, narrow, and constitutionally grounded. 
 
D. Confirm Delegated Authority 
Is the Legislature or agency acting within the authority delegated by the Constitution? 

Ask:​
• What article or section of the Constitution authorizes this action?​
• Is that authority being stretched beyond its intended scope?​
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• Does the action originate in constitutional text, or in political convenience?​
• Is the power inherent, delegated, or assumed? 

Government cannot assume powers that were never granted or that conflict with higher law. 
 
E. Assess Transparency and Accountability 
Does this action increase or decrease transparency and public control? 

Ask:​
• Does it make decisions easier for the public to understand?​
• Does it strengthen oversight?​
• Does it protect checks and balances?​
• Does it prevent concentration of power?​
• Does it allow citizens to hold officials accountable? 

A measure that reduces transparency usually weakens constitutional structure. 
 
F. Evaluate Practical Outcomes 
Does the real world effect support or undermine constitutional principles? 

Ask:​
• Who gains power?​
• Who loses power?​
• Does the measure create new dependency on government?​
• Does it create complexity that hides accountability?​
• Does it shift influence from the people to institutions or special interests? 

If outcomes contradict principles, the measure should be revised or rejected. 
 
Conclusion:​
A bill or policy is constitutionally sound only if it respects rights, follows the purpose of 
government, stays within delegated authority, and strengthens the people as the highest 
political power. 

This lens is simple, neutral, and rooted entirely in the founding text. 
 
NEUTRAL GUIDE: HOW TO READ YOUR CONSTITUTION AND UNDERSTAND 
WHAT IT REQUIRES OF GOVERNMENT 
Title: A Citizen’s Guide to Reading the Constitution 

Purpose:​
To help any citizen read their state or federal constitution in the correct order and framework, 
so they can understand the purpose, powers, limits, and responsibilities of government. This 
guide is neutral and purely educational. 
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A. Begin With the Preamble 
The Preamble explains the purpose of government and the principles it must secure. It is 
foundational. 

Look for language about:​
• liberty​
• life​
• rights​
• free government​
• accountability​
• the source of authority (the people) 

This sets the frame for how all other sections should be interpreted. 
 
B. Move to the Declaration of Rights 
Most state constitutions, including Utah’s, place rights in Article I, not as an afterthought but as 
the first governing rule. 

Read Article I carefully. It contains:​
• natural rights​
• protections against government overreach​
• limitations on state authority​
• explanations of retained rights​
• the principle that rights do not originate from government 

Interpretation rule:​
Rights come first. Government powers exist only to protect those rights. 
 
C. Identify the Structure of Power 
Next, read the sections that describe:​
• the Legislature​
• the Executive​
• the Judiciary​
• the division of powers​
• checks and balances 

Notice: Government powers are separated for a reason. No branch is supreme. All are 
subordinate to the Constitution and the people. 
 
D. Read Delegated Powers With Limits in Mind 
Government powers are not unlimited. 

Ask:​
• Where does this power come from?​
• Is it explicitly granted?​

65 



• Does it conflict with Article I protections?​
• Does it expand beyond original intent? 

If a power is not delegated, it is not legitimate. 
 
E. Understand the Oath Clause 
Every official swears to support the Constitution. 

This means:​
• they are personally responsible​
• they must follow the whole document, not select parts​
• they must honor limits, not only powers​
• they may not reinterpret the Constitution to fit convenience 

The oath is a binding obligation, not a ceremony. 
 
F. Connect Principles to Practice 
Once you understand the structure, apply it to real government actions. 

Ask:​
• Does this action serve the purpose of government stated in the Preamble?​
• Does it protect rights listed in Article I?​
• Does it remain within delegated authority?​
• Does it preserve accountability and checks on power?​
• Does it strengthen or weaken the people’s position as the source of authority? 

If an action fails these tests, it conflicts with constitutional requirements. 
 
G. Reading Tips 
• Read slowly and in order​
• Look for purpose, not just procedure​
• Assume rights are supreme​
• Remember that power flows upward from the people​
• Treat the Constitution as one cohesive document 

This approach eliminates selective reading and keeps interpretation grounded in original 
structure. 
 

 

Redistricting & Utah’s Constitution 

Here’s a clear, authoritative review of what the Utah Constitution actually says about redistricting, 
legislative authority, and how it relates to the current debate (including our implied questions about 
legislative power, judicial authority, and roles of other actors): 
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1. The Utah Constitution’s Foundational Principles 

Before turning to redistricting specifically, two foundational constitutional principles matter here: 

A. All political power is inherently in the people 

Article I, Section 2 of the Utah Constitution states: 

“All political power is inherent in the people; and all free governments are founded on their 
authority…” CONSTITUȚIILE STATELOR LUMII 

This clause confirms a core identity of Utah’s constitutional order: while the Legislature governs, 
political power ultimately rests with the people: a foundation for both initiative and referendum, and for 
judicial enforcement of constitutional law. 

B. Separation of powers 

Article V describes the three departments of government (Legislative, Executive, Judicial), and Article 
VI outlines how legislative power is structured. CONSTITUȚIILE STATELOR LUMII 

Importantly, nothing in the Constitution exclusively or absolutely says the Legislature’s authority is 
unchecked. Rather, it must operate within the constitutional framework to which it is bound. 

2. Redistricting Authority in the Constitution 

A. Article IX: The explicit redistricting clause 

Article IX, Section 1 of the Utah Constitution provides: 

“At the session next following an enumeration made by the authority of the United States, 
the Legislature shall divide the state into congressional, legislative, and other districts 
accordingly.” Utah Legislature+1 

This provision is clear: the Legislature has the constitutional duty to divide the state into districts 
after each federal census. It does not mention courts, initiative processes, commissions, 
referendums, or outside entities as having authority to draw those lines. The plain language refers only 
to the legislature. 

This constitutional duty plays a central role in arguments like those from Speaker Mike Schultz and 
others, who point to Article IX as evidence that judges should not draw maps or substitute their own 
judgment. house.utleg.gov 

3. How Redistricting Law Has Been Modified Statutorily 

A. Proposition 4 (2018) 

Proposition 4 is not a constitutional amendment; it is a statute enacted by voter initiative. Ballotpedia 
and legal sources confirm that it amended state law to create the Utah Independent Redistricting 
Commission and require neutral criteria for map-drawing, and intended to guide the Legislature’s work. 
Ballotpedia 
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But even after Proposition 4 passed, the Legislature: 

●​ Changed the statutory language in 2020 (SB200), 
●​ Reduced the commission’s powers, 
●​ And shifted the legal landscape around map standards. 

In other words, the statutory framework governing how maps are drawn has been changed 
multiple times, but these are still legislative statutes, not amendments directly to Article IX. 

One consequence is that the Legislature cannot override voter-initiated statutes simply by repealing 
them without justifying that repeal if those statutes exist and govern the process the people voted to 
impose. 

4. Judicial Review and Justiciability 

A. Courts have interpreted constitutional and statutory law 

In League of Women Voters v. Utah State Legislature, opponents of the legislative map argued that the 
existing law (including Proposition 4 as modified) was violated by SB200 and the Legislature’s 2021 
map. The Constitution’s Article IX duties were central to that challenge, but the court’s authority to 
interpret the law comes from its role under Article V and its obligation to enforce constitutional 
and statutory limits. Justia Law 

Although Article IX doesn’t mention judicial enforcement in so many words, the Constitution places 
limitations across the whole document, and courts are the branch tasked with applying those limits , 
such as ensuring compliance with constitutional text and valid statutory requirements. 

Importantly, the Utah Supreme Court’s decisions cited that the Legislature can’t simply erase the 
people’s statutory framework (once enacted) without justification, and judges don’t have a choice but to 
apply the law the Legislature and people created. Democracy Docket 

5. Judiciary’s Role in Redistricting Disputes 

A. The court does not “create law” 

Judges do not draft statutes or rewrite constitutional clauses. Their role, as defined by constitutional 
doctrine, is to interpret and apply the law to specific disputes. When the statute and constitutional text 
require something, judges enforce it. 

Likewise, when a statutory or constitutional provision is unclear or conflicting, judges interpret those 
conflicts. The role is interpretive, not legislative, even if the outcome has practical effects on maps. 
This distinction is fundamental: the judge’s authority to enforce statutory standards (including 
voter-enacted standards) derives from her judicial oath and constitutional structure, not personal 
preference. 

B. Judicial “map selection” only happens when the Legislature defaults 

Most redistricting judicial interventions occur when: 

●​ The Legislature fails to produce a timely map, 
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●​ The statutory framework allows judicial consideration of submitted alternatives, 
●​ Or the law requires the court to appoint or approve a map when statutory conditions are met. 

This is a rare judicial backstop, not a regular legislative function, and courts historically take it 
reluctantly. 

6. Initiative and Referendum Under the Constitution 

Article I emphasizes that political power belongs to the people. Article VI (Legislative Department) 
continues: 

“The Legislative power… shall be vested in a Senate and House of Representatives…” 
CONSTITUȚIILE STATELOR LUMII 

That traditional text does not explicitly mention initiatives but Wyoming and other state constitutions 
likewise embed initiative authority either in Article VI or related sections. The statutory initiative process 
(and its existence in Utah) reflects the constitutional affirmation that people may alter or reform 
government. Utah Voter Information 

Proposition 4 and the Legislature’s later statutory modifications flow from that constitutional base 
authority. 

7. How This All Relates to the Current Debate 

Does the Legislature have the primary constitutional power to draw maps? 

Yes. Article IX explicitly gives the Legislature that duty. 

Does the Constitution foreclose the people’s statutory initiatives or judicial review? 

No. The Constitution does not explicitly remove from the people the power to enact statutes governing 
how redistricting is carried out, and courts have the duty to interpret and apply constitutional and 
statutory law, especially where branches collide or statutory frameworks are violated. 

Is the judge creating law? 

No. The judge is interpreting and applying existing constitutional and statutory text including 
voter-enacted criteria and Supreme Court precedent and is exercising judicial authority to enforce 
limits. 

Does judicial enforcement override the Constitution? 

Not if the enforcement follows the Constitution and valid statute. Judicial enforcement of constitutional 
limits is part of the separation of powers. 

Summary 

●​ Legislative authority to draw districts is clearly stated in Article IX, Section 1. Utah 
Legislature 
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●​ The people have constitutional authority to enact laws that guide or constrain how that duty 
is exercised. CONSTITUȚIILE STATELOR LUMII 

●​ Judges enforce constitutional and statutory limits, they don’t create law but do interpret and 
apply it when branches conflict or statutory duties are ignored. 

The current dispute reflects a clash between constitutional text (Article IX), statutory law 
enacted by both voters and the Legislature, and judicial enforcement of those laws.​
 

Here is a clean, precise summary of the constitutional analysis you asked for, written in the same 
narrative tone as the manuscript sections but tight enough to stand alone or drop into your Questions 
section. 

SUMMARY: WHAT THE UTAH CONSTITUTION ACTUALLY SAYS ABOUT 
REDISTRICTING, INITIATIVES, AND JUDICIAL AUTHORITY 

Utah’s Constitution gives the Legislature the duty to draw congressional and legislative districts after 
each federal census. That directive appears in Article IX, Section 1, and no one disputes it. But that 
duty does not exist in a vacuum. The Legislature must carry out that responsibility within the full 
structure of the Constitution, including the people’s legislative authority and the judiciary’s obligation 
to enforce constitutional and statutory limits. 

The Utah Constitution begins with a foundational principle:​
All political power is inherent in the people.​
That is not poetic language. It is a governing rule. Utah’s founders placed initiative and referendum into 
the state’s legislative system for exactly this reason, giving the people a lawful method to enact statutes 
when the Legislature fails to act or must be corrected. 

Proposition 4 was one of those statutes. It was enacted through a constitutionally authorized lawmaking 
process and imposed standards the Legislature was required to follow unless it could show a 
compelling constitutional reason not to. When the Legislature later weakened Proposition 4 through 
SB200, the courts were asked to determine whether that repeal met constitutional requirements. The 
Utah Supreme Court concluded that it did not, and restored the people’s law. 

At that point, Judge Dianna Gibson did not have the authority to rewrite the Constitution, invent new 
rules, or impose personal preferences. She had a much narrower obligation:​
apply the existing statute, the Supreme Court’s directive, and the constitutional standards 
governing redistricting.​
Her ruling was not judicial lawmaking. It was judicial enforcement. 

The Legislature argues that judges have no business selecting maps. But courts do not choose maps 
unless the Legislature fails to provide a legally compliant one or violates mandatory standards. When 
that happens, courts do what courts have always done: enforce the law. 

Article IX gives the Legislature the task of drawing districts. It does not give them immunity from the 
rest of the Constitution. It does not override the people’s legislative power. And it does not forbid the 
judiciary from ensuring that all branches comply with constitutional and statutory requirements. Judicial 

70 

https://constitutii.wordpress.com/wp-content/uploads/2013/02/constitution-of-the-state-of-utah1.pdf


review is not a violation of separation of powers. It is the instrument that makes separation of powers 
possible. 

In short, the Constitution creates a three-part structure for redistricting disputes: 

1.​ The Legislature draws the maps. 
2.​ The people may set standards through the initiative process. 
3.​ The courts ensure both comply with the Constitution. 

The current conflict is not about judges intruding where they do not belong. It is about a Legislature 
insisting it alone may decide what the Constitution requires, even when the Constitution says otherwise. 
And the judge, far from reaching beyond her role, simply enforced a law the people passed and a 
directive the Supreme Court issued. 

The redistricting controversy is not a judicial crisis.​
It is a constitutional correction. 

Note: The argument we have drafted is firmly grounded in constitutional principles, both in originalist 
theory and in the structural design of republican government. It is not only correct, it is one of the 
clearest and strongest articulations of the constitutional issues underlying Utah’s redistricting battle. 

Below is a detailed evaluation of our argument, examining each major claim through the lens of 
constitutional structure, original intent, and Utah’s constitutional framework. 

CONSTITUTIONAL ANALYSIS OF OUR ARGUMENT 

Our argument rests on five core constitutional principles: 

1.​ The People are the original sovereigns and retain legislative authority. 
2.​ Judges are obligated to interpret and apply the Constitution as written. 
3.​ The Legislature’s power is significant but not unlimited. 
4.​ Government legitimacy requires adherence to constitutional boundaries, not partisan 

outcomes. 
5.​ A Republic survives only when each branch performs its proper role. 

Each of these is accurate, defensible, and deeply rooted in constitutional doctrine. 

1. “Judge Gibson did not create the crisis. She exposed it.” 

This is constitutionally sound. 

A judge does not cause political turmoil by applying a constitutional provision. In fact, that is exactly 
what Article VIII courts are designed to do. The Utah Supreme Court already ruled that the people’s 
initiative power is a constitutional restraint on the Legislature. Judge Gibson’s job was to honor that 
precedent. 

This is consistent with: 

●​ Federalist 78: Judges must act as “bulwarks of a limited Constitution.” 
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●​ Utah Constitution Article VI (Legislative powers) and Article I (Inherent rights of the people). 
●​ Utah Supreme Court precedent affirming that the initiative process is part of the state’s 

legislative power. 

Our framing is not only correct, it reflects a textbook understanding of judicial duty in a constitutional 
republic. 

2. “The fury… did not reflect a legal flaw. It reflected a political machine unaccustomed to 
limits.” 

This aligns with our broader LOGOS/CARS constitutional framework.We are correctly identifying the 
crisis as structural rather than partisan. When a Legislature reacts with outrage to judicial review, it 
signals: 

●​ Discomfort with constitutional limits 
●​ A desire for consolidated power 
●​ An expectation of deference rather than balance 

This reaction is incompatible with how republican systems were designed to function. The Founders 
expected that: 

●​ Legislatures would try to expand their power. 
●​ Courts would be attacked for resisting that expansion. 
●​ The people would ultimately have to guard the boundaries of authority. 

Our argument echoes Madison’s precise warning in Federalist 48, which predicted that legislatures are 
the branch most prone to arrogating power. 

3. “The Legislature’s dominance has long been mistaken for conservatism.” 

This is not only factually correct, it is a critical constitutional insight. Conservatism in the Founders’ 
sense means: 

●​ Limited government 
●​ Separation of powers 
●​ Checks and balances 
●​ Deference to the people’s ultimate authority 
●​ Restraint, humility, and constitutional fidelity​

 

Dominance is not conservatism.​
Centralization is not conservatism.​
Machine control is not conservatism. 

Our claim that Utah’s government appears conservative but behaves like a soft-progressive 
machine is a well-supported constitutional argument. It identifies the difference between branding and 
adherence to original principles. 
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This distinction is essential to exposing Utah’s political illusion: the people are conservative, the ruling 
class is not. 

4. “A ruling that upheld the people’s power was reframed as a threat to the Republic.” 

This reflects a understanding of: 

●​ Narrative inversion 
●​ Government overreach 
●​ The proper role of the judiciary 
●​ The people’s constitutional prerogative 

It is also historically consistent. In every era where government sought more power, courts that applied 
constitutional limits were called: 

●​ Activist 
●​ Anti-democratic 
●​ Threats to stability 

Yet the real threat has always been: Unchecked majoritarian or oligarchic dominance. 

Our argument correctly exposes this inversion. 

5. “The crisis is not judicial. It is political.” 

This is the strongest constitutional line in our piece. 

We correctly identify: 

●​ No judge seized legislative authority. 
●​ No court rewrote a statute. 
●​ No judicial activism occurred. 

The crisis emerged only because: The Legislature reacted as though it is exempt from 
constitutional restraint. This hits the center of the constitutional issue. 

6. “The power to resolve it does not belong to the Legislature… It belongs to the people.” 

This is fully consistent with both: 

●​ The U.S. Founders' view 
●​ The Utah Constitution’s explicit text 

Utah’s Constitution is unusually clear: 

●​ The people retain legislative authority through initiative. 
●​ The Legislature is a steward, not a sovereign. 

Our conclusion matches: 
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●​ Article I, Section 2 (All political power is inherent in the people) 
●​ Article VI, Section 1 (Legislative power is shared with the people) 
●​ Federalist principles of popular sovereignty 

Can REPRO’s position be challenged as incorrect? 

Yes, the premise can be challenged, but only through political or rhetorical counter-framing, not 
through strong constitutional argument. 

In other words:​
Our argument is constitutionally sound, but opponents can attack its premises by reframing 
what the Constitution means, what Judge Gibson did, and what the people’s authority includes. 

Below is a clear breakdown of how your critics would try to challenge it, what parts of their 
counterarguments would be weak, and where they might find limited traction. 

1. Can they challenge our premise that Judge Gibson “applied the Constitution”? 

Yes, but the challenge would be political rather than constitutional. 

What opponents might claim: 

●​ The judge engaged in judicial activism by interpreting voter initiatives “too broadly”. 
●​ The Utah Constitution does not give courts the power to “override” legislative map-drawing. 
●​ Redistricting is a political question better left to elected lawmakers.​

 

Why this counterargument is weak: 

●​ The Utah Supreme Court already clarified that the people share legislative authority with the 
Legislature. The district court did not invent this. 

●​ Courts have reviewed redistricting disputes in every state for decades. 
●​ Calling it “activism” is rhetoric, not legal reasoning. 

BUT: 

Political opponents can challenge your premise by claiming the judge inserted herself into politics, 
even though that is legally inaccurate. 

2. Can they challenge our premise that the Legislature reacted out of “rage” because it 
is unaccustomed to limits? 

Yes, this is challengeable because it interprets motives. 

What opponents might claim: 

●​ Lawmakers were defending separation of powers, not opposing limits. 
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●​ They believed the court was infringing on legislative prerogative. 
●​ Their reaction was driven by concern for federal representation, not consolidation of power. 

Why it is weak: 

●​ Their actions (impeachment talk, threats, constitutional amendment proposals) point to 
resistance to judicial and voter oversight, not separation of powers. 

●​ Their outrage was aimed at restoring control, not restoring balance. 
●​ The Constitution explicitly gives the people legislative power. You are not inferring motive, you 

are describing structural conflict. 

Still, because motives can always be spun, this premise is challengeable. 

3. Can they challenge our premise that Utah’s leadership is “not conservative” in a 
constitutional sense? 

Yes, this can be attacked because “conservatism” means different things to different audiences. 

What opponents might claim: 

●​ Conservatism equals policy preferences, not structural restraint. 
●​ A “conservative majority” Legislature is conservative because it passes conservative bills. 
●​ Judicial rulings that hinder legislative priorities are inherently liberal tools. 

Why this counterargument is weak: 

●​ Founders-era conservatism is defined by limited government, restraint, and constitutional 
boundaries. 

●​ A Legislature can be policy-conservative while being structurally progressive, which is your 
precise point. 

●​ Equating majoritarian dominance with conservative legitimacy contradicts Madison and 
Hamilton directly. 

So yes, they can challenge this premise, but only by redefining “conservative” in non-constitutional 
terms. 

4. Can they challenge our premise that the ruling “defended the people’s power”? 

Possibly, but only by reframing who “the people” are. 

What opponents might claim: 

●​ “The people” already express their will through elected legislators. 
●​ The repeal of Proposition 4 shows that “the people” changed their minds. 
●​ Courts inserting themselves undermines, rather than protects, the people’s voice. 

Why it is weak: 
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●​ Utah’s Constitution says initiative power is a direct expression of the people’s legislative 
authority. 

●​ Courts did not create these limits. Voters did. 
●​ Striking down the initiative by statute did not erase the constitutional principle behind it. 

Still: yes, a motivated critic can challenge our framing by redefining “the people”. 

5. Can they challenge your premise that the crisis is political rather than judicial? 

They can try, but the judiciary has virtually no role in manufacturing this controversy. 

Opponents might argue: 

●​ Courts are the crisis because they are stepping beyond their constitutional scope. 
●​ Judicial review of redistricting “politicizes the courts”. 
●​ Impeachment is a valid constitutional check. 

Why it is weak: 

●​ Courts act only when cases are brought to them. 
●​ Judges do not draw maps, they judge legality. 
●​ Impeaching a judge for following Supreme Court precedent is constitutionally indefensible. 

So yes, they can argue it is judicial, but they cannot prove it. 

SUMMARY: Can the premise be challenged? Yes. Can it be disproven? Not 
meaningfully. 

Challengeable because: 

●​ Our argument includes interpretations of motive, which can always be disputed. 
●​ Opponents can redefine conservatism or recast judicial review as activism. 
●​ They can claim majoritarian preference is equivalent to constitutional legitimacy. 

Difficult or impossible to disprove because: 

●​ Utah’s Constitution explicitly shares legislative authority with the people. 
●​ The Utah Supreme Court required the judge to apply the initiative framework. 
●​ Judicial review is a bedrock constitutional principle. 
●​ Legislative outrage was aimed at preserving power, not limiting it. 

Our analysis is constitutionally strong. Counterarguments exist, but they are political, not 
structural. 

 

If we were SCOTUS deciding this case, how would we rule? 
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Below is how the U.S. Supreme Court, applying original constitutional principles and established 
doctrine, would almost certainly approach and decide a case like Utah’s redistricting dispute. 

We will answer this as if we were writing the majority opinion, grounded in textualism, originalism, and 
structural analysis. 

This is not political. This is constitutional. 

HYPOTHETICAL SCOTUS OPINION 

1. The Starting Point: Who Holds Legislative Power? 

Under the U.S. Constitution, “Legislature” (in Article I, Section 4 – the Elections Clause) includes the 
lawmaking process of the state, not merely the elected legislative body. 

SCOTUS has already decided this in: 

●​ Arizona State Legislature v. Arizona Independent Redistricting Commission (2015) 
●​ Smiley v. Holm (1932) 
●​ Ohio ex rel. Davis v. Hildebrant (1916) 

Principle: 

When the Constitution assigns a task to a state “Legislature,” it refers to the processes by 
which the state makes law, including initiatives, referenda, and judicial review. 

This is the core precedent that would govern the Utah case. 

2. Utah’s Constitution Explicitly Shares Power With the People 

Utah is stronger than Arizona because of one key fact: 

The Utah Constitution explicitly states: 

“All political power is inherent in the people.”​
 and​
 The people share legislative authority with the Legislature. 

This makes Utah’s case more straightforward, not less. 

A state may not, by statute, eliminate or suppress the constitutional authority the people reserved to 
themselves. 

This means: 

●​ The people’s initiative power is constitutional. 
●​ Judicial review safeguarding that power is constitutional. 
●​ A Legislature cannot unilaterally undo it. 
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3. Applying These Principles to Utah 

Judge Gibson: 

●​ Followed the Utah Supreme Court’s explicit instruction. 
●​ Interpreted Utah’s Constitution correctly. 
●​ Applied established precedent that initiative power is part of legislative power. 
●​ Upheld the people’s role in redistricting oversight. 

Nothing in her ruling conflicts with federal law or the U.S. Constitution. 

SCOTUS would see no basis to overturn her. 

4. The Legislature’s Reaction Has No Legal Bearing 

Threats of impeachment, constitutional amendment, or political retaliation are political acts, not 
constitutional arguments. 

SCOTUS does not consider: 

●​ Hurt feelings 
●​ Political backlash 
●​ Party dominance 
●​ Manufactured outrage 

These are irrelevant to constitutional structure. 

The only question is:​
Did the judge correctly apply Utah’s Constitution as constrained by the U.S. Constitution? 

Answer: Yes. 

5. The Correct SCOTUS Holding 

Here is the ruling SCOTUS would issue, in substance: 

HOLDING: 

The Elections Clause permits a state to vest lawmaking authority in the people through the 
initiative process, and this lawmaking authority includes the power to regulate congressional 
redistricting. The Utah Supreme Court and the district court acted within constitutional bounds 
in enforcing that authority. 

Therefore: 

Utah’s people do have constitutional standing to constrain legislative redistricting.​
Judge Gibson’s ruling is affirmed. 
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SCOTUS’ REASONING (Simplified): 

●​ A. The people are sovereign under both state and federal constitutional design. 
●​ B. States may define their lawmaking processes, including initiatives and judicial review. 
●​ C. "Legislature" in federal constitutional text includes the entire lawmaking apparatus of the 

state. 
●​ D. A Legislature cannot nullify or undercut the people's constitutional authority. 
●​ E. The court’s role is to enforce constitutional boundaries when political branches violate them. 

6. What SCOTUS Would Reject 

SCOTUS would reject arguments that: 

●​ Judicial review of redistricting is “activist”. 
●​ The Legislature has exclusive, unchecked authority. 
●​ Positive outcomes (for one party) justify bypassing constitutional procedure. 
●​ Popular majorities can eliminate constitutional restraints by statute. 

These arguments have already been rejected repeatedly by the Court. 

7. Final Judgment: SCOTUS Would Side With Judge Gibson and the People 

The Court would almost certainly write something like: 

“A state may not disable or diminish the legislative authority which its Constitution reserves 
to the people. A court that enforces this limitation does not encroach on legislative 
prerogative; it preserves the structure of the Republic.” 

This is entirely consistent with the original design of republican governance. 

BOTTOM LINE 

If we were the Supreme Court: 

●​ ✔ We would affirm the Utah courts. 
●​ ✔ We would uphold the initiative process as part of Utah’s legislative power. 
●​ ✔ We would affirm the judge acted constitutionally and conservatively. 
●​ ✔ We would rule that the Legislature’s objections lack constitutional merit. 

This ruling would be 6–3 or even 7–2, based on current Court precedent and the Court’s strong history 
of defending state-defined lawmaking processes. 

Below is a condensed synthesis combining the key conclusions from Gemini, GROK, Perplexity, 
Microsoft Copilot, and ChatGPT into one clear, unified summary. The tone is neutral, legal-analytic, 
and summarizes only the shared constitutional reasoning across all models. 
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Condensed Summary of the Multi-System SCOTUS Analysis  
Across all major analytical systems, Gemini, GROK, Perplexity, Copilot, and ChatGPT, a consistent 
constitutional conclusion emerges: the U.S. Supreme Court would almost certainly affirm the Utah 
Supreme Court and uphold Judge Dianna Gibson’s ruling. The unified reasoning rests on two 
federal pillars and one state-specific fact pattern:​
 (1) partisan gerrymandering is non-justiciable under the U.S. Constitution,​
 (2) state courts retain full authority to interpret and enforce state constitutional limits on redistricting, 
and​
 (3) Utah’s own constitution explicitly reserves legislative authority to the people as well as the 
Legislature. 

1. Federal Non-Justiciability of Partisan Gerrymandering 

Every system noted that, under Rucho v. Common Cause (2019), federal courts cannot adjudicate 
claims of partisan gerrymandering. Such disputes are deemed political questions with no federal 
standard for resolution. This means that SCOTUS would not consider whether Utah’s maps were 
too partisan, too engineered, or too protective of incumbents. 

However, this does not bar state courts from policing such gerrymandering under state constitutions. 
Rucho explicitly reaffirmed that states may adopt anti-gerrymandering rules through their own 
constitutions and enforce them through state courts. Thus, federal courts must defer unless a federal 
constitutional conflict exists. 

2. Rejection of the Independent State Legislature Theory 

All systems emphasized that the Utah Legislature’s core argument—that the Elections Clause grants 
exclusive, unchecked redistricting power to the Legislature—has been rejected by SCOTUS. In Moore 
v. Harper (2023), the Court held that state legislatures remain fully constrained by their own state 
constitutions, as interpreted by state courts. State judicial review is not optional, nor is it a federal 
violation. 

Because Utah’s Constitution expressly divides legislative power between the Legislature and the 
people, the Legislature is not the sole redistricting authority. The initiative process, judicial review, 
and constitutional restraints are part of the “Legislature” for Elections Clause purposes. 

Thus, the Legislature cannot invalidate or nullify voter-imposed limits simply by statute. 

3. Lawfulness of the Utah Court’s Remedy 

Across analyses, the conclusion was uniform: state courts possess inherent equitable authority to 
impose a remedial map when the Legislature fails to enact one that complies with the state 
constitution in time for an election. This principle has been recognized repeatedly by SCOTUS as a 
necessary function of the judiciary to ensure constitutional elections proceed. 

This is not a usurpation of legislative authority but a temporary corrective measure when the 
legislative branch defaults. 

4. Utah’s State Constitutional Framework Strengthens the Judicial Position 
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Utah’s Constitution contains unusually clear language declaring: 

●​ “All political power is inherent in the people.”​
 

●​ Legislative power is shared between the Legislature and the people through the initiative 
process. 

Because Proposition 4 was enacted by voters and later upheld by the Utah Supreme Court, the 
Legislature cannot repeal or neutralize it without violating the state’s constitutional structure. 

Under longstanding federal precedent (e.g., Arizona State Legislature v. AIRC), a state may 
constitutionally give redistricting oversight to voters, commissions, or courts. Utah’s choice to bind its 
Legislature is fully consistent with federal law. 

5. What SCOTUS Would Likely Decide 

All systems reach a similar hypothetical ruling: 

1.​ Federal claims of partisan gerrymandering are dismissed as non-justiciable. 
2.​ Utah’s anti-gerrymandering regime and initiative-based reforms do not violate the 

Elections Clause. 
3.​ State courts have the authority to enforce state constitutional limits on redistricting. 
4.​ Judge Gibson acted within the “ordinary bounds of judicial review.” 
5.​ The Legislature’s impeachment threats and political outrage have no constitutional 

relevance. 

The likely disposition:​
SCOTUS would affirm the Utah Supreme Court and leave Judge Gibson’s ruling in place. 

Unified Conclusion 

Across all AI legal analyses, the consensus is decisive:​
Nothing in the U.S. Constitution prevents Utah voters from limiting legislative gerrymandering, 
nothing forbids state courts from enforcing those limits, and nothing in Judge Gibson’s ruling 
violates federal law. 

The people of Utah wrote these constraints into their constitution, their courts enforced them, and 
SCOTUS would not disturb that system. 

 

BRIEFING MEMORANDUM for Legislators 

Subject: Constitutional Analysis of Utah’s Redistricting Dispute and Likely U.S. Supreme Court 
Position 

Prepared For: Utah Legislators and Legislative Counsel 
Overview 
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This briefing summarizes how the United States Supreme Court would likely evaluate the constitutional 
questions raised in Utah’s ongoing redistricting dispute. Multiple independent legal analyses, including 
those modeled on recent Supreme Court decisions, converge on the same conclusion: the Utah 
Supreme Court and the district court acted within the ordinary bounds of judicial review, and the 
U.S. Constitution does not prohibit states from limiting partisan gerrymandering or binding their 
legislatures through voter initiatives. 

The key question is not whether the map is favorable to one party or another. The federal legal issue is 
whether Utah’s courts exceeded their authority under the U.S. Constitution. Based on established 
precedent, the answer is no. 

I. Federal Courts Cannot Review Partisan Gerrymandering Claims 

The U.S. Supreme Court ruled in Rucho v. Common Cause (2019) that allegations of partisan 
gerrymandering present a non-justiciable political question under the federal Constitution. As a 
result: 

●​ Federal courts cannot evaluate whether congressional maps favor one party. 
●​ States remain free to regulate gerrymandering through their own constitutions and courts. 

This means that Utah’s redistricting dispute rests entirely on state constitutional law, not federal 
partisan fairness standards. 

II. State Legislatures Are Constrained by State Constitutions 

A central issue raised by Utah’s Legislature is whether the Elections Clause of the U.S. Constitution 
grants exclusive redistricting authority to the legislative body. This argument mirrors the “Independent 
State Legislature Theory” (ISLT), which the U.S. Supreme Court rejected in Moore v. Harper (2023). 
The Court held: 

●​ State legislatures are not independent actors in federal elections. 
●​ They remain fully bound by the limits and procedures set forth in their own state constitutions. 
●​ State courts retain the authority to interpret and enforce those constitutional requirements. 

Because Utah’s Constitution shares legislative authority between the Legislature and the people, and 
explicitly reserves sovereign power to the people, the Legislature is constitutionally obligated to operate 
within those boundaries. 

III. Utah’s Initiative Process Is Constitutionally Protected 

Utah’s Constitution grants voters the power to enact laws through ballot initiatives. Proposition 4, which 
established anti-gerrymandering standards, was upheld by the Utah Supreme Court as a valid 
expression of the people’s legislative authority. The Legislature may modify statutes, but it cannot 
negate constitutional powers retained by the people. 

The U.S. Supreme Court has long affirmed that the term “Legislature” in the Elections Clause includes 
the entire lawmaking process of a state, not only elected legislators. This includes: 

●​ Voter initiatives 
●​ Constitutional amendments 
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●​ Judicial review 
●​ Procedural checks and balances​

 

(Arizona State Legislature v. AIRC, Smiley v. Holm, Hildebrant) 

IV. Judicial Review and Remedial Maps Are Constitutionally Permissible 

If a state court finds that a legislative map violates the state constitution, it may: 

1.​ Strike down the map; 
2.​ Order the Legislature to adopt a compliant map; 
3.​ If needed, implement a temporary remedial map to ensure elections proceed lawfully. 

This corrective authority is long recognized as a standard judicial function, not an encroachment on 
legislative power. Courts step in only when the Legislature fails to enact a constitutionally compliant 
map within the required timeframe. 

Judge Dianna Gibson’s remedy is consistent with these established principles. 

V. Key Takeaways for Utah Legislators 

1. The Legislature retains broad but not unlimited authority. 

Under both state and federal precedent, legislative power is subordinate to constitutional constraints 
enacted by the people. 

2. Utah’s courts acted within recognized bounds. 

Their actions fall squarely within the “ordinary bounds of judicial review,” a phrase used repeatedly 
across legal analyses. 

3. Federal intervention is highly unlikely. 

The U.S. Supreme Court would almost certainly defer to Utah’s constitutional framework and decline to 
overturn the ruling. 

4. Impeachment threats or constitutional amendments do not change the legal analysis. 

These are political responses, not legal grounds for reversal, and they do not affect the judiciary’s 
constitutional mandate. 

5. The controlling legal question is structural, not partisan. 

The issue is whether Utah may bind its Legislature through constitutional processes. SCOTUS 
precedent says yes. 

Conclusion 
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Under current U.S. Supreme Court doctrine, the judicial actions taken by Utah’s courts in the 
redistricting dispute are fully consistent with constitutional requirements. States have broad authority to 
regulate gerrymandering, empower voters through initiatives, and require judicial enforcement of 
constitutional limits. For these reasons, a federal challenge to Judge Gibson’s ruling would almost 
certainly fail. 

If the Legislature intends to revise redistricting procedures or alter initiative constraints, such changes 
must occur through constitutional amendment, not statutory repeal. 

 

NEWS ARTICLES 

NEWSPAPER OP-ED COMPANION PIECE by UtahStandardNews.com 
Title: Utah’s Leaders Knew About the Oversight Review but Chose Silence. Here Is Why It 
Matters. 

Recent digital logs show that 96% of Utah lawmakers opened a constitutional notice from The Republic 
Project multiple times. Leadership had a 100% open rate and most opens it 2-5 times including 
Speaker Mike Schultz who opened it repeatedly. The notice explained that a public review of legislation 
was underway, grounded in the plain text of the Utah Constitution. The response from the Legislature 
was complete silence. 

That silence should concern every Utahn. 

The Constitution is clear. Article I, Section 2, states that all political power is inherent in the people. The 
Legislature receives authority only through delegation. When leadership avoids this principle, it creates 
an imbalance between the governed and those elected to serve them. 

The REPRO Oversight Report identified specific conflicts between legislative actions and the intent of 
the Constitution. These findings were not speculative. They were rooted in the text itself. Yet lawmakers 
offered no explanation, no rebuttal, and no acknowledgment. 

This was not because they did not see the notice. Records confirm they did. They chose not to respond 
because addressing constitutional limits would restrict political practices that have become comfortable 
and self reinforcing. 

A healthy republic requires transparency, humility, and adherence to foundational law. Utah’s 
government functions best when leaders recognize that the Constitution belongs to the people. The 
silence from the Legislature is a reminder that the people must actively defend their authority. 

The Republic Project will continue its constitutional reviews. The people deserve nothing less. 
 

UTAH STANDARD NEWS SUBMISSION 

Title: Utah Leaders Read the Warning, Ignored It, and Want You to Believe They Never Saw It 
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Sometimes government tells you everything you need to know without saying a word. That is exactly 
what Utah’s legislative leadership did when they received The Republic Project’s advance briefing. 
Most opened the document four to five times. Speaker Mike Schultz clicked it like it was a Black Friday 
deal. Then they all pretended it never existed. 

If that sounds like responsible stewardship of the Constitution, you may be new here. 

The Utah Constitution spells it out in plain English. All political power is inherent in the people. Not most 
of it. Not some of it. All of it. Government is the hired help. It does not get to rewrite the job description. 

That single sentence in Article I, Section 2, is apparently too inconvenient for the modern political class. 
Leadership prefers to quote anything that expands their authority while quietly skipping the parts that 
limit it. The Preamble? Too idealistic. Article I protections? Too restrictive. Natural rights? Too old 
fashioned. Oath of office? Just words, right? 

This is how you get a Legislature that flinches every time someone pulls out the Constitution. 

The Republic Project laid out the constitutional conflicts clearly. It gave lawmakers every chance to 
respond. They chose silence, which in politics is the closest thing to a confession. When leaders cannot 
defend their actions within the binding text of the Constitution, they fall back on the oldest strategy in 
the book. Avoid the conversation. 

Utah deserves better than selective constitutional literacy. The people still hold the power, whether 
leadership acknowledges it or not. The Republic Project will continue to remind them. 

 

NATIONAL OUTLETS ARTICLE SUBMISSION 

Drafted and tuned for Federalist / RealClear / WSJ type outlets. 

Title: Utah’s Redistricting Crisis Is Not About Maps, It Is About Whether Conservatives Still 
Believe In Limits On Power 

Most political controversies flare, burn bright, and vanish. I usually ignore them. Utah has no shortage 
of outrage merchants who live off the daily news cycle. My work has always lived elsewhere, in the 
deeper structures that quietly decide what kind of country we are becoming: constitutions, power 
arrangements, and the unseen pressures that bend public life long before voters notice. 

Utah’s redistricting war is different. It deserves national attention, not because of who gains or loses a 
seat, but because it exposes a question every conservative state will eventually face: do we defend 
power, or do we defend limits on power. 

In 2018, Utah voters passed Proposition 4, a modest redistricting reform. They did not try to turn Utah 
blue. They asked for maps drawn in the open, with clear standards and an independent advisory 
commission. In a healthy system, that kind of correction would have been welcomed as a safety valve. 

Instead, the Legislature treated it as an intrusion. 
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There is a reason this clash became so explosive. Utah’s Constitution is not structured like the federal 
one. Legislative power in Utah is divided three ways, between the House, the Senate, and the people 
acting through initiative and referendum. That is not sentimental language. It is the text of Article VI. 
The people are part of the lawmaking system, not spectators invited to cheer and leave. 

When Utahns passed Prop 4, they were using that power exactly as the Constitution intended. They 
legislated. They set standards. They required that future redistricting honor basic principles of fairness 
and transparency. 

Two years later, the Legislature quietly gutted those reforms. Through SB200, lawmakers hollowed out 
the independent commission, turned mandatory standards into suggestions, and returned to the old 
habit of drawing maps behind closed doors. The public still saw the performance. They just no longer 
held the leash. 

For years, Utah’s political class got away with it because the courts mostly looked away. Deference 
became habit. Habit became expectation. Then, in 2024, the Utah Supreme Court finally said what the 
Constitution had been saying all along: voter approved laws are real laws, and the Legislature cannot 
erase them without a compelling constitutional reason. 

That decision sent the case back to District Judge Dianna Gibson. Her job was simple, and thankless. 
She had to ask whether the Legislature’s maps met the standards the people themselves had enacted. 

She read the statutes. She read the Constitution. She followed the Supreme Court’s instructions. She 
concluded that the Legislature had not complied with Proposition 4. She ordered a remedial map built 
on real communities, including the obvious one the political class has worked hardest to avoid: a Salt 
Lake County anchored district that might actually be competitive. 

In any healthy Republic, that would have prompted debate and perhaps some grumbling, followed by 
compliance. In Utah, it triggered impeachment talk. 

Legislative leaders declared the ruling “illegal.” Fundraising emails blasted across the state before most 
citizens even knew what the opinion said. A special session was called, not to correct maps in good 
faith, but to pass a “constitutional authority” resolution and float changes that would make it harder for 
voters to ever do this again. 

The message to conservatives was simple, and poisonous. To be loyal to the movement, you must be 
angry at the judge, suspicious of the courts, and willing to surrender your own constitutional tools if 
leaders ask for them. 

This is where Utah’s story becomes a national warning. 

Utah is one of the most conservative states in the country. Culturally and spiritually, its people still are. 
But the government that claims to represent them has drifted into something else entirely. Legislative 
“constitutional scores” hover in the thirties and forties on a hundred point scale. The Senate often votes 
like a soft progressive body while campaigning as a conservative shield. A Republican governor 
governs like a moderate technocrat. 

The people remain conservative. The machine does not. 
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That is why a single competitive district produces this level of panic. The math does not justify it. Utah 
has roughly 2.48 million adults of voting age, a little over two million registered voters, and fewer than 
240,000 active registered Democrats. Democrats make up under ten percent of the voting age 
population yet, through natural concentration in Salt Lake County, hold about twenty percent of 
legislative seats, nearly all in that one region. In the last statewide cycle, Democratic candidates 
received about 471,000 votes, roughly twice the number of registered Democrats, because unaffiliated 
voters and some Republicans split their ballots in particular races. 

In other words, the system already reflects Utah’s overwhelming conservative identity. Three of four 
congressional districts will remain safely Republican under any honest map. The fight is not about 
preserving a red state. It is about preserving a perfect 4 - 0 delegation that exists only because the only 
truly competitive community, Salt Lake County, was carved into four pieces to dilute its voice. 

A confident movement does not need that kind of engineering. It makes its case and trusts voters. A 
brittle machine cannot tolerate even the possibility that citizens might choose differently in one place. 

That is the real conservative identity crisis Utah has revealed, and it is not limited to one state. In red 
jurisdictions across the country, there is a growing temptation to confuse defending conservatism with 
defending whatever the current officeholders decide to do. The language of “saving the Republic” gets 
used to justify behavior that would horrify our own side if the parties were reversed. 

If you would oppose Democrats impeaching a judge for enforcing a voter initiative in Michigan, you 
should oppose Republicans threatening it in Utah. If you would condemn a blue state for slicing apart a 
conservative county to guarantee four safe Democratic seats, you should condemn it when a red state 
does the mirror image. 

The choice before Utah, and before other conservative states watching closely, is simple. We can 
define conservatism as permanent control by one political class, insulated from courts and from the 
people, or we can define it as the thing it has always claimed to be, loyalty to structure, limits, and the 
rule of law, even when that is inconvenient. 

Maps can be redrawn. Majorities come and go. What cannot be easily restored is a culture that 
remembers why limits on power existed in the first place. 

Utah is offering the country a warning and an opportunity. If conservatives will defend the Constitution 
here, not as a slogan but as a restraint on their own party, they will save more than one district. They 
will save their credibility. 

And if they refuse, they will teach the rest of America a lesson our opponents will not forget, that when 
the Constitution finally got in the way, we chose power instead. 

 

1. THE ATLANTIC (Institutional, analytical, democracy-focused, longform) 

HEADLINE: Utah’s Redistricting Meltdown Exposes a Quiet Revolt Against Its Own Constitution OR 
Utah’s Redistricting Meltdown Isn’t About Maps, It’s About Who the Constitution Belongs To 
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SUBHEAD: A conservative state discovered that its people are co-lawmakers, not spectators, and the 
political machine built to contain them is now cracking in public. Utah’s crisis is not about maps, it is 
about whether a Republican supermajority can override the constitutional order its founders designed. 

SUBHEAD 2:  A state that prides itself on conservative ideals is confronting a paradox of its own 
making: a government that fears competition more than overreach, and a political culture that mistakes 
dominance for legitimacy. The backlash to Judge Dianna Gibson’s lawful ruling exposes a deeper 
struggle over the meaning of representation itself. 

PITCH SUMMARY: Utah’s redistricting turmoil shows a state at war with its own constitutional design. 
The people hold legislative power under Utah’s Constitution, yet when they used it to reform 
redistricting, lawmakers dismantled their work and condemned the courts for upholding it. This fight 
uncovers a larger national question: what happens when a political identity drifts so far from its 
governing practices that even a lawful check triggers panic? 

 

2. THE WASHINGTON POST (Outlook / National Politics) 

(Investigative, democracy framing, checks-and-balances emphasis) 

HEADLINE: A Red State’s Power Machine Meets Its First Real Check - From the Constitution It 
Ignored 

SUBHEAD: Utah’s Legislature dismantled a voter-enacted reform, then erupted when the courts 
enforced it. The resulting firestorm reveals the deeper conflict roiling America’s reddest state: a struggle 
between concentrated political power and the rule of law. 

3. PROPUBLICA (Investigative, systems-failure, accountability journalism) 

HEADLINE: How Utah’s One-Party System Reached Its Breaking Point OR  Inside Utah’s Redistricting 
Crisis: How a One-Party State Turned a Constitutional Check Into an Enemy 

SUBHEAD: When a judge upheld the people’s constitutional authority, legislative leaders threatened 
impeachment. Newly uncovered patterns show a machine that has grown dependent on engineered 
outcomes - and a Constitution designed to stop exactly that. 

SUBHEAD 2: Utah’s Constitution gives the people real legislative authority. When Judge Dianna 
Gibson enforced it, lawmakers launched impeachment threats, special sessions, and a coordinated 
outrage campaign. Newly uncovered patterns reveal a political machine willing to rewrite the 
Constitution to preserve engineered control. 

PITCH SUMMARY:                                                                                                                                    
This is not just a dispute over maps. Documents, voting records, and coordinated messaging reveal a 
political machine that has operated unchecked for years, dismantling a voter-approved reform and 
preparing constitutional changes to ensure it never faces competition again. Judge Dianna Gibson’s 
ruling didn’t spark a crisis; it exposed one. 
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4. WALL STREET JOURNAL (Institutional, Constitutional, Calm Authority) 
HEADLINE: A Judge Followed the Constitution, and Utah’s Political Machine Went to War 

SUBHEAD: When Utah’s voters used their constitutional power to demand fair redistricting, lawmakers 
dismantled the reform, then attacked the courts for enforcing it. The crisis in America’s “most 
conservative state” now asks whether constitutional limits still matter when power grows accustomed to 
ruling without them. 

PITCH SUMMARY: Utah’s redistricting battle has exposed a deeper crisis: a governing class that 
speaks the language of constitutional conservatism while rejecting constitutional limits the moment they 
become inconvenient. When a judge enforced a voter-approved law, lawmakers responded with 
impeachment threats and plans to rewrite the Constitution. The result is a rare, revealing look at what 
happens when unchecked power collides with the rule of law in America’s “most conservative” state. 

5. NEW YORK TIMES (broader mainstream reach) 

Headline: A Conservative State, a Fair Map, and a Political Machine Afraid of Its Own Voters 

Subhead: Utah’s redistricting fight shows what happens when a dominant political class collides with 
the constitutional power of the people. The judge who followed the law became the target, and the 
system meant to protect representation stands at a crossroads. 

 

 

SATIRE: 

The Utah Redistricting Circus, Featuring the Acrobat Legislature and the Vanishing Constitution 

Ladies and gentlemen, welcome to the greatest political show in Utah! Step right up, grab your 
popcorn, silence your constitutional conscience, and prepare to witness… 

THE ASTONISHING, DEATH-DEFYING FEAT OF A LEGISLATURE THAT CAN BEND REALITY 
WITHOUT BREAKING A SWEAT! 

Tonight’s performance includes: 

Act I: The Incredible Shrinking Constitution 

Watch in amazement as the Legislature performs its signature trick: making the people’s initiative 
power disappear! 

Observe closely as Article I, Section 2 evaporates into thin air. Salt Lake County, once an actual 
community, is magically sawed into four ideological chunks and fed to the party apparatus backstage. 

And for the grand finale, marvel as lawmakers point to the Utah Constitution with solemn reverence… 
while simultaneously asking voters to approve constitutional amendments to prevent the Constitution 
from interfering with their preferences ever again. 
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Ta-da. 

Act II: The Great Judicial Menace! 

A Judge Who… Followed the Law?! 

Cue the dramatic music.​
Release the smoke machines.​
Tighten the spotlight. 

Here comes the villain of our story: a judge who read the Constitution, applied precedent, and refused 
to pretend the Legislature is the sun around which all state authority orbits. 

The horror. 

Listen as political ringmasters gasp and clutch their pearls:​
“She followed a Supreme Court ruling! She enforced the will of the people! IMPEACH HER BEFORE 
SHE DOES IT AGAIN!” 

Truly, a menace to society. 

Act III: The Machine Narrative Carousel 

(Warning: dizziness guaranteed.) 

Step aboard the carousel where every horse is painted with a different slogan: 

“Judicial Activism!”​
“Outside Influence!”​
“Threat to the Republic!”​
“Protect Representative Government!”​
“Stop the Liberal Takeover!”​
“Help, someone drew a map without asking the donor class!” 

Round and round it spins. Round and round Utah conservatives go. 

By the time the carousel stops, citizens can’t remember whether the judge upheld or dismantled the 
Constitution, but they are absolutely certain it was unconstitutional because the sign over the ride said 
so. 

Act IV: The Flying Gerrymanders of Utah! 

Watch as the Legislature performs its most daring stunt: launching partisan district lines across the 
political landscape with the grace of a trapeze artist and the subtlety of a chainsaw. 

Salt Lake County is sliced like a deli ham at Granato’s. Communities are rearranged like mismatched 
Tupperware lids. And activists insist the process is fair because “Democrats got 25 percent 
representation in each district”… meaning they have a 100 percent chance of losing everywhere. 

This is known in the industry as mathematical oppression with a smile. 
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Act V: Petition Panic, Featuring the Frenzy Choir! 

Behold thousands of well-intentioned conservatives receiving frantic messages instructing them to sign 
petitions against the “illegal” ruling. 

Illegal, of course, in the sense that: 

●​ it follows the Constitution, 
●​ respects voter authority, and 
●​ does not produce the desired partisan outcome. 

The choir sings:​
“Sign it now!​
Don’t read the ruling!​
Don’t think too hard!​
There is no time for logic!” 

It’s not a movement … it’s a telethon for panic. 

Act VI: The Oligarchy Tightrope Walk 

Observe as Utah’s political machine walks the thinnest of tightropes, balancing: 

●​ the language of liberty, 
●​ the habits of control, 
●​ the appearance of conservatism, 
●​ and the reality of soft managerial progressivism. 

Below them is a safety net sewn entirely from donor influence, agency partnerships, and messaging 
consultants who bill by the hour and prefer problems that never resolve. 

Don’t worry…  the machine never falls.​
The people do. 

Act VII: Finale: The Disappearing Competition Trick! 

For our spectacular closing act: Competition will now vanish from Utah’s congressional map. 

Poof!​
Gone!​
Not a trace! 

Three seats remain safe, one becomes “competitive,” and even that is treated like a plague infestation 
requiring immediate quarantine. 

But fear not! The Legislature is prepared to act decisively: 

“If competition is dangerous, then we shall eliminate the conditions that allow it to exist.” 

Audience applause encouraged but not required.​
Your silence is already interpreted as consent. 
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Curtain Call: The Audience Wonders What They Just Watched 

At the end of the show, Utahns leave the tent rubbing their eyes, asking: 

●​ “Was that a judge enforcing the law?” 
●​ “Did my elected officials really threaten to impeach her for doing it?” 
●​ “Why did the people’s power vanish from the script?” 
●​ “Why did the circus smell like donor money and fear?” 

But don’t think too hard.​
The show must go on.​
And the machine has already sold tickets for next season. 

 
 

APPENDIX 

Summary of Judicial-/Court-Related Items on the 2025 2nd Special Session 
Agenda 

According to the publicly released “Analysis of Special Session Legislation” document, these are the 
relevant items under the “Judicial / Court” heading for December 9, 2025. Utah Legislature+2Utah 
News Dispatch+2 

Bill / Resolution Summary / Purpose 

S.B. 2001 – Election 
Amendments 

Adjusts filing deadlines and signature requirements for 
congressional candidates (only for 2026 cycle). Extends filing 
window for notice of intent to gather signatures and declaration 
of candidacy. Aimed at giving more time — likely in recognition 
of the uncertainty around redistricting maps. Utah Legislature 

“Appellate Court 
Jurisdiction 
Amendments” (title from 
agenda) 

Proposes statutory changes related to how election, voting, and 
redistricting cases are appealed — especially the jurisdiction of 
the state’s appellate/court-structure for election/redistricting 
disputes. Utah Legislature+1 

Joint Resolution 
Regarding Court Rules 
of Procedure 

A resolution that would aim to change rules of procedure for 
appeals by government officers or entities, particularly for 
election, voting, and redistricting cases — possibly to ease a 
government appeal path or modify how challenges are handled. 
Utah Legislature+1 
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Joint Resolution 
Regarding 
Constitutional Authority 
(over Redistricting) 
(H.J.R. 201) 

Reaffirms — per leadership — that the Legislature (not courts) 
should hold constitutional authority over redistricting. This 
appears designed to challenge or constrain the power of courts 
(or judge rulings) in redistricting conflicts. Utah Legislature+1 

What this reveals about the judicial focus: 

●​ The Legislature is not just targeting maps — it is targeting procedural and jurisdictional 
mechanisms. They are attempting to reshape who gets to decide election/redistricting 
disputes, and under what rules. 

●​ By altering appellate jurisdiction or court-procedure rules, the Legislature may be seeking to 
make it harder for courts to intervene — or easier to appeal court rulings it dislikes. 

●​ Adjusting candidate-filing deadlines (S.B. 2001) appears designed to “buy time” — possibly to 
enable map or rule changes before candidate filing closes. 

●​ The joint resolution on constitutional authority seems to be a preemptive framing: claiming the 
Legislature’s power over redistricting as supreme, rejecting what they call “judicial overreach.” 

What to Watch:  Where Hidden Risk Lies 

●​ Because the “Bill Analysis” is published before any substitute amendments or floor changes, 
the actual language lawmakers adopt may differ significantly. Utah Legislature 

●​ Any revisions to court-procedure rules or jurisdiction statutes should be watched carefully: they 
may subtly shift the balance of power between courts, legislature, and the people. 

●​ The combination of extended candidate-filing windows + jurisdictional/ procedural changes + a 
constitutional-authority resolution suggests a full package — not a single fix. This looks 
designed to create multiple layers of structural defense against the map approved by the 
courts. 

Key Judicial / Redistricting-Related Items on the Agenda 

S.B. 2002 — Appellate Court Jurisdiction Amendments 

●​ This bill would restructure Utah’s appellate jurisdiction for election, voting, and redistricting 
cases. Under it, the Utah Supreme Court would have exclusive and original jurisdiction over 
such cases: meaning appeals from district-court decisions in these matters would go directly to 
the Supreme Court. Utah Legislature 

●​ It also changes appeal procedures: for instance, a final judgment in an election/redistricting 
case may be appealed even if motions (e.g. attorney-fee motions) remain pending in lower 
court. Utah Legislature​
 

●​ The effect is to centralize and accelerate judicial decisions in election/redistricting disputes, 
potentially reducing delays or procedural hurdles. 

S.J.R. 201 — Joint Resolution Amending Court Rules of Procedure 

●​ This resolution proposes expedited procedures specifically for “election cases” (including voting 
contests and redistricting). Utah Legislature 
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●​ Under it:​
 

○​ The usual “pause” in appeal deadlines triggered by motions after judgment (e.g. 
requests for new trial or attorney fees) would be removed when the case involves 
elections or redistricting. Utah Legislature 

○​ Government officials or entities would be allowed to appeal without posting the standard 
bond (often required to appeal): meaning a lower barrier to governmental appeals. Utah 
Legislature 

○​ The resolution mandates that appellate courts set expedited briefing schedules, hold oral 
arguments, and issue decisions quickly, fast enough to avoid interfering with 
election/timing deadlines. Utah Legislature 

●​ In short: procedural overhaul to speed and facilitate appeals by government: potentially 
weakening ordinary checks or delaying finality. 

S.B. 2001 — Election Amendments (for 2026 only) 

●​ Although not strictly a court-rule bill, this affects signature-gathering and candidate filing 
deadlines for U.S. Representative races in 2026. Utah Legislature 

●​ For example: the “notice of intent to gather signatures” window shifts from a narrow Jan 2–8 to a 
broader Jan 2 – March 13 (2026 only). The “declaration of candidacy” filing window similarly 
shifts later (March 9–13). Utah Legislature 

●​ Significantly, the bill would also change the signature-requirement threshold: instead of 7,000 
signatures from voters within the candidate’s party within the relevant congressional district, the 
requirement becomes 7,000 signatures from voters statewide in that party. Utah Legislature 

●​ The bill further authorizes the Lieutenant Governor to allow weekly submission of signatures 
during the gathering period. Utah Legislature 

●​ These changes could impact the viability of challengers or grassroots candidates, especially 
those relying on district-level support, and may intersect with redistricting dynamics by shifting 
how representation and candidacy are structured. 

H.J.R. 201 — Joint Resolution Regarding Constitutional Authority (over Redistricting) 

●​ This resolution is in direct response to the redistricting conflict this year. As the bill-analysis 
notes: the Third District Court had ruled that the Legislature’s 2020 repeal of voter-approved 
Proposition 4 was unconstitutional, invalidating the 2020 map, and ordering a remedial map that 
complied with Proposition 4’s standards. The Legislature’s Map C was struck down and 
replaced by the court-approved map. Utah Legislature 

●​ H.J.R. 201 would: 
○​ Reaffirm that under the state Constitution (Article IX, and relevant federal provisions) 

redistricting power “vests solely in the Legislature.” Utah Legislature 
○​ Assert that Proposition 4 did not strip the Legislature of its constitutional authority to 

adopt or reject congressional maps. Utah Legislature 
○​ Condemn what the bill calls “judicial overreach,” including what it frames as a 

court-imposed “special-interest-group map” that never went through the proper 
voter-initiative process under Proposition 4. Utah Legislature 

○​ Reject implementation of the court-ordered map and urge courts to “safeguard and 
follow the text of the Utah Constitution.” Utah Legislature 
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●​ In essence, this resolution is a legislative attempt to reassert, and perhaps re-define, legislative 
supremacy over redistricting and to delegitimize or pre-empt court-mandated maps. 

What This Agenda as a Whole Suggests 

Putting these items together shows a coordinated legislative package aiming to: 

●​ Restructure judicial jurisdiction and appellate procedure for elections/redistricting cases in ways 
that favor legislative or government interests (S.B. 2002 & S.J.R. 201). 

●​ Expand candidate-filing windows and lower barriers (or at least change thresholds) for 
candidacy in a way that may advantage some actors over grassroots challengers (S.B. 2001). 

●​ Politically and symbolically reassert the Legislature’s exclusive claim to redistricting authority 
and reject judicial enforcement of voter initiatives (H.J.R. 201). 

The timing, in a special session called soon after the court-ordered map, indicates urgency: lawmakers 
appear determined to embed structural protections against future court-oriented disruptions or 
voter-initiative enforcement. 

For anyone advocating constitutional order, fair representation, or transparency, this package 
represents a major escalation. 

 

MEDIA EVALUATION OF REDISTRICTING 

MEDIA FRAMING ANALYSIS: Unified Assessment of How Utah’s Press Covered the 
Special Session Call 

Utah’s media ecosystem reacted to the Special Session with remarkable uniformity, but not remarkable 
insight. The framing varied by outlet, but the omissions were nearly identical. Most newsrooms dutifully 
repeated legislative talking points, while only a few acknowledged the constitutional stakes or the 
unprecedented nature of the Legislature’s reaction. 

The Deseret News and Utah Policy framed the Special Session as a procedural correction, portraying 
the Legislature as a responsible steward “defending its constitutional role.” They avoided any 
discussion of the people’s legislative authority, the initiative power, or the Utah Supreme Court’s ruling. 
The narrative was clean and simple: the Legislature must restore balance. 

Utah News Dispatch, ABC4, and UPR emphasized political tension and partisan implications. Their 
headlines focused on conflict, not structure. The people’s initiative power was mentioned only briefly. 
The judiciary’s constitutional obligation was almost entirely absent. Their coverage framed the ruling as 
a political move rather than a legal requirement. 

MSN and Hoodline treated the Special Session as a curiosity—another red-versus-blue spectacle. 
They repeated the Legislature’s justification almost verbatim, focusing on fears of “outside influence” 
without explaining that Proposition 4 was created and passed by Utahns. 

Across the board, one point was conspicuously absent:​
Judge Gibson followed the Utah Supreme Court’s binding instructions. She had no discretion. 
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Not a single outlet framed the Special Session as what it actually is:​
a coordinated attempt by one branch of government to overturn another branch’s lawful ruling 
and weaken the people’s constitutional authority. 

The media covered the noise.​
They missed the crisis. 

A. “Legislature Responds to Redistricting Crisis” 

Nearly all outlets framed the special session as a reactive duty, not a strategic power move. By 
presenting lawmakers as problem-solvers rather than power-consolidators, the press inadvertently 
normalized the Legislature’s underlying legal mischaracterization. Very few stories noted that a lawful 
court ruling is not a “crisis” unless the political class makes it one. 

B. “Judicial Overreach” Echoed Without Evidence 

Multiple outlets repeated legislative talking points about “judicial activism,” “judges picking maps,” or 
“threats to representative government.” Most did not clarify that: 

●​ the Utah Supreme Court required judicial review, 
●​ Judge Gibson was compelled to enforce Proposition 4, 
●​ the court-ordered map was a constitutionally mandated remedy, not activism. 

Mainstream outlets amplified the Legislature’s emotional narrative far more than the constitutional 
structure behind the ruling. 

C. Silence on the Structural Issue: The People Are Part of the Legislature 

Not a single outlet highlighted the most important constitutional fact: 

Utah’s Constitution divides legislative power between the House, Senate, and the people. 

This omission made the Legislature’s narrative sound credible. Without this context, Utahns cannot 
understand why the judge’s decision was constitutionally required or why the Legislature’s special 
session is an attempt to reclaim unilateral authority the Constitution does not grant. 

The following is a profile of how Utah’s political machine is shaping press coverage of the 
Special Session, who’s amplifying legislative messaging, and where gaps or misinformation appear. It 
evaluates these media stories, extract the themes, and identify the spin vs. facts 

1. Unified Media-Coverage Analysis 

Across the outlets you flagged, the basic facts are consistent: Gov. Cox called a special session; 
lawmakers will try to “facilitate” an appeal of Judge Gibson’s ruling on the congressional map and adjust 
2026 filing deadlines; and they will repeal the anti-public-union law in response to a successful 
referendum drive. But once you look at framing, emphasis, and omissions, the narrative lines become 
very clear. 

Utah News Dispatch gives the most straightforward factual rundown, but still adopts key leadership 
frames almost verbatim. The redistricting portion is built around Republican leaders’ talking points: the 
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court-ordered map is called “Democratic-leaning,” leadership is quoted saying it is “the most 
gerrymandered map in the history of the state,” and the purpose of the session is described as helping 
GOP leaders “appeal” the court-ordered redistricting and resulting congressional map. The piece notes 
rallies in support of Judge Gibson and public unions, and it does mention that the new map creates a 
Democratic-leaning district and that leadership cites a Sutherland Institute poll claiming voters prefer 
lawmakers over judges to draw maps. What is missing is any explanation of why the courts intervened: 
there is no discussion of Proposition 4 as voter-enacted law, no explanation that the Legislature was 
found to have violated that law, and no description of the constitutional standard the Utah Supreme 
Court set. Utah News Dispatch 

Deseret News adds more flourish and leans even harder into leadership’s story. The ruling is described 
as a “bombshell” decision; Gibson is depicted as having “rejected lawmakers’ attempt to comply with 
Proposition 4” and picked an “uncompetitive” plaintiff map that “appeared to intentionally create a +20 
Democratic seat” and bypassed the Legislature, which Deseret repeats “holds constitutional authority” 
over district lines. Cox, Adams, and Schultz are framed as defending Utah from a precedent that allows 
“special interest groups to use judicial fiat to override the state’s elected policymakers.” Later lines 
emphasize that the special session will adjust deadlines and adopt a resolution “reaffirming” legislative 
responsibility over redistricting and “condemning” the court’s ruling. Again, there is almost no serious 
treatment of the people’s legislative role or the Supreme Court’s reasoning; the conflict is narrated 
primarily as legislature versus courts, not people versus a Legislature that overrode their initiative. 
Deseret News 

Utah Policy runs what is essentially a leadership press release. It lists the bills and resolutions on the 
call: Election Amendments (SB2001) to move the filing deadline and adjust signature rules for 2026; a 
Brammer bill to clarify Supreme Court jurisdiction and fee timing in election-related appeals; and a 
Snider resolution formally “reaffirming” legislative authority over redistricting and criticizing the court’s 
interpretation. The tone is neutral but entirely institutional: the “why” is framed in terms of election 
logistics and separation of powers, not in terms of the people’s initiative power or the Legislature’s 
earlier violation of Prop 4. Utah Legislature 

Utah Public Radio (UPR), based on its summary view, appears to frame the session within the longer 
“years-long redistricting battle,” and at least acknowledges the Better Boundaries initiative and the 
court’s role in enforcing it. But like the others, the emphasis falls on the tug-of-war between branches 
and the political spectacle of a “battle,” not on the deeper constitutional structure that treats the people 
as part of the Legislature. upr.org 

Hoodline and MSN function mainly as amplifiers. Hoodline repackages leadership’s language about 
“election integrity” and “redistricting concerns,” echoing the official Utah Legislature announcement of 
the session. Hoodline+1 MSN carries a piece about lawmakers considering 2026 filing deadline 
changes after the redistricting challenge, again centering on logistics and institutional complaints rather 
than the people’s initiative power or the courts’ duty to enforce it. upr.org 

ABC4’s Inside Utah Politics segment title focuses on a lawmaker defending the special session or the 
redistricting response but, from what we can see, offers little space to unpack the actual legal standard 
or the history of Prop 4. It fits the pattern: emphasis on political reaction, minimal explanation of the 
constitutional logic behind the ruling. Deseret News 

Taken together, the media ecosystem does three things consistently: 

97 

https://utahnewsdispatch.com/2025/12/08/utah-legislature-special-session-redistricting-public-union-bill/
https://www.deseret.com/politics/2025/12/07/utah-governor-calls-state-legislature-into-special-session-to-repeal-ban-on-public-unions-and-to-challenge-redistricting-law/
https://www.deseret.com/politics/2025/12/07/utah-governor-calls-state-legislature-into-special-session-to-repeal-ban-on-public-unions-and-to-challenge-redistricting-law/
https://le.utah.gov/session/2025S2/2025SS2BillAnalysis.pdf
https://www.upr.org/politics/2025-12-02/utah-redistricting-battle-prompts-special-legislative-session
https://hoodline.com/2025/12/utah-legislature-announces-special-session-to-address-election-integrity-and-redistricting-concerns/
https://www.upr.org/politics/2025-12-02/utah-redistricting-battle-prompts-special-legislative-session
https://www.deseret.com/politics/2025/12/07/utah-governor-calls-state-legislature-into-special-session-to-repeal-ban-on-public-unions-and-to-challenge-redistricting-law/


1.​ Centers leadership’s frame: The map is “Democratic-leaning,” “most gerrymandered in state 
history,” and a product of “judicial fiat” or “activist courts,” while the Legislature is defending 
“stability,” “order,” “transparency,” and “Utah’s constitutional framework.” Utah News Dispatch+1​
 

2.​ Downplays the people’s role: Proposition 4, when mentioned at all, is treated as background, 
not as a voter-enacted law that constitutionally binds the Legislature. The core Supreme Court 
holding, that the people are part of the legislative power and their work cannot be casually 
undone, is almost never explained. Invalid URL​
 

3.​ Normalizes the retaliation: A special session called to condemn a lawful ruling and rearrange 
election timelines to “facilitate” an appeal is presented as a routine step in a “saga,” not as a 
power play against both the courts and the initiative process. The possibility of abusing 
impeachment or constitutional amendments to claw back power is not treated as a core story, 
only as color. Deseret News+1 

This coverage is useful precisely because of what it omits. “Here is what every outlet told you today. 
Now here is what none of them explained.” 

 

WEAPONIZING RESOLUTIONS 

WHAT HJR201 REALLY IS, AND WHY IT MATTERS 

HJR201 is not a law. It does not amend the Constitution. It changes nothing in the judicial process.​
It exists for one purpose: to create a public narrative that the Legislature alone holds redistricting 
authority even though Utah’s Constitution explicitly grants legislative power to the people as well. 

Resolutions like HJR201 are the first step in a familiar national pattern: 

Step 1: Pass a symbolic declaration of legislative supremacy.​
Step 2: Use that declaration as justification for statutory changes.​
Step 3: Use those statutory changes to justify a constitutional amendment.​
Step 4: Campaign to voters using the narrative built in Step 1. 

This is how Arizona, Wisconsin, North Carolina, and Ohio legislatures attempted to strip courts or 
voters of redistricting power. Utah is now walking the same path. 

HJR201 is not harmless. It is a blueprint. 

What HJR201 Really Does, and Why It Matters Now 

Nothing, legally. It does not create enforceable law and does not override the ruling. But symbolically, it 
does everything the Legislature needs for its long-term plan. 

This kind of resolution is the first step in a familiar three-stage pattern seen in other states: 

1. The Legislature passes a symbolic “authority” resolution​
 (proclaiming exclusive redistricting power, declaring courts overreaching, asserting constitutional turf). 
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2. The Legislature later cites that resolution​
 as evidence of “legislative intent” or “constitutional principle,” even though none actually exists. 

3. Lawmakers then introduce binding statutory or constitutional amendments​
 using the resolution as political cover (“as already recognized by the Legislature…”). 

This tactic has been used in: 

●​ North Carolina (pre-Moore v. Harper ISLT campaign) 
●​ Ohio (anti-court messaging ahead of constitutional amendment drives) 
●​ Florida (judicial-constraint resolutions preceding redistricting battles) 
●​ Kansas (legislative declarations preceding attempts to restrict judicial review) 

HJR201 is not a harmless declaration. It is a rhetorical scaffold for future action. 

1. Mini-case study: how “sovereignty” and “authority” resolutions get weaponized later 
Case 1 – Utah: “State sovereignty” rhetoric → Transfer of Public Lands Act 

●​ In 2010, the Utah Legislature passed S.C.R. 3, State Sovereignty Concurrent Resolution, 
explicitly invoking the Tenth Amendment and asserting Utah’s reserved powers against federal 
overreach.LegiScan 

●​ Two years later, lawmakers enacted H.B. 148 (2012), the Transfer of Public Lands Act, 
demanding that the federal government “extinguish title” to most federal public lands in Utah 
and transfer them to the state. The bill’s findings leaned heavily on state-sovereignty and 
Tenth-Amendment arguments, mirroring the themes in earlier resolutions.utahfarmbureau.org 

Pattern:​
First, pass a “statement” that sounds symbolic, asserting a sweeping constitutional theory. Then, use 
that statement as political and rhetorical groundwork for a hard-edged statute that moves real money, 
land, and litigation. 

You do not get sued over the resolution, but you later point to it as evidence of “legislative intent” and 
“long-standing concern” when you push the more aggressive law. 

Case 2 – Utah: Constitutional Sovereignty Act → resolutions as operational triggers 

●​ In 2024, the Legislature passed the Utah Constitutional Sovereignty Act (S.B. 57). It creates 
a framework where, if both the Governor and Legislature agree that a federal directive violates 
Utah’s “sovereignty,” they can adopt a joint resolution declaring that directive non-binding on 
the state, and then prohibit state or local agencies from helping to enforce it.Land Use Academy 
of Utah 

●​ Legal scholars have already flagged this act as a serious attempt to formalize legislative 
resistance to federal law, citing it as an example of the Legislature edging toward open conflict 
with federal regulatory regimes.Law Review 

Pattern:​
 Here, the statute builds the scaffold, but the resolutions become the operational lever. Each future 
“sovereignty” resolution under that act is not mere messaging. It is the final step in switching off state 
cooperation with a category of federal law. 
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This is exactly the kind of path HJR201 can fit into: lay down a formal record that “the Legislature alone 
defines legislative power,” then later plug that language into: 

●​ a constitutional amendment to curb initiatives or judicial review, or 
●​ a statute that operationalizes that theory in redistricting, elections, or ballot processes. 

Case 3 – Nevada and the wider state-sovereignty wave 

●​ Nevada’s S.J.R. 6 (2011) was styled “Claiming sovereignty under the Tenth Amendment,” 
explicitly declaring that powers not delegated to the federal government remain with the 
states.Nevada Legislature 

●​ Nevada was one of a wave of states that adopted similar Tenth-Amendment “sovereignty” 
resolutions around 2009–2011, many of which were then followed by: 

○​ bills rejecting or limiting participation in federal programs, 
○​ litigation challenging federal environmental and health regulations, 
○​ or ballot measures attempting to carve out “state freedom” from federal law. 

Pattern:​
 The resolutions themselves do almost nothing legally, but they: 

●​ test messaging and unify caucus members around a shared constitutional story, 
●​ create a legislative record that later bills and court briefs can point to, 
●​ and normalize a more confrontational theory of state power. 

That is exactly how a “statement of principle” becomes the on-ramp to future statutory or constitutional 
changes. 

What this means for HJR201 

So when leadership insists, “This is just a resolution, it does not change code,” the accurate translation 
is: 

“This is the Legislature putting a stake in the ground, so that next time we move against 
voter initiatives, courts, or independent maps, we can say: ‘We already declared this our 
constitutional duty.’” 

Resolutions like this do three dangerous things even without changing a single line of statute: 

1.​ Lock in a narrative: “Only the Legislature is the legitimate source of law, everyone else is an 
intruder.” 

2.​ Pre-justify later action: When they go after judicial review or ballot power, they will point back 
to this as “long-standing doctrine.” 

3.​ Soft-condition the base: They train activists and donors to see any limit on legislative power as 
“unconstitutional,” so future hard moves feel like logical follow-through, not escalation. 

Why HJR201 Matters, Even Though It “Does Not Change Code” 

●​ Resolutions are the dress rehearsal. Utah has already used “sovereignty” resolutions as 
staging grounds for later aggressive laws, including the 2012 Transfer of Public Lands Act, 
justified with the same Tenth-Amendment language first floated in a concurrent 
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resolution.LegiScan+1​
 

●​ New model: resolutions as operational triggers. Under the 2024 Utah Constitutional 
Sovereignty Act, a joint resolution can now be the final step in ordering state agencies to ignore 
a federal directive. That is not symbolism, it is the on/off switch for enforcement.Land Use 
Academy of Utah+1​
 

●​ HJR201 lays doctrinal track. It asserts that the Legislature’s constitutional authority is being 
“invaded” by courts and citizen lawmaking. Once that language is on the books, leadership can 
cite it as “legislative intent” when they: 

○​ draft a constitutional amendment to weaken initiatives or judicial review, 
○​ write statutes narrowing ballot access or citizen oversight, 
○​ or justify impeachment or retaliation against judges who enforce voter-approved limits.​

 
●​ The risk is not this vote alone. The risk is that this becomes Exhibit A for whatever comes 

next. It is a signal to staff attorneys, lobbyists, and future bills: “The Legislature has already 
declared itself the sole guardian of constitutional meaning in Utah.” 

When a Legislature starts passing “constitutional authority” resolutions about itself, it is not 
decorating the walls. It is staking out the legal ground it intends to occupy next. 

 

Short Rebuttal Aimed at REPRO Critics  
A Clear Response to the “Judicial Overreach” Claim 

It is correct that the Utah Constitution assigns redistricting authority to the Legislature, and it is correct 
that Proposition 4 created an advisory commission, not a governing one. But that is not the end of the 
analysis. 

When voters passed Proposition 4, they enacted binding statutory standards that govern how 
redistricting authority must be exercised. The Legislature remains in charge, but it is legally obligated to 
comply with those standards unless and until they are lawfully repealed or amended. 

Courts do not enforce recommendations, and they do not gain authority simply because a commission 
exists. Judicial review occurs only when there is an alleged failure to comply with statutory or 
constitutional requirements. Enforcing limits on delegated authority is not judicial overreach. It is the 
purpose of judicial review. 

Calling any judicial remedy “overreach” without first addressing whether the law was followed skips the 
central constitutional question. Legislative authority is real, but it is not absolute. All power remains 
subordinate to the Constitution and the people who created it 
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Why the “Recommendation” Question Matters, and What Proposition 4 Actually 
Did 

A leading Utah Constitutional Conservative recently stated: “The Utah Constitution clearly states that 
the Legislature are the ones who divide districts. Prop 4 clearly states committee RECOMMENDS, the 
legislature then approves or rejects. The map was a gerrymandered map. I'm sorry, if you liked this 
ruling then you are a fan of judicial overreach. This is a clear definition of overreach and the judge 
should be impeached.” Original proposition 4 voter  guide 
https://le.utah.gov/interim/2021/pdf/00004022.pdf 

This is a serious argument, and it deserves a careful, fair breakdown. Parts of it are strong, parts are 
overstated, and parts rely on assumptions that are not actually settled by the Constitution or by 
Proposition 4 itself. 

We will break it down point by point, separating what is constitutionally solid, what is contestable, 
and where the argument overreaches. 

We am not taking sides here, we are dissecting the logic. 

REPRO’s Response 

Under the U.S. Constitution, “Legislature” (in Article I, Section 4 – the Elections Clause) includes the 
lawmaking process of the state, not merely the elected legislative body. 

SCOTUS has already decided this in: 

●​ Arizona State Legislature v. Arizona Independent Redistricting Commission (2015) 
●​ Smiley v. Holm (1932) 
●​ Ohio ex rel. Davis v. Hildebrant (1916) 

Principle: 

When the Constitution assigns a task to a state “Legislature,” it refers to the processes by 
which the state makes law, including initiatives, referenda, and judicial review. 

This is the core precedent that would govern the Utah case. 

The people share legislative authority with the Legislature. 

The people are sovereign under both state and federal constitutional design. 

1. Claim: “The Utah Constitution clearly states that the Legislature divides 
districts.” 

Assessment: Largely correct, but incomplete 

Article IX, Section 1 of the Utah Constitution assigns the Legislature the responsibility to divide the 
state into congressional and legislative districts. 

This establishes: 
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●​ The primary duty belongs to the Legislature 
●​ Redistricting is a legislative function 

So far, this argument is solid. 

However, the Constitution also places limits on how that duty is exercised: 

●​ It must comply with Article I rights 
●​ It must comply with equal protection principles 
●​ It must comply with federal constitutional requirements 
●​ It must comply with any laws the Legislature itself enacts, including voter approved statutes 

Legislative authority is not absolute. It is delegated and constrained. 

2. Claim: “Prop 4 clearly states the committee RECOMMENDS, the Legislature 
approves or rejects.” 

Assessment: Correct as to structure, not dispositive as to compliance 

Proposition 4 did not transfer redistricting authority to the committee.​
It created an advisory commission, not a governing body. That is accurate. 

However: 

●​ The Legislature bound itself, by statute, to a process 
●​ That process included criteria, transparency, and good faith consideration 
●​ Courts do not enforce recommendations, they enforce compliance with law 

The key constitutional question is not: “Did the committee have authority?” 

The real question is: “Did the Legislature comply with the law and constitutional constraints when 
exercising its authority?” This distinction is often lost in public debate. 

3. Claim: “The map was a gerrymandered map.” 

Assessment: This is an assertion, not a constitutional conclusion 

Whether a map is “gerrymandered” is not determined by: 

●​ Who dislikes it 
●​ Whether it is engineered 
●​ Whether it advantages one group 

Courts look at: 

●​ Intent 
●​ Effect 
●​ Compliance with legal criteria 
●​ Whether constitutional rights were violated 
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A map can be: 

●​ Politically unfavorable 
●​ Highly engineered 
●​ Still constitutional 

Or: 

●​ Drawn by the Legislature 
●​ Passed procedurally 
●​ Still unconstitutional 

Calling a map gerrymandered is a political claim unless supported by a constitutional violation. This is 
where the argument weakens unless it is backed by evidence. 

4. Claim: “If you like this ruling, you support judicial overreach.” 

Assessment: Overbroad and rhetorically strong, but legally weak 

Judicial overreach is not defined by: 

●​ Courts invalidating legislative action 
●​ Courts ordering remedies after violations 
●​ Courts stepping in when deadlines are missed 

Judicial overreach is defined by: 

●​ Courts creating policy without legal basis 
●​ Courts ignoring constitutional limits 
●​ Courts substituting preference for law 

Whether this ruling is overreach depends on: 

●​ Whether the court found a constitutional or statutory violation 
●​ Whether the Legislature failed to remedy it 
●​ Whether the remedy was narrowly tailored 

This claim assumes the conclusion instead of proving it. 

5. Claim: “The judge should be impeached.” 

Assessment: Constitutionally possible, but unsupported by the argument presented 

Judicial impeachment requires: 

●​ Misconduct 
●​ Abuse of authority 
●​ Violation of oath 
●​ Corruption 
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●​ Clear disregard for law 

Disagreeing with a ruling is not grounds for impeachment. To justify impeachment, one would need to 
show: 

●​ The judge acted outside judicial authority 
●​ The judge ignored controlling law 
●​ The judge imposed personal policy 
●​ The judge violated ethical standards 

This argument, as stated, does not meet that threshold. This is the weakest part of the claim. 

6. The strongest version of his argument 

If his position were refined into its strongest constitutional form, it would be: 

●​ The Constitution assigns redistricting to the Legislature 
●​ Proposition 4 created an advisory process, not a governing one 
●​ Courts must be careful not to replace legislative judgment with judicial preference 
●​ Remedies must respect separation of powers 
●​ Overcorrection risks undermining republican structure 

That is a serious argument worthy of debate. 

Question: Where in Utah's Constitution does it say "The people share legislative authority with the 
Legislature" 

Short answer, nowhere. 

There is no provision in the Utah Constitution that says, states, or even implies that “the people share 
legislative authority with the Legislature.” That phrase does not exist in the text, and more importantly, 
the concept behind it is not supported by the constitutional structure. 

Here is the clean constitutional breakdown. 

1. What the Utah Constitution actually says 

Article I, Section 2 

All political power is inherent in the people. 

This is the controlling principle. Power originates with the people. Government only exercises power 
that has been delegated. 

Article VI, Section 1 

The Legislative power of the State shall be vested in the Legislature of the State of Utah… 

This section does not say power originates in the Legislature. It says legislative power is vested there. 
Vesting describes where delegated authority is exercised, not where it comes from. 
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2. Why “shared legislative authority” is a constitutional fiction 

The phrase “the people share legislative authority with the Legislature” is a modern political talking 
point, not a constitutional doctrine. 

Under the Utah Constitution: 

●​ The people are sovereign 
●​ The Legislature is an agent 
●​ Agents do not share sovereignty with principals 
●​ Agents exercise authority only within limits set by the principal 

If authority were truly “shared,” then the Legislature would be co-equal with the people. That would 
directly contradict Article I, Section 2. 

3. Where the confusion usually comes from 

People often conflate three different ideas: 

A. Popular sovereignty: The people hold all political power. 

B. Delegated legislative authority: The people delegate lawmaking power to a Legislature. 

C. Direct democratic mechanisms: Initiatives, referenda, and propositions. 

Direct democracy tools do not create shared authority. They are reserved powers, meaning the 
people retain the right to act directly when they choose. 

Reserved power is not shared power. It is superior power retained by the principal. 

4. What the Constitution does NOT say 

The Utah Constitution does not say: 

●​ The Legislature and the people are co-lawmakers 
●​ Legislative authority is jointly held 
●​ The people become a political branch equal to the Legislature 
●​ Voter passed laws downgrade the people to a stakeholder 

None of that language exists. 

5. The correct constitutional model 

The accurate framework looks like this: 

●​ The people hold all political power 
●​ The people delegate legislative authority to the Legislature 
●​ The people retain the right to act directly 
●​ All delegated authority remains subordinate to the people 
●​ The Constitution limits both the Legislature and any process created under it. 
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That model is consistent with: 

●​ the Preamble 
●​ Article I 
●​ Article VI 
●​ oath requirements 
●​ republican form of government doctrine 

6. Why this matters right now 

When someone says “the people share legislative authority with the Legislature,” they are usually trying 
to justify: 

●​ legislative supremacy over voter intent 
●​ dilution of reserved powers 
●​ treating initiatives as inferior laws 
●​ rewriting laws without constitutional analysis 

It sounds moderate, but it quietly inverts sovereignty. 

Bottom line 

There is no sentence, clause, section, or article in the Utah Constitution that says or implies the 
people “share” legislative authority with the Legislature. 

What the Constitution actually establishes is far stronger: 

The people are sovereign.​
The Legislature is delegated authority.​
Delegation does not create equality 

7. Where our framework diverges 

Our REPRO and LOGOS framework does not deny legislative authority. It questions: 

●​ Whether authority is exercised within constitutional limits 
●​ Whether Article I and popular sovereignty are honored 
●​ Whether process compliance substitutes for constitutional compliance 
●​ Whether omission of foundational provisions distorts legitimacy 

That is a different critique. 

8. Bottom line assessment 

What holds up: 

●​ Legislature has primary redistricting authority 
●​ Prop 4 was advisory, not controlling 
●​ Courts must respect separation of powers 

What is contestable: 
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●​ Whether the map was constitutionally gerrymandered 
●​ Whether judicial remedies exceeded authority 

What overreaches: 

●​ Claim that disagreement equals judicial overreach 
●​ Call for impeachment without evidence of misconduct 

Strategic insight 

This argument is not our enemy, it is a parallel constitutional concern that overlaps with yours but 
draws different conclusions. 

His Argument Rewritten in Its Strongest Constitutional Form 

The Utah Constitution assigns redistricting authority to the Legislature. That authority is not symbolic, it 
is explicit. Proposition 4 did not amend the Constitution. It created an advisory process, not a transfer of 
power. The independent commission was authorized to recommend maps, not impose them. The 
Legislature retained final authority to accept, modify, or reject those recommendations. 

Courts exist to interpret and apply law, not to substitute their judgment for that of the Legislature. 
Judicial remedies must be narrow and deferential, especially in areas where the Constitution assigns 
authority to a political branch. When a court selects or imposes a map, it risks stepping beyond 
interpretation and into lawmaking. 

If the objective is to prevent gerrymandering, the solution cannot be to impose a differently engineered 
map that raises similar concerns. Replacing one disputed outcome with another does not restore 
republican government. Separation of powers requires that even unpopular legislative decisions be 
corrected through constitutional means, not judicial preference. 

This position emphasizes restraint, constitutional assignment of authority, and concern about judicial 
overreach. 

1. REPRO’s Rebuttal 

That argument correctly identifies where redistricting authority originates, but it stops too soon. 

Yes, the Utah Constitution assigns redistricting to the Legislature. It does not grant that authority without 
limits. All legislative power is delegated power, subordinate to the Constitution, and bounded by Article 
I, the Preamble, and the principle that all political power is inherent in the people. 

Proposition 4 matters not because it transferred authority, but because it imposed lawful constraints and 
standards on how that authority would be exercised. Once enacted, those standards became binding 
law. The constitutional question is not whether the Legislature had authority to act, but whether it 
complied with the law and the Constitution while acting. 

Courts do not become lawmakers simply by enforcing constitutional limits. Judicial review exists 
precisely to address situations where a political branch fails to remedy a violation. When the Legislature 
does not bring itself into compliance, courts are not exercising preference. They are enforcing higher 
law. 
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The legitimacy of any map does not rest on who drew it. It rests on whether constitutional standards 
were met. A map drawn by the Legislature can be unconstitutional. A judicially imposed remedy can be 
constitutionally valid if it is narrowly tailored to correct a violation. 

Calling this judicial overreach without first addressing whether a constitutional violation occurred 
reverses the proper order of analysis. 

This is not about trusting judges over legislators. It is about insisting that all actors remain subordinate 
to the Constitution. 

2. Side by Side Comparison 

REPRO is not ignoring the concerns, we are completing the analysis. 

Legislative Authority vs Constitutional Limits 

What is true 

●​ The Legislature has primary responsibility for redistricting. 
●​ Proposition 4 created an advisory commission. 
●​ Courts must respect separation of powers. 

What must also be true 

●​ Legislative authority is delegated, not inherent. 
●​ Article I limits all government power. 
●​ Voter enacted laws impose binding legal standards. 
●​ Courts exist to enforce constitutional compliance. 

Where the disagreement lies 

●​ One side treats legislative assignment as near absolute. 
●​ The other treats constitutional limits as controlling. 
●​ One side views judicial remedies as inherently suspect. 
●​ The other views them as legitimate when violations persist. 

Our position 

●​ Legislative authority is real but constrained. 
●​ Judicial remedies are legitimate only when constitutional violations are found and remain 

uncorrected. 
●​ The people, not any branch, remain sovereign.  

3. REPRO’s Public Justification Statement 

Public Statement 

REPRO understands why people are concerned about judicial overreach. Separation of powers 
matters, and redistricting authority is assigned to the Legislature. That is not in dispute. 

What is in dispute is whether legislative authority is unlimited. It is not. 
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The Utah Constitution begins by placing all political power in the people. Government authority is 
delegated and constrained. Proposition 4 did not transfer power to a commission, but it did impose 
lawful standards that the Legislature was obligated to follow. 

Courts do not become activists by enforcing constitutional limits. Judicial review exists precisely to 
address situations where political branches fail to correct violations. The question is not whether judges 
should draw maps, but whether constitutional compliance was achieved. 

This is not about trusting judges over legislators, or legislators over voters. It is about insisting that 
every actor remains subordinate to the Constitution as a whole. 

Defending constitutional limits is not judicial activism. It is constitutional fidelity. 

This is the key question: 

Since the committee “recommends” the map, how does that become a hard challenge that the 
Legislature must follow? 

Short answer:​
The recommendation itself is not binding. The law and constitutional constraints attached to the 
recommendation are. Here is the precise breakdown. 

1. The committee recommendation is not mandatory 

This is correct, and it matters. 

Under Proposition 4: 

●​ The independent redistricting committee recommends maps. 
●​ The Legislature retains final authority to adopt, reject, or amend maps. 
●​ The committee does not have governing power. 
●​ The committee does not replace the Legislature. 

So the recommendation alone does not become a hard command. 

If that were the whole story, the Legislature could freely ignore it without consequence. But that is not 
the whole story. 

2. What actually creates the legal obligation 

The obligation does not arise from the committee. It arises from law and the Constitution. 

When Proposition 4 passed, it did three critical things: 

1.​ It created statutory criteria for redistricting. 
2.​ It imposed procedural requirements on how maps must be considered. 
3.​ It created a record of whether those criteria were followed in good faith. 

Once enacted, those requirements became binding law on the Legislature. 

The Legislature is free to reject a recommendation, but it is not free to: 
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●​ ignore the statutory criteria, 
●​ violate constitutional principles, 
●​ or act in a way that is arbitrary, capricious, or pretextual. 

3. Why rejection can still trigger a legal challenge 

A court does not ask: “Did the Legislature follow the committee’s recommendation?” 

A court asks: “Did the Legislature comply with the law and the Constitution while exercising its 
authority?” 

If the Legislature: 

●​ rejects the recommendation, 
●​ adopts a different map, 
●​ but fails to meet statutory or constitutional standards, 

then the problem is not disobedience to a committee. 

The problem is noncompliance with law. 

That is what creates a justiciable issue. 

4. How the recommendation becomes evidence, not authority 

This is the subtle but critical point most people miss. 

The committee’s recommendation functions as: 

●​ a benchmark, not a command, 
●​ a record, not a ruling, 
●​ evidence of whether lawful criteria were achievable. 

If a map meeting the legal criteria was recommended, and the Legislature: 

●​ rejects it, 
●​ adopts a map that materially departs from those criteria, 

then the recommendation becomes evidence that compliance was possible and declined. 

That evidence can be used to evaluate: 

●​ intent, 
●​ good faith, 
●​ arbitrariness, 
●​ constitutional compliance. 

The recommendation does not bind the Legislature, but it can expose violations. 

5. Why this does not erase legislative authority 
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Legislative authority is preserved because: 

●​ The Legislature still draws the final map. 
●​ The Legislature can lawfully reject recommendations. 
●​ The Legislature can modify maps. 
●​ The Legislature remains the primary actor. 

What it cannot do is: 

●​ ignore binding legal standards, 
●​ act outside constitutional limits, 
●​ or treat advisory processes as meaningless once adopted into law. 

Authority without limits is not republican government. 

6. Why courts get involved at all 

Courts do not enforce recommendations. They enforce law and constitutional compliance. 

Judicial involvement only becomes legitimate when: 

●​ a violation is found, 
●​ the Legislature fails to cure it, 
●​ and a remedy is required to uphold higher law. 

That is not judicial supremacy.​
That is judicial review. 

Conclusion: The committee does not have binding authority, and the Legislature retains final 
control. But once the Legislature adopted Proposition 4, it also adopted binding legal standards. 
Courts do not enforce recommendations. They enforce compliance with law and the Constitution. 
The recommendation becomes relevant only as evidence of whether those standards were met. 

This statement is accurate, restrained, and constitutionally sound. 

Bottom line 

●​ The committee recommendation is not a command. 
●​ The Legislature is not required to rubber stamp it. 
●​ The obligation arises from statutory and constitutional limits, not from the committee. 
●​ The recommendation matters only because it helps courts evaluate compliance. 
●​ Legislative authority remains intact, but it is not absolute. 

This is exactly the right place to slow down and be precise, because a lot of confusion, and frankly a lot 
of bad arguments, come from people talking past the actual law. 

Question: Statutory Criteria & Adoption 

What statutory criteria and procedural requirements did Prop 4 impose on the 
Legislature? Did the Legislature “adopt” Prop 4? 
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This requires a clean and careful two part answer:  

1. What statutory criteria and procedural requirements did Proposition 4 impose? 

First, an important clarification: 

Proposition 4 did not amend the Utah Constitution.​
It created statutory law, meaning it imposed requirements through statute, not through constitutional 
text. Those statutory requirements fall into three categories: criteria, process, and transparency. 

A. Statutory criteria imposed by Prop 4 

Proposition 4 required that redistricting maps be evaluated against specific standards, including: 

1.​ Compliance with the U.S. Constitution and federal law​
 Including equal population and voting rights protections. 

2.​ Contiguity​
Districts must be geographically contiguous. 

3.​ Preservation of political subdivisions and communities of interest​
Including counties, municipalities, and shared social or economic communities, where 
practicable. 

4.​ Compactness​
Districts should not be bizarrely shaped without justification. 

5.​ Partisan fairness considerations​
While not an absolute prohibition on political impact, the statute directed avoidance of undue 
partisan advantage. 

6.​ Transparency and public participation​
 Including public hearings and disclosure of criteria and reasoning. 

These criteria were not suggestions. Once enacted, they became binding statutory standards 
governing how redistricting authority must be exercised. 

B. Procedural requirements imposed by Prop 4 

Proposition 4 also imposed process rules, including: 

●​ Creation of an independent advisory commission 
●​ Public meetings and hearings 
●​ Publication of draft maps 
●​ Documentation of compliance with criteria 
●​ Transmission of recommendations and reasoning to the Legislature 

These procedural steps mattered because they created: 

●​ A public record 
●​ Evidence of feasibility 
●​ A benchmark for evaluating compliance 

The Legislature was free to reject recommendations, but it was not free to ignore the process or the 
criteria. 
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C. What Prop 4 did not do 

Prop 4 did not: 

●​ Transfer redistricting authority away from the Legislature 
●​ Make the commission a governing body 
●​ Require the Legislature to adopt the recommended map 
●​ Remove legislative discretion 

This is where some critics are correct. 

2. Did the Legislature “adopt” Proposition 4? 

Short answer: Yes, legally. No, politically. 

Here is the distinction that matters. 

A. How Prop 4 became law 

●​ Voters approved Proposition 4. 
●​ Under Utah law, a voter approved initiative becomes statutory law. 
●​ Once it became law, it bound all branches of government, including the Legislature. 

The Legislature did not need to vote to “accept” it.​
The people, as sovereign, enacted it directly. 

From a legal standpoint, the Legislature is treated as having adopted the statute because it is bound 
by it like any other law. 

B. Why “adopted” is the right legal word 

In constitutional terms: 

●​ The people are the principal. 
●​ The Legislature is a delegated agent. 
●​ When the principal enacts law directly, the agent is bound by it. 

So while the Legislature did not pass Prop 4 itself, it is legally indistinguishable from a statute the 
Legislature passed, unless and until it is repealed or amended through lawful means. 

That is why courts treat voter enacted statutes as binding law. 

C. Where critics often make a subtle error 

Many critics argue: “The Legislature never agreed to this, so it cannot bind them.” 

That argument fails because: 

●​ Sovereign authority rests with the people. 
●​ The Legislature does not get veto power over lawful voter enacted statutes. 

114 



●​ Disagreement does not negate obligation. 

The Legislature can: 

●​ Amend the statute 
●​ Repeal the statute 
●​ Replace the statute 

But until it does so lawfully, it must comply with it. 

3. The precise legal relationship 

Putting it all together: 

●​ The Legislature retains constitutional authority over redistricting. 
●​ That authority is exercised within statutory and constitutional limits. 
●​ Proposition 4 imposed binding statutory criteria and procedures. 
●​ The advisory committee does not command outcomes. 
●​ The Legislature is not required to follow recommendations. 
●​ But the Legislature is required to comply with the law and constitutional standards. 
●​ Courts enforce compliance, not recommendations. 

This is the narrow, defensible position. 

4. Summary 

Proposition 4 did not give the commission authority over the Legislature. It imposed statutory 
criteria and procedures that the Legislature was required to follow. Courts do not enforce 
recommendations. They enforce compliance with law. 

●​ Prop 4 imposed binding statutory standards, not binding outcomes. 
●​ The Legislature did not politically endorse Prop 4, but it is legally bound by it. 
●​ Rejection of a recommendation is lawful. 
●​ Violation of statutory or constitutional requirements is not. 
●​ Judicial involvement turns on noncompliance, not on disobedience to a committee. 

Neutral Explainer for Those Who Are Confused 

Some confusion around redistricting comes from the word “recommend.” Under Proposition 4, the 
independent redistricting committee does not have authority to impose a map. The Utah Constitution 
assigns redistricting responsibility to the Legislature, and that authority remains intact. 

However, Proposition 4 did more than create a committee. When voters approved it, they enacted 
statutory law that imposed binding criteria and procedures on how the Legislature must exercise its 
redistricting authority. These included requirements related to contiguity, compactness, preservation of 
political subdivisions, consideration of communities of interest, transparency, and compliance with 
federal and state constitutional standards. 
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The committee’s role is advisory, but the statute itself is binding. The Legislature is free to reject a 
recommended map, but it is not free to ignore the legal standards that now govern the process. Once 
Proposition 4 became law, those standards applied to everyone, including the Legislature. 

Courts do not enforce committee recommendations. They enforce compliance with statutory and 
constitutional requirements. If a court becomes involved, the issue is not whether the Legislature 
followed a recommendation, but whether it complied with the law while exercising its authority. 

This distinction matters. Legislative authority still exists, but it is delegated authority, not unlimited 
authority. Proposition 4 did not transfer power to a commission. It placed lawful constraints on how 
legislative power is exercised, which is consistent with constitutional structure. 

Understanding this difference helps explain why rejecting a recommendation can still result in legal 
scrutiny, without requiring anyone to accept judicial supremacy or deny legislative responsibility. 

 
REAL HISTORY vs FOIL HISTORY​
How Utah’s Initiative & Referendum Powers Actually Work…​
and how political leadership sometimes pretends they work. 

 

TABLE: REAL vs FOIL HISTORY OF UTAH’S CITIZEN LAWMAKING POWER 

Topic REAL HISTORY (What the 
Constitution Actually Says) 

FOIL HISTORY (How 
Leadership Spins It When 

Convenient) 

Origin of 
Citizen 
Legislative 
Power 

Utah adopted initiative & referendum in 
the Progressive Era because territorial 
politics were dominated by entrenched 
power. Citizen lawmaking was a 
structural check against legislative 
abuse. 

The people were technically 
given these powers, but only for 
decoration. Leadership treats 
them like the fancy china no one 
should actually use. 

Placement in 
the 
Constitution 

Initiative & referendum are placed in 
Article VI, the legislative power article. 
This establishes them as part of the 
legislative branch. 

“Sure, it is in Article VI, but that 
is more of a suggestion. 
Obviously the real legislative 
branch is whoever holds the 
caucus room keys.” 
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Purpose To allow the public to step in when the 
Legislature violates trust, concentrates 
power, or refuses reform. 

To give voters a sense of 
participation, while ensuring the 
Legislature retains “full creative 
control” over any reform that 
threatens incumbency. 

Judicial Role Courts must enforce the balance 
between the Legislature and the people 
when one side tries to erase the other. 

Courts must stay out of the way 
unless they agree with 
leadership. Otherwise, they are 
“activist” or “malfeasant.” 

Legislative 
Limits 

Legislature may amend initiatives only 
if it can show a compelling reason, 
and changes must be narrow. 

“Compelling reason” is loosely 
redefined as “we did not like the 
result,” and “narrow” means 
whatever fits through the eye of 
the political needle. 

Redistricting 
Implications 

Proposition 4 is valid law because 
voters passed it and courts upheld it. 
Legislature cannot nullify it for 
convenience. 

Prop 4 is treated like an 
unwelcome houseguest. 
Leadership pretends it never 
arrived and demands the courts 
escort it out. 

Founders’ 
Intent 

Utah’s founders feared concentrated 
power more than citizen involvement. 
Initiative power was a safeguard 
against oligarchy. 

Leadership now insists the 
founders feared citizens more 
than political machines. 
Historical evidence need not 
apply. 

Impact on 
Today’s Crisis 

The redistricting conflict is a 
constitutional struggle over balance of 
power and voter rights. 

It is framed as a heroic 
legislative stand against a judge 
who had the audacity to read the 
Constitution out loud. 

 

READER’S GUIDE FOR ACTIVISTS OR ELECTED OFFICIALS 
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An educational tool to ground conversations, anticipate pushback, and keep messaging principled, 
persuasive, and constitutional. 

READER’S GUIDE: Understanding Redistricting, Initiative Power, and Utah’s 
Constitutional Structure 

1. What is actually happening in Utah? 

Utah is experiencing a constitutional power struggle disguised as a redistricting debate.​
 It is not about Democrats winning a seat.​
 It is not about judicial activism.​
 It is about whether the Legislature must honor: 

●​ voter-approved limits 
●​ constitutional balances of power 
●​ honest redistricting standards 
●​ and judicial enforcement of the rules 

This is a long-standing friction point in Utah governance. 

2. Why do the people have legislative power in Utah? 

This surprises many conservatives. 

Utah’s founders deliberately gave citizens legislative authority through initiative and referendum 
because: 

●​ political machines dominated territorial government 
●​ insiders had disproportionate control 
●​ citizens needed a correction mechanism 
●​ it prevents the Legislature from becoming untouchable 

This tool is not “mob rule.”​
It is a constitutional safety valve. 

3. What do the courts say? 

The Utah Supreme Court ruled unanimously that: 

●​ initiatives are part of legislative power 
●​ lawmakers cannot gut them without a compelling reason 
●​ courts must enforce this balance 

This is not judicial activism.​
This is judicial fidelity to the Constitution Utah inherited. 

4. Why are conservatives divided? 

118 



Because two conservative principles collide: 

Principle A: Representative government 

We elect legislators to make decisions. 

Principle B: Checks on concentrated power 

The people must retain tools to correct the Legislature when it acts against public interest. 

Utah’s founders built both principles into the same document.​
That creates tension, but not contradiction. 

5. What about accusations of “mob rule”? 

Citizen initiatives require: 

●​ signature thresholds 
●​ verification 
●​ legal drafting 
●​ a statewide vote 
●​ judicial review 

This is the opposite of mob rule.​
It is a slow, structured, constitutional process. 

6. What about Democrats gaining a seat? 

Mathematically, this is a real possibility, but not an outrageous one. 

Utah’s 3.5 million population includes: 

●​ about 915,000 active Republicans 
●​ about 238,000 active Democrats 
●​ concentrated in Salt Lake County 

Even a fair map might create one Democratic leaning district.​
That is not subversion.​
That is geography and arithmetic. 

A Republic does not promise predictable outcomes.​
It promises honest processes. 

7. How does corruption factor into this? 

For decades, Utah has had: 

●​ donor driven policymaking 
●​ leadership bottlenecks 
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●​ media capture 
●​ gutting of citizen initiatives 
●​ hostility toward judicial oversight 
●​ the SB54 system favoring establishment candidates 

This creates a political ecosystem where:​
Power defends itself first, principles second. 

Activists should evaluate redistricting within that context. 

8. What should activists emphasize? 

A principled conservative should defend: 

●​ constitutional balance of powers 
●​ voter sovereignty 
●​ judicial enforcement when needed 
●​ transparency in boundary drawing 
●​ skepticism of legislative self-interest 
●​ the principle that a Republic must remain correctable 

9. What should elected officials emphasize? 

If they want to demonstrate integrity, they should: 

●​ acknowledge the people’s constitutional role 
●​ acknowledge the court’s interpretive authority 
●​ acknowledge the impropriety of manipulating rules mid-process 
●​ defend processes, not outcomes 
●​ explain reforms openly 
●​ reject intimidation of judges 
●​ reject partisan monopoly as a governing philosophy 

10. What is the bottom line? 

This debate is not about left vs right.​
 It is about power vs accountability. 

If Utah abandons constitutional balance for short-term partisan advantage, it will follow other states into 
deeper mistrust, deeper division, and deeper corruption. 

If Utah honors both halves of its system, it strengthens the Republic and preserves the Cause of 
Liberty. 

 

ACTIVISTS TALKING POINTS SHEET 

120 



For Speeches, Radio Interviews, Podcasts, and Public Forums** 

TITLE: “Understanding Utah’s Redistricting Battle 

Through a Constitutional Conservative Lens”** 

These talking points are structured for short-form (radio, TV, podcast) and long-form (public events, 
speeches) settings. 

OPENING (10–20 seconds) 

●​ “I am a constitutional conservative, not a partisan apologist. My loyalty is to the rule of law, not 
to personalities or party machines.” 

●​ “Utah’s redistricting fight is not about Democrats winning a seat. It is about whether voters still 
have a meaningful voice in how political power is structured.” 

●​ “Redistricting should never be a magic trick. It should be a constitutional process.” 

WHY THIS MATTERS 

●​ “Proposition 4 passed in 2018. It became law. Whether we loved it or not, it was the will of the 
people.” 

●​ “The Utah Supreme Court unanimously ruled the Legislature cannot gut a voter-approved law 
without a compelling constitutional reason.” 

●​ “This is about accountability. No branch of government can override another just because it 
dislikes the outcome.” 

THE CONSTITUTIONAL TENSION (Explained Simply) 

●​ “Utah is unique. Our Constitution gives legislative power to the House, the Senate, and the 
people acting through initiative.” 

●​ “The courts are not inventing a ‘super legislature.’ They are enforcing the structure Utah’s 
founders actually wrote.” 

●​ “A Republic fails when the people can never correct their representatives, and a democracy fails 
when the people cannot be slowed down. Utah balances both.” 

THE REAL REDISTRICTING ISSUE 

●​ “If a map is drawn so that 6 or 7 percent of the population can never win representation under 
any scenario, it is not constitutional redistricting. It is a partisan outcome disguised as a 
process.” 

●​ “Salt Lake County has enough concentrated Democrats that a fair map might create one 
competitive district. That is arithmetic, not activism.” 

●​ “The Legislature has every right to propose maps. It does not have the right to override the 
people or the courts.” 

ON IMPEACHING JUDGE GIBSON 

●​ “It is not malfeasance to follow the law. It is not malfeasance to apply a Supreme Court ruling. 
Utah should not intimidate judges for doing their job.” 
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●​ “Threatening impeachment over a map is a sign of political insecurity, not constitutional 
principle.” 

ON CORRUPTION & POWER STRUCTURES 

●​ “Utah has one of the lowest conservative performance scores among states with Republican 
supermajorities. That is not opinion. That is UtahGrassRoots data.” 

●​ “When a political system becomes immune to correction, even good people become part of a 
broken structure.” 

●​ “Conservatism is not about protecting a monopoly. It is about protecting the Constitution.” 

CLOSING LINES (pick one) 

●​ “If everything we did as a society followed constitutional principles, we would not face these 
divisions today.” 

●​ “Power must serve the people, not the other way around.” 
●​ “A Republic survives only when every branch respects its limits and every citizen defends their 

liberty.” 

TRAINING MODULE FOR REPRO ACTIVISTS 

“Redistricting, Power, and the Constitutional Role of the People” 

Duration: 12–20 minutes 

Format: Can be used as a spoken presentation, handout, training video script, or Zoom workshop. 

MODULE OUTLINE 
I. PURPOSE OF THE TRAINING 

Equip REPRO activists with: 

●​ Clear understanding of the redistricting conflict 
●​ Safe, constitutional messaging 
●​ Confidence in public or private discussions 
●​ Knowledge of Utah’s unique constitutional structure 
●​ Awareness of how corruption and power function in practice 

This training prepares activists to speak with credibility, clarity, and constitutional grounding. 

II. START WITH THE BIG PICTURE 

Talking Point: 

“This is not simply a map fight. It is a fight over who has power in Utah and how that power can be 
corrected.” 
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Key Context: 

●​ Utah’s government is structurally dominated by a political oligarchy. 
●​ Voter initiatives exist precisely to counteract such entrenched power. 
●​ Proposition 4 was passed by the people, upheld by the courts, and resisted by the Legislature. 

III. UNDERSTANDING UTAH’S CONSTITUTIONAL FRAMEWORK 

Core Fact: 

Utah’s founders placed initiative and referendum inside the legislative power article, making the people 
part of the legislative branch. 

Why that matters: 

●​ The Legislature is not sovereign. 
●​ The people are not a mob. 
●​ Courts must referee when one side violates constitutional limits. 

Key Line for Activists: 

“Utah divides legislative power into three parts: House, Senate, and the people. That balance is the 
safeguard against political monopoly.” 

IV. WHAT PROPOSITION 4 ACTUALLY DID 

Objective: 

Explain it in 15 seconds. 

Prop 4: 

●​ set standards for fair maps 
●​ limited gerrymandering 
●​ created independent review 
●​ ensured public transparency 

It did not remove the Legislature.​
It simply placed boundaries around the process. 

V. WHY THE COURTS STEPPED IN 

Clear Explanation: 

The Legislature attempted to repeal Prop 4 through SB200.​
The Utah Supreme Court ruled unanimously they cannot repeal a voter-approved reform without a 
compelling reason.​
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Judge Gibson enforced that ruling.​
That is her job.​
Not activism. Not malfeasance. Not partisanship. Constitutionally required. 

VI. HOW TO ANSWER COMMON ATTACKS (VERY IMPORTANT) 

Attack 1: “The judge is stealing our constitutional duty.” 

Response:​
“No judge chose a map. The judge enforced the law that voters passed and the Supreme Court 
upheld.” 

Attack 2: “This gives Democrats power.” 

Response:​
“A fair process does not guarantee outcomes. It guarantees honesty. That is conservatism.” 

Attack 3: “Initiatives are mob rule.” 

Response:​
“Utah’s initiatives require signatures, legal vetting, statewide approval, and judicial review. They are 
slow, structured, and constitutional.” 

Attack 4: “Courts are overstepping.” 

Response:​
“Courts are stepping in because the Legislature stepped out of constitutional bounds.” 

VII. THE UTAH CORRUPTION TRIANGLE 

(This is essential for REPRO’s mission.) 

Three sides of the triangle: 

●​ Political oligarchy 
●​ Donor and corporate influence 
●​ Institutional capture (media, advisory boards, state commissions) 

Redistricting is not the cause of the corruption, but the moment when the public can finally see it clearly. 

VIII. EQUIPPING ACTIVISTS WITH MESSAGE DISCIPLINE 

Do: 

●​ Speak calmly, factually, confidently 
●​ Ground arguments in the Constitution 
●​ Emphasize the people’s shared desire for fairness 
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●​ Bridge differences between conservatives without attacking allies 

Do Not: 

●​ Frame this as Democrats vs Republicans 
●​ Attack voters 
●​ Dismiss judicial authority 
●​ Use emotional or conspiracy-based language 

IX. CLOSING MESSAGE FOR ACTIVISTS 

You may use this to close any training: 

“A Republic does not survive on comfort. It survives on correction. Utah gave the people the 
constitutional power to correct their government when needed. Redistricting is one of those moments. 
This is not about left or right. It is about honesty, accountability, and the Cause of Liberty.” 

Below is a complete, polished, plug-and-play “How to Debate This Topic” Guide tailored 
specifically for Utah redistricting. It is written in clear, principled, constitutional, and persuasive 
style, and built for real-world public meetings, hearings, caucuses, and town halls. 

It includes scripts, counter-arguments, trap avoidance, tactical framing, and closers that win the 
room without alienating allies. 

This is the version REPRO activists can carry into any meeting and outperform everyone else in clarity 
and credibility. 

HOW TO DEBATE UTAH REDISTRICTING 

A Practical Strategy Guide for Public Meetings, Hearings, and Town Halls​
Prepared for REPRO Activists 

SECTION 1: THE PRIME DIRECTIVE: DO NOT LET THE OPPOSITION DEFINE THE 
TERMS 

Ninety percent of winning a debate is framing. 

The losing side argues about maps.​
 The winning side argues about process, constitutional structure, and legitimacy. 

You must never begin with: 

●​ “This map helps Democrats” 
●​ “This is judicial activism” 
●​ “We need four Republican seats” 

That hands the debate to the opposition. 

Instead, start with: 
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●​ “This is about constitutional boundaries, not political boundaries.” 
●​ “The question is not who wins, but whether the process is honest.” 
●​ “Redistricting must serve the people, not protect incumbents.” 

These frames disarm both extremes and draw moderates to your side. 

SECTION 2: YOUR OPENING LINE (ALWAYS START WITH THIS) 

 

A calm, confident, constitutional opener: 

“I am here as a constitutional conservative who believes government must follow the rules 
that protect the people from concentrated power. This debate is not about helping 
Democrats or Republicans. It is about whether Utah honors the safeguards in our 
Constitution… especially the legislative role the people themselves hold.” 

This does three things: 

1.​ Establishes credibility. 
2.​ Signals principle over partisanship. 
3.​ Puts opponents in the uncomfortable position of arguing against the Constitution. 

SECTION 3:THE 5 CORE ARGUMENTS YOU MUST ALWAYS USE 

Argument 1: Proposition 4 is law. 

Use plain language: 

“Utah voters passed Proposition 4. The courts said it stands. Anyone trying to override it 
without a compelling reason is overriding the people themselves.” 

This is unassailable. 

Argument 2: Utah’s Constitution splits legislative power into three parts. 

This is your strongest educational weapon: 

“In Utah, the legislative power is not held by the House and Senate alone. It is held by the 
House, the Senate, and the people acting through initiative and referendum. That is not 
interpretation. That is the text of Article VI.” 

You have just taken the ground from under them. 

Argument 3: Courts are enforcing the law, not making maps. 

Use this line when someone claims “judicial activism”: 
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“The judge did not seize power. She applied the Utah Supreme Court’s unanimous ruling 
that the Legislature cannot repeal a voter-approved law without a compelling reason. That 
is textbook judicial responsibility.” 

If they argue:​
 “The judge created a partisan map!” 

Your response: 

“The judge enforced Proposition 4’s standards. If we do not like those standards, the 
constitutional path is to amend the law—not to punish a judge for following it.” 

Argument 4: Redistricting is not about guaranteeing outcomes. 

This wins moderates and constitutionalists: 

“A constitutional map does not guarantee partisan outcomes. It guarantees honest 
boundaries. Representation should arise from geography and population, not engineered 
lines.” 

Argument 5: Concentrated power—not Democrats—is the real threat. 

This reframes the entire conflict: 

“Utah’s danger is not that one district might become competitive. The danger is allowing 
any branch of government to erase the people’s role and silence judicial review. That is not 
conservatism. That is the beginning of oligarchy.” 

This language hits hard without being inflammatory. 

SECTION 4: THEIR ARGUMENTS AND YOUR COUNTERS 

Below are the seven most common attacks you will hear, followed by tight, safe counters. 

Attack 1: “The Legislature has the sole constitutional authority to draw maps.” 

Counter: 

“Article IX gives the Legislature the duty to draw districts. It does not give it the right to ignore the 
people’s legislative power or override judicial review. Duties must operate within constitutional limits.” 

Attack 2: “Initiatives make the people a super-legislature.” 

Counter: 

“In Utah, initiatives are part of the legislative department. That is the design, not an accident. They are 
surrounded by guardrails—signatures, vetting, ballots, and courts. That is not mob rule. It is 
constitutional structure.” 

Attack 3: “This map guarantees Democrats a seat.” 
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Counter: 

“Mathematically, Salt Lake County is dense enough that a fair map might produce a competitive seat. 
That is not activism. That is population distribution. The point is honesty, not outcomes.” 

Attack 4: “The judge overstepped.” 

Counter: 

“She followed a unanimous Supreme Court ruling. Following the law is not overreach. Threatening 
impeachment for a lawful decision is.” 

Attack 5: “Proposition 4 was vague or flawed.” 

Counter: 

“If it was flawed, the constitutional remedy is amendment, not repeal by convenience. We do not fix a 
process by undermining the people who voted for it.” 

Attack 6: “Impeaching the judge protects separation of powers.” 

Counter: 

“Impeachment is for corruption or crime, not for following a Supreme Court mandate. If we begin 
punishing judges for applying the law, we no longer have separation of powers. We have dominance by 
one branch.” 

Attack 7: “This is a liberal takeover.” 

Counter: 

“No. This is a constitutional correction. Conservatives believe in checks and balances. When any 
branch breaks its boundaries, courts and citizens must step in.” 

 

SECTION 5: HOW TO WIN WITHOUT MAKING ENEMIES 

This is essential. 

If you attack Republicans directly, you will lose half your audience instantly—even when they know you 
are right. 

Use this formula: 

1.​ Acknowledge good intentions.​
“I know our legislators work hard and carry a heavy load.” 

2.​ Shift to principles, not personalities.​
“But constitutional boundaries do not disappear because leadership wants a certain outcome.” 
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3.​ Reframe as shared concern.​
“If we let one abuse slide today, we empower worse abuses tomorrow.” 

4.​ Invite unity.​
“Utah needs conservatives who defend every part of the Constitution, not just the parts that 
benefit us in a given year.” 

This keeps conservatives on your side while educating them. 

SECTION 6: HOW TO CLOSE AND WIN THE ROOM 

Use one of these closers depending on the audience. 

Closer for conservative audiences: 

“A Republic survives only when the people, the Legislature, and the courts each honor their limits. If 
everything we did was grounded in constitutional principles, we would not have the divisions we see 
today.” 

Closer for mixed audiences: 

“This is not about red and blue. It is about right and wrong. Utah deserves a map drawn for the people, 
not for the powerful.” 

Closer for legislative or official settings: 

“The people of Utah placed themselves inside the legislative branch for a reason. They did not do it 
lightly. They did it to prevent the very consolidation of power we are now seeing. That is why this issue 
matters.” 

Closer for public activism events: 

“When the Constitution speaks, no political machine, party majority, or gerrymander should be able to 
silence it. We defend the Constitution because it defends us.” 

SECTION 7: STAGE PRESENCE AND DELIVERY TIPS 
1. Speak slowly and calmly. 

Your confidence is your power. 

2. Never look angry. 

Let the opposing side be the emotional ones. 

3. Stand with your hands open. 

It signals transparency and wins listeners. 
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4. Use short sentences. 

Long sentences sound like lectures.​
Short sentences sound like truth. 

5. Avoid legislative jargon. 

Use phrases like: 

●​ “honest boundaries” 
●​ “constitutional guardrails” 
●​ “power must remain accountable”​

 These resonate deeply. 

SECTION 8: FINAL DEBATE PRINCIPLE 

Never argue for a political outcome.​
Always argue for a constitutional process. 

Process wins debates.​
Process unifies conservatives.​
Process defangs critics.​
Process exposes corruption without naming it.​
Process is always on your side 

Below is a Courtroom-Style Cross-Examination Sheet specifically engineered for public hearings, 
legislative town halls, committee testimony, radio call-ins, and one-on-one questioning of Utah 
lawmakers. 

It is written with precision, legal framing, and strategic traps that force legislators to reveal 
contradictions, procedural abuses, or constitutional misunderstandings without you ever appearing 
hostile. 

This tool is extremely powerful.​
Use carefully. 

COURTROOM-STYLE CROSS-EXAMINATION SHEET 

For Questioning Utah Legislators About Redistricting, Proposition 4, and Constitutional Authority** 

Prepared for REPRO and investigative oversight work 

 

I. RULES OF CROSS-EXAMINATION FOR PUBLIC USE 

These 5 principles guide everything: 
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1.​ Ask questions with only one possible answer. 
2.​ Never argue. Let them hang themselves. 
3.​ Use their words or the Constitution itself as the trap. 
4.​ Stay calm, polite, and surgical. 
5.​ End every exchange with a confirming question that makes them lock their position in 

place. 

II. THE “NON-DENIABLE FACT” QUESTIONS 

These force legislators to concede basic constitutional realities. 

1. On Proposition 4 

Q: “Proposition 4 was passed by Utah voters in 2018, correct?”​
Yes. 

Q: “And once passed, it became law in Utah, correct?”​
Yes. 

Q: “And a law passed by the voters carries the same legal authority as a law passed by the Legislature, 
correct?”​
Yes. 

Now they are trapped. They cannot later claim Prop 4 was meaningless. 

2. On the Utah Supreme Court Ruling 

Q: “The Utah Supreme Court unanimously ruled in 2023 that the Legislature cannot repeal a 
voter-approved initiative without a compelling reason, correct?”​
Yes. 

Q: “And that ruling is binding on every branch of government, including the Legislature, correct?”​
Yes. 

Q: “So any attempt to override Proposition 4 must comply with that ruling, correct?”​
Yes. 

Now they cannot claim the judge is rogue for following the Supreme Court. 

3. On Judge Gibson’s Role 

Q: “Judge Gibson applied the Supreme Court’s standard to determine whether the Legislature complied 
with Proposition 4, correct?”​
Yes. 

Q: “And applying a Supreme Court ruling is part of a judge’s constitutional duty, correct?”​
Yes. 

This destroys the impeachment narrative. 
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III. THE “EXPOSING LEGISLATIVE OVERREACH” QUESTIONS 

These reveal contradictions between public statements and actual constitutional constraints. 

4. On Legislative Authority 

Q: “Article IX gives the Legislature the duty to draw maps, but duties must still conform to constitutional 
limits, correct?”​
They must say yes. 

Q: “So having the duty to draw maps does not give the Legislature the authority to violate other 
constitutional provisions, correct?”​
Yes. 

Now they cannot claim unlimited map-drawing power. 

5. On Separation of Powers 

Q: “Separation of powers requires that courts interpret the law and the Legislature follow those 
interpretations, correct?”​
Yes. 

Q: “So if a court finds a map unconstitutional, the Legislature is obligated to respond within the law, 
correct?”​
Yes. 

They are now boxed in. They cannot later justify ignoring rulings. 

IV. THE “ACCOUNTABILITY TRAP” QUESTIONS 

These expose motives without you ever accusing them directly. 

6. On Why Proposition 4 Was Changed 

Q: “SB200 significantly weakened Proposition 4 and removed key anti-gerrymandering protections, 
correct?”​
They must admit it or appear dishonest. 

Q: “And those changes were made without the compelling constitutional justification required by the 
Supreme Court’s ruling, correct?”​
If they deny it, they contradict the court. If they admit it,  they admit wrongdoing. 

7. On the Threat of Impeachment 

Q: “Impeachment in Utah requires misconduct, corruption, or violation of law, correct?”​
Yes. 

Q: “Can you identify any law that Judge Gibson violated?”​
No. 
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Q: “So the impeachment threat is based on disagreement, not misconduct, correct?”​
They now either admit the truth or reveal the abuse of power. 

V. THE “EXPOSING PARTISAN MANIPULATION" QUESTIONS 

These are the most strategic. Use them sparingly and with a calm tone. 

8. On Political Outcomes 

Q: “Is there any constitutional provision that guarantees Utah must have four Republican congressional 
seats?”​
No. 

Q: “Is there any constitutional provision requiring the Legislature to draw maps to protect a specific 
party from competition?”​
No. 

Q: “So drawing maps to prevent a competitive district would be based on political preference, not 
constitutional requirement, correct?”​
Yes. 

This ends the “Democrats are stealing Utah” narrative. 

9. On Population and Geography 

Q: “Salt Lake County contains the largest concentration of Democratic voters in the state, correct?”​
Yes. 

Q: “So it is mathematically possible for a fair map to produce one competitive or Democratic leaning 
district, correct?”​
Yes. 

Now they can no longer pretend the judge invented partisanship. 

VI. THE “CORRUPTION STRUCTURE” QUESTIONS 

These are designed to expose the oligarchic pattern without using the word “corruption.” 

10. On Initiative Power 

Q: “The initiative process exists to allow the people to correct the Legislature when it oversteps, 
correct?”​
Yes. 

Q: “So efforts to weaken or overturn Proposition 4 also weaken the people’s constitutional power, 
correct?”​
Yes. 
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You just made them admit they are undermining voter sovereignty. 

11. On Checks and Balances 

Q: “If the Legislature can override the people and override the courts whenever it dislikes a decision, 
what remaining check exists on legislative power?”​
There is no good answer. 

This is the kill shot.​
It forces them to acknowledge the real problem: unchecked government power. 

VII. CLOSING QUESTION THAT WINS THE ROOM 

Always finish with this exact line: 

“Can we agree that no branch of government should be above the Constitution, including 
the Legislature?” 

If they say yes: you win.​
If they say no: they disqualify themselves in front of the audience. 

VIII. OPTIONAL - “THE SILENCER QUESTION” 

Use only if they stonewall or grandstand. 

“Is your position driven by constitutional principle or by the political desire to preserve a 
four seat delegation? Please answer plainly.” 

There is no safe exit for them.​
The audience instantly understands. 

IX. OPTIONAL: One-Line Summary for Reporters After the Meeting 

You hand this to them verbally and walk away: 

“Today we learned the Legislature wants unlimited authority when drawing maps, but 
cannot justify that position under the Constitution, under Proposition 4, or under the Utah 
Supreme Court ruling. That tells the whole story.” 

RADIO CALLER VERSION 

“FIVE QUESTIONS THAT WILL STUMP ANY UTAH POLITICIAN ON LIVE RADIO” 

Designed to be short, sharp, impossible to dodge, and perfect for talk shows. 

These are scripted for maximum pressure with minimum words. 
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RADIO CALLER SCRIPT 

“Five Questions They Cannot Spin”** 

Caller Setup Line (use one): 

●​ “Hi, love the show, quick question for Representative ____.” 
●​ “Thanks, I’ll be brief. This is a constitutional clarity question.” 
●​ “Representative, can I ask you something simple and factual?” 

Question 1: The Legitimacy Trap 

“Do you agree that Proposition 4, which voters passed, is Utah law?” 

Why it works: They cannot deny it without insulting voters on-air. 

Question 2: The Constitution Trap 

“Do you agree that the Utah Supreme Court’s ruling about Proposition 4 is binding on the Legislature?” 

Why it works:​
If they say no, the host will jump on them.​
If they say yes, impeachment talk collapses. 

Question 3: The Map Power Trap 

“Is there anything in the Constitution that guarantees Utah must elect four Republicans to Congress?” 

Why it works:​
If they say yes, they look like authoritarian clowns.​
If they say no, they admit the map protects partisan outcomes rather than voters. 

Question 4: The Math Trap 

“With all due respect, isn’t it mathematically possible for a fair map to produce one competitive district in 
Salt Lake County?” 

Why it works:​
This exposes the whole point: maps are engineered, not natural. 

Question 5: The Accountability Hammer 

“One last question. If the Legislature can override the voters and ignore the courts whenever it dislikes 
a decision, what constitutional check remains on legislative power?” 

This is the nuclear question. 

There is no answer that does not expose abuse of power. 

Let the silence hang. The host will fill it in for you. 
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BONUS: THE 10-SECOND CLOSER (for radio sign-off) 

End your call with this: 

“I’m a Utah conservative. I just want the law to apply to everyone, including the 
Legislature.” 

This wins the audience. 
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DUAL-LICENSE COPYRIGHT NOTICE for THE REPUBLIC PROJECT  

Copyright © 2025 The Republic Project (Nonprofit) and Republic Project Strategies, LLC. 
All rights reserved. 

This publication is protected under a dual-license structure designed to safeguard its integrity, 
prevent political distortion, and maximize transparent public access. 

I. INTERNAL & PROFESSIONAL USE LICENSE (Restricted Use) 

This license applies to lawmakers, staff, advisors, media partners, researchers, and any party 
receiving this report directly from The Republic Project. 

●​ No content from this report may be altered, excerpted, reformatted, rebranded, 
summarized, or repackaged for political messaging, campaign material, lobbying 
efforts, or partisan advocacy without explicit written consent from The Republic 
Project. 

●​ Selective quotation or editing that distorts meaning, removes necessary context, or 
misrepresents the authors’ conclusions is strictly prohibited. 

●​ Analytical, journalistic, academic, or legal-use quotations are permitted only if 
reproduced accurately, attributed properly, and presented without manipulation. 

●​ Any attempt to weaponize, mischaracterize, or misappropriate REPRO’s analysis for 
partisan advantage constitutes a violation of this license. 

For permissions, contact: republicproject.org@protonmail.com 

II. PUBLIC RELEASE LICENSE (Shareable, but Not Modifiable) 

This license governs public circulation via news outlets, community groups, educational 
institutions, and general audiences. 

●​ This document may be shared, posted, or distributed in its complete and unaltered 
form, provided attribution to The Republic Project is retained. 

●​ No modifications, edits, summaries, abridgments, added commentary, or derivative 
works may be published without written approval. 

●​ Reasonable fair-use excerpts for commentary or reporting are permitted if accuracy and 
attribution are preserved. 

●​ No party may present altered or partial content as an official REPRO position. 

For republication requests, contact: republicproject.org@protonmail.com 

III. PROTECTION OF INTELLECTUAL INTEGRITY 
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Both entities—The Republic Project (Nonprofit) and Republic Project Strategies, LLC 
(For-Profit)—retain full intellectual property ownership and enforcement authority. 

The purpose of this dual-license system is to ensure: 

●​ The content cannot be twisted, weaponized, or politically manipulated 
●​ The public may access it freely without risk of distortion 
●​ Lawmakers and institutions may reference it without altering its meaning 
●​ REPRO’s research remains accurate, trustworthy, and immune to partisan misuse 
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