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Abstract 

 Throughout the United States of America, hundreds of millions of eligible voters each 

year have the chance to take part in the ultimate democratic exercise to shape their representative 

government at the ballot box. As it symbolizes an integral part of the American culture revered 

throughout the world, the electoral process itself has perpetually been marred with obstacles 

intentionally placed to make the path to the ballot box harder for racial minorities. More so, this 

incessant battle to achieve an equitable landscape has been made possible through several 

landmark Supreme Court rulings such as Shelby County v. Holder in 2013, which diminished the 

integrity of a monumental success known as the Voting Rights Act of 1965.  

 Due to this, the American electoral process is in dire need of federal intervention, as the 

current state of voting in America is an inequitable process riddled with discriminatory 

procedures, keeping countless voters away from the ballot box each federal election cycle. 

Moreover, when current discriminatory practices are compared to electoral transgressions from 

eras past, such as poll taxes and literacy tests for blacks, a stark similarity can be drawn when 

observing effects on the racial minority population of today. Although this harrowing truth is 

elucidated through research later in chapter two, an alternative path towards an equitable future 

is also identified with articulation of optimal voting practices occurring right now in pockets 

throughout the United States.    

Thus, the program proposal is a comprehensive effort to reverse the current dilution of 

democratic principles that serve as the foundation for the great American experiment. To do this, 

bold congressional action is called upon if every voter from this point forward is to be 

recognized as equal and not subjected to consequences of an electoral process seized by political 

motive. 
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Chapter 1 

Introduction 

Background 

Since 1776, voting in the United States of America has been a process marred by racial 

inequities and discrimination. Starting with the three-fifths clause and evolving into the current 

era of voter suppression tactics, the path to the ballot box has been steered by policies aiming to 

suppress the racial minority vote and shape political power throughout the nation (Finkelman, 

2013). Moreover, although the exercise of voting in America is revered throughout the world 

during each federal election cycle, the inequities that are purposely created to institutionally 

discriminate diminish the sanctity of what should be the ultimate democratic model.  

Statement of the Problem and Purpose of the Study 

“In Georgia, more than 750,000 voters were purged from the rolls 

over the past two years by Secretary of State Brian Kemp, who was 

also the Republican candidate for governor. Some voters near 

Atlanta waited more than four hours to cast ballots. In Florida, 

more than 20,000 absentee ballots were rejected, 

disproportionately from voters of color. In June, North Carolina’s 

Republican Legislature passed a law that contributed to a 20 

percent decrease in early voting locations. Under Texas’ voter ID 

law, people could vote with a gun permit but not a student ID” 

(Berman, 2018).  

Currently, various voter suppression tactics spread out across the nation dilute the purity 

of American democratic principles. Following the Supreme Court’s Shelby County v. Holder 
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ruling in 2013, state legislatures with a troubled history of discrimination no longer require 

federal preclearance in making changes to voting procedures (Berman, 2013). Subsequently, a 

modern era of voter suppression was created, leaving the electoral process vulnerable to 

discriminatory voting procedures that differ minimally to what occurred in previous generations 

prior to the Voting Rights Act of 1965. 

The purpose of this study is to illustrate just how incessant institutional discrimination 

within the electoral process has been and continues to be for large swaths of current and future 

voters throughout the nation. More so, it is with historical context that this study elucidates how 

this particular democratic malady can be explained as a pervasive vulnerability to the very 

framework of a nation that purports voting as a sacrosanct exercise. Along with this, a program 

proposal to reform the electoral process in a manner that eradicates such vulnerabilities is 

introduced, operating to extinguish political motives that have become malevolent and currently 

hold the electoral process hostage.  

Methods and Procedures 

 In effort to articulate the severity of this issue, a review of literature related to the 

American electoral process has been completed. It is imperative to have a firm grasp on the 

evolution of electoral inequities in America, but also contextualize prominent successes, such as 

the Voting Rights Act, that had or currently have in storing equity within the voting process. 

Additionally, the program proposal introduced is composed of voting practices that have proven 

optimal in expanding the right to vote in an equitable manner. These optimal practices have been 

included in the review of literature as well.  
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Importance of the Study 

  If voting is to truly represent the ultimate exercise of democracy in America, then the 

integrity of each vote must not be diminished by politics. However, in the current era of the 

American electoral process, stringent voting laws are being implemented as a result of 

malevolent political motive and are drowning out the fundamental democratic principles of 

United States of America. Moreover, because of this reality where politics have overtaken the 

electoral system, the modern era is one where voter suppression tactics now victimize countless 

eligible voters throughout the nation. Thus, voters enduring stringent voting laws now face a 

reality where their right to vote is adulterated, as it is inhibited by inequities that have 

deliberately been erected.  

For this reason, the ultimate goal of the program proposal is to eradicate vulnerabilities of 

the American electoral process by implementing optimal voting laws that put an end to 

discriminatory procedures. Furthermore, the program proposal also hopes to increase voter 

registration and voter turnout in the long-run, as recent data from the 2016 presidential election 

put the United States 26th place out of 32 developed nations throughout the world in voter turnout 

(Desilver, 2018).  

As delineated throughout the chapter, voting in America has been enduringly vulnerable 

to mechanisms of institutional discrimination that attack the democratic framework of the nation. 

In chapter two, a literature review shall illustrate how the cyclical nature of institutional 

discrimination has convoluted the path to the ballot box for countless voters of color. In addition, 

it also emphasizes certain pockets where optimal voting practices exist and sets the framework 

for the program proposal geared to correct course of the American electoral process introduced 

in chapter three.  Ultimately, the study sets forth path to make voting in the United States of 
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America an equitable process, where each vote is equal and not threatened by a senseless game 

of politics.  
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Chapter 2 

Literature Review 
Background of the problem 

From the very beginning, the United States of America has endured a perpetual battle in 

achieving equity within the electoral process. For nearly 90 years, voting for the American 

representative government was merely a constitutional right granted to white men wealthy 

enough to own land until ratification of 15th Amendment (Przeworski, 2009). And since that 

point, it is with each monumental step towards equity, such as the achievements of the Voting 

Rights Act of 1965, that the American electoral process has periodically undergone institutional 

regress. Due to this, voting in America has been a democratic practice far more difficult to 

exercise for racial minorities, as overt racist practices of the past and the colorblind polices of the 

present parallel one another in magnitude.  Thus, this chapter provides historical context to the 

enduring racial inequities within the American electoral process, while also shedding light on 

optimal voting legislation that holds the power to help the American electoral overcome 

inequities once and for all.  

History of American electoral inequities 

This paper employs a theoretical framework to bolster a thorough review of literature. In 

particular, Body Out of Place Theory (Combs, 2016) draws from Social Identity Theory and 

Critical Race Theory, providing a foundation for understanding what has inspired a continuous 

flow of American voting inequities. Specifically, Body Out of Place Theory operates from an 

understanding that racial minority groups have endured social evolutions that initially withheld 

franchise, protected franchise and now institutionalize roadblocks towards franchise (Combs, 

2016). Moreover, in the contemporary climate of American elections, Body Out of Place Theory 

helps interpret how colorblind voting policies maintain racial oppression through malevolent 
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political motives, despite the electoral process acknowledging racial minority bodies as equal in 

concurrence. Body Out of Place Theory demonstrates that as racial minority groups have 

ascertained a level of equity within the electoral process, they are inevitably opposed by a deeply 

ingrained social order that is both maintained and perpetuated by individual actors –otherwise 

known as politicians— to achieve outcomes that disparately impact racial minority groups and 

maintain political power (Combs, 2016). 

Throughout this first chapter in American history, black individuals were not only 

enslaved, they were merely recognized as three-fifths man, absent of the right to vote until the 

ratification of the 15th Amendment (Clayton, 2004). However, as blacks engendered political 

standing with the right to vote, the progress achieved was eradicated through surreptitious 

political deals between political power-brokers, allowing pre-reconstruction era practices to 

manifest once more (Clayton, 2004). Subsequently, the American electoral process once again 

slid back into an era of institutional discriminatory policies at the ballot box upon the U.S. 

Supreme Court’s landmark ruling in Plessy v. Ferguson, where a separate but equal doctrine was 

constitutionally recognized. This era of separate but equal paved the way for America’s next 

wave of racial disenfranchisement by granting state legislatures enough power to suppress the 

racial minority vote through political motives. Within this era otherwise referred to as Jim Crow, 

disenfranchisement took form in grandfather clauses, poll taxes, literacy tests, and criminal 

disenfranchisement (Blessett, 2015).  

In vehicles such as poll taxes, blacks were assessed a lump-sum tax before they could 

cast their ballot, resulting in financial hardships that could not be met since a large percentage 

held low-wage, hard labor jobs during this time (Blessett, 2015).  Grandfather clauses only 

allowed blacks with relatives previously registered to vote, attain their own eligibility to cast 
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ballots, and with great success states implementing such voting practice suppressed black voters 

because previous generations never reached the point of inheriting the right to vote (Blessett, 

2015). Literacy tests were another prominent disenfranchisement vessel, wherein blacks were 

subjected to answering questions formulated at the discretion of the local registrars who largely 

operated on political motive to do all they could to keep blacks from voting (Clayton, 2004). 

In totality, such disenfranchisement mechanisms during this period normalized a 

discriminatory landscape causing black voter registration rates in southern states to remain 

significantly low compared to White voter registration rates. According to Clayton (2004), this 

electoral disparity reached its worst heights in March of 1965 as black voter registration in 

Alabama was 10.3%, while White voter registration was 69.2%; in Mississippi, black voter 

registration was 6.7% and White voter registration was 69.9%; and in Georgia black voter 

registration was 27.4% and White voter registration was 62.6%. As state legislatures acted with 

political malevolence when formulating the aforementioned disenfranchisement strategies during 

the era of Jim Crow, they also proved how to effectively dismantle constitutional amendments 

that were ratified to achieve equity within the electoral process.  

Conversely, despite such an ominous period in American history, there was brilliance in a 

corresponding fight against racist practices throughout the electoral process. The Civil Rights 

Movement and its collective power shifted the paradigm in 1954 with the Supreme Court’s 

ruling in Brown v. Board of Education. Following this ruling, the separate but equal doctrine was 

recognized as being unconstitutional, giving birth to another burst of tangible change within the 

American electoral process (NAACP, 2018). As peaceful forms of protests propelled the 

movement, national dialogue comprehensively changed in 1965 as Alabama state troopers 
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launched an assault on civil rights marchers protesting lack of voting access for blacks, capturing 

an entire nation’s attention towards generational injustices (Clayton, 2004). 

Subsequently, with this accumulation of national attention and pressure, President 

Lyndon B. Johnson was compelled to take meaningful action, summoning Congress to pass 

comprehensive legislation engineered to terminate the malevolent disenfranchisement practices 

continuing throughout jurisdictions mostly in the southern portions of the United States (Clayton, 

2004).  And on August 6, 1965, President Johnson signed the Voting Rights Act into law with 

Dr. Martin Luther King Jr. beside him, marking a historically triumphant day in the battle to 

curtail institutional efforts that disenfranchised an entire group of peoples (Blessett, 2015). The 

Voting Rights Act of 1965 proved to be a monumental success in the span of three decades, as 

by 1988 states such as Alabama escaped the abysmally low black voter registration rates pre-

VRA; with black voter registration in Alabama at 68.4%, Mississippi 74.2% and Georgia at 

56.8% (Clayton, 2004). 

What made the Voting Rights Act of 1965 highly effective were several key components 

that identified jurisdictions which demonstrated implementing racially discriminatory electoral 

policies that disenfranchised generations of black Americans. Specifically, sections 4 and 5 the 

Voting Rights Act identified nine states (Alabama, Alaska, Arizona, Georgia, Louisiana, 

Mississippi, South Carolina, Texas, and Virginia) and required their state legislatures seek 

federal preclearance before making any changes to voting procedures within their jurisdictions 

(Blessett, 2015). As Congress acted to extend the Voting Rights Act on four separate occasions, 

the American electorate remained endowed with a noticeably equitable voting process, but it 

would not last for long as it was once more diminished by a Supreme Court ruling several 

decades later.   



PROGRAM PROPOSAL TO ADDRESS ELECTORAL INEQUITIES 9 

In the landmark case ruling of Shelby County v. Holder, Chief Justice John Roberts 

delivered a devastating majority opine that effectively dismantled the Voting Rights Act of 1965, 

deeming it unconstitutional and premised on antiquated formulas (SCOTUS, 2013). Moreover, 

the conservative Supreme Court majority used the successes of the Voting Rights Act to justify 

their dismantling in key components such as Sections 4 and 5; declaring that since voter turnout 

and registration rates amongst blacks reached near parity with Whites in the nine identified 

jurisdictions, the VRA was no-longer necessary since blatant state-wide discriminatory practices 

had ceased. (SCOTUS, 2013). Additionally, the majority also ruled that Section 5 of the Voting 

Rights Act imposed too much federal oversight and was inherently intrusive, as States have 

enjoyed a tradition of sovereignty that illustrated the VRA formula as inherently unconstitutional 

(SCOTUS, 2013).  

Consequently, the Shelby County v. Holder ruling serves as the contemporary paradigm 

shift in the American electoral process, where the modern era of voter suppression begins and the 

portal for state legislatures operating with malevolent political motive to implement stringent 

voting policies opens (Blessett, 2015). More so, contemporary voter suppression tactics now 

appear benign on surface level but demonstrate a level of disparate impact on racial minority 

voters that parallels that of previous eras of electoral inequities (Blessett, 2015).  

Modern Era of Voter Suppression 

With an empirical approach, Bentele and O’Brien (2013) illustrate how partisan motive 

drives legislation geared to restrict access, such as conservative leaning states with a higher 

minority turnout in the 2000, 2004, and 2008 presidential elections demonstrating an increase in 

the proposal or passage of obstructive voting legislation. Moreover, according to Bentele and 

O’Brien (2013), voter suppression tactics of the modern era are state-legislature modifications to 
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voting procedures and responses to political defeats in an American political system where the 

two biggest parties have grown increasingly polarized. Specifically, one group – the Republican 

Party – has proven through radical ideological shifts that alienating voters of minority standing 

has engendered a political landscape where it is necessary to resort to voter suppression 

strategies since disenfranchisement could very well be the only route to political victories 

(Bentele & O’Brien, 2013). Subsequently, voter suppression tactics within the modern era 

manifest at the surface level as benign policies with a goal to not have widespread impact, but 

enough impact to influence a number of votes that decides tightly contested races (Bentele & 

O’Brien, 2013). This is why tactics such as voter ID laws, cutbacks to operational hours of 

polling places, and criminal disenfranchisement dominate the modern era of voter suppression in 

America and serve as an affront to democracy.  

Following Shelby County vs. Holder, state legislatures such as Texas, implemented Voter 

Identification polices that have demonstrated to affect Hispanic voters at higher levels than non-

Hispanic voters with statues requiring proper government identification and in more extreme 

cases, matching signatures to what’s on the photo ID (Trahan-Liptak, 2014). Republican 

controlled state-legislatures have passed restrictive voter ID legislation in an effort to deter voter 

fraud, despite there being no widespread public support for such measures, nor evidence 

demonstrating that a large number of voters actually use the identity of others at the polls (Hicks, 

McKee, Sellers & Smith, 2015). Nonetheless, it is within states introducing voter ID legislation 

that the burden is placed on the voter to obtain proper government issued identification, however, 

in many cases individuals lacking proper identification cannot easily reach offices such as the 

Department of Motor Vehicles because they lack transportation, are disabled, or the office is 

only open for limited hours (Agraharkar, Weiser, & Skaggs, 2011).  
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At the core of voter ID laws that a prejudiced and fearful political nucleus can be found. 

In a case study conducted by Smith (2017), white voters and political leaders in the town of Port 

Chester, New York demonstrated to stigmatize Latino voters as being illegal, a threat when 

politically engaged, or altogether undeserving of these fundamental rights in American society. 

More so, it is this collective sentiment for voter ID laws that remained steadfast throughout the 

town despite the Department of Justice filing a lawsuit outlining apparent violations of the 

Voting Rights Act (Smith, 2017). This finding serves as a microcosm for the larger issue at hand 

within the American political arena. According to Alvarez, Bailey and Katz (2008), voter ID 

laws prove most effective with voters belonging to the population of low income and educational 

attainment, as they are less likely to vote under more stringent voter identification measures.  

According to Holloway (2011), over 5.3 million individuals in America were unable to 

vote in the 2010 midterms due to criminal convictions, otherwise known as felony 

disenfranchisement. Strikingly, this number has exponentially grown in the era of mass 

incarceration within the United States, since only 1.17 million were disenfranchised in 1976 and 

3.34 million in 1996 (Sentencing Project, 2016). However, this phenomena of losing the right to 

vote because of a felony is not only applicable to criminals who are currently incarcerated.  

Approximately 25% of those affected by state laws barring those with prior convictions from 

voting are incarcerated, meaning majority that have served their sentences and reintegrated to 

society remain unable to cast their ballots in a representative democracy (Holloway, 2011). 

Moreover, what can be observed in felon disenfranchisement is a reflection of a racially 

disproportionate American criminal justice system. As Ochs (2006) outlines, even as early as the 

mid 2000’s one can observe the disproportionate racial effects, as one in every 20 black adult 

males were in prison juxtaposed to one in every 180 white men. Today, one in every 13 black 
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adult Americans is disenfranchised because of prior or current felony convictions; a rate four 

times higher than non-black Americans (Sentencing Project, 2016).  This stark reality is best 

illustrated by statistics from the Department of Justice (2019), as current data shows blacks and 

Hispanics comprising roughly 68% of the federal prison population in the United States. 

Along with this, felony disenfranchisement profoundly impacts jurisdictions that were 

previously identified by the Voting Rights Act of 1965 and mandated to seek federal approval 

before altering voting procedures or policy. Without key components of the VRA that were 

struck down in the Shelby County v. Holder ruling, states such as Florida, Kentucky, Mississippi, 

Tennessee, and Virginia, more than 7% of the entire population is disenfranchised because of 

prior felony convictions (The Sentencing Project, 2016). More so, politics within these 

jurisdictions find a profound role as mostly Republican controlled state-legislatures enact felon 

disenfranchisement policies that affect a population that largely demonstrates strong Democratic 

preferences in both presidential and midterm elections (Uggen & Manza, 2002). According to 

Burmilla (2017), felony disenfranchisement has demonstrated a remarkable ability to reduce the 

size on an electorate by enough to decide elections, and this is supported by conservative states 

since policy makers who identify with conservatism see restrictive ballot access to be of 

advantage.   

Furthermore, since the landmark ruling in Shelby County v. Holder in 2013, states have 

discovered creative ways to suppress the vote by closing or moving polling places entirely, 

reducing time for early voting, and purging voters from voter-rolls with no warning. According 

to Ingraham (2018), between the election cycles from 2012 to 2016, physical election sites has 

decreased by over 3,000 throughout the United States. More so, in some states such as Indiana 

and Wyoming, the actual number of polling places has decreased by more than 20 percent, with a 
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total of 18 states throughout the nation reporting a reduced number in overall sites (Ingraham, 

2018). Additionally, the effects of moving polling locations or shutting them down entirely has 

demonstrated effects in areas that are largely not known to be in conservative strongholds. 

According to Brady and Mcnulty (2011), when observing polling site location changes in Los 

Angeles county during 2003 elections, it was documented that voter turnout was reduced by 

1.85%.  

In concurrence, it was also demonstrated that when polling locations were moved, the 

group most inclined to not vote at all were of the younger population, as middle age and older 

voters were more likely to search for other ways such as voting by absentee ballots (Brady & 

Mcnulty, 2011). More importantly, it does not require demonstrable changes to dissuade voters 

from turning out, as about 60% of those who did not vote were victims of the search effect, 

otherwise known as the costs of finding and going to a different polling place from prior 

elections (Brady & Mcnulty, 2011). This search effect is also a significant factor in the 

dissuasion of voters, as it is two in one-half times more potent than voters not turning out when 

sheer distance to a polling place was the reason they chose to not vote (Brady & Mcnulty, 2011). 

Nevertheless, even in 2018 midterms the consequences of moving election sites remain palpable 

and prominent within areas predominantly comprised of racial minority groups. In Dodge City, 

Kansas, with a population of 27,000 residents that are 60% Hispanic, the lone polling site since 

2002 was moved outside city limits to a location farther than a mile away from the nearest metro 

stop (Hegeman, 2018). Such abrupt changes to location sites for voting or complete closure is 

one of the prominent acts in the modern era of voter suppression.  

Additionally, further attempts to suppress votes manifests through efforts to decrease the 

early voting time block before election day. According to Fullmer (2015), only 33 states allowed 
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registered voters to cast their ballots preceding election day in the midterms of 2014, and 

although state legislatures make decisions to adopt early voting practices, county officials hold a 

substantial role in implementing them. Although size of county is a general tool in deciding how 

many sites for early voting are opened, predominantly black counties have demonstrated to have 

a smaller amount of early voting sites per capita (Fullmer, 2015). According to Herron & Smith 

(2014), as former Florida Governor Rick Scott chose to reduce the early voting period from two 

full weeks to eight days in the 2012 general election to prevent voter fraud, groups most affected 

by such changes included racial minorities and registered Democrats that had far lower voter 

turnout than in the 2008 general election. What this particular effort in Florida also did was 

eliminate early voting on the Sunday before election day, one where a combined 56% of early 

voters were black and or Latino (Sherman, 2012).  

Furthermore, contemporary voter suppression also comes in the form of voter purges, 

where previously registered voters lose their registered status for reasons such as not voting in 

prior elections. According to Walsh (2018), in the state of Ohio voters who have not participated 

in an election within a two-year period are sent a verification notice required to be filled in and 

sent back to maintain their voter-registration, and if they fail to do so, they are taken off the 

voter-roll by the state. However, this exercise is not merely limited to the state of Ohio, as more 

than 16 million individuals were removed from voter rolls between 2014 and 2016 throughout 

the United States (Brater, Morris, Perez, & Deluzio, 2018). According to Kauffman (2018), in 

the year leading up to the hotly contested Georgia Gubernatorial election of 2018, more than half 

a million people were removed from voter rolls, with 107,000 of them purged due to not voting 

in previous elections. Alarmingly, the rate of voter purges is proving an uptick within 

jurisdictions that were previously identified by the Voting Rights Act; meaning that 67% of 
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voters purged from voter-rolls from 2014-2016 lived in jurisdictions previously identified by the 

Voting Rights Act and required to seek preclearance before making any changes to electoral 

processes (Brater, Morris, Perez, & Deluzio, 2018).  

Optimal Voting Practices and Legislation 

 As state-legislatures have enacted stringent voting policies following the landmark Shelby 

County v. Holder ruling, there are plentiful examples spread across the nation which demonstrate 

policy geared to increase voter registration and overall turnout. More importantly, it is within the 

following examples that legislators at the local, state and federal levels can look towards in the 

effort to achieve a more equitable landscape in the modern American electoral process. 

According to Richey (2008), long before the Shelby County v. Holder ruling, the state of Oregon 

blazed its own trail and became the first in the nation to hold voting exclusively by mail back in 

the year 2000 – well before the Voting Rights Act was diluted. Subsequently, in the ensuing 

presidential election of 2000, voter participation increased by over eight percentage points from 

that of the 1996 presidential election (Richey, 2008). With voting by mail practice, the state of 

Oregon managed to increase voter participation while simplifying the voting process. 

What the state of Oregon manufactured was an avenue for voters to cast ballots and avoid 

pitfalls of the traditional voting practice that has proven to dissuade voters, such as long wait 

times at polling sites, or the convolution that relocation and closure of such sites present (Richey, 

2008). Additionally, In the state of Colorado, recent legislation has allowed residents to vote as 

permanent absentee, simplifying the process for an electorate that was already demonstrating a 

desire to vote by mail in preceding election (Branham, 2014). Moreover, what the state of 

Colorado also authorized were improvements that created maximum accessibility for voters, 

such as expanding early voting up to two weeks before election day, granting the ability for 
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voters to register on election day, and also leaving open the option for voters to vote in person if 

they preferred not to vote by mail (Branham, 2014). 

Moreover, the inclusion of technological advancements within the electoral process has 

demonstrated to be promising and beneficial in the modern electoral climate. According to 

Alvarez, Beckett and Stewart (2011), utilization of technology has aided the state of California’s 

efforts to promote voting by mail, allowing the state to become more efficient in tabulating votes 

by mail from 1990 to 2010, while simultaneously increasing vote by mail rates from 18% to 48% 

of the entire electorate. And California is not the only state where voters are opting to cast their 

ballots by mail at an increasing rate, as Americans overall more than doubled their rate of voting 

by mail from 24.9 million in 2004 to 57.2 million in 2016 (U.S. Election Assistance 

Commission, 2017). Such a substantial increase can be attributed to more states encouraging the 

use of technology in automatic voter registration efforts.  

According to the National Conference of State Legislatures (2019), as of December 2018, 

16 states along with the District of Columbia have authorized automatic voter registration and as 

a result, voters spread across the nation will no longer be burdened with having to satisfy 

registration deadlines as they are bestowed enfranchisement automatically. As the state of 

Oregon was the first in the nation to enact automatic voter registration law in 2015, the number 

of residents registered increased by over 225,000 in the first year following simple interaction 

with the department of motor vehicles (Chokshi, 2016). And this is precisely what the 

contemporary American electoral process could benefit from in the midst of an era riddled with 

politically motivated voter suppression tactics. Per recommendation from the National 

Association of Secretaries of State (2002), effective federal legislation would: 
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 Maintain accurate voter registration rolls with a system of intergovernmental 

cooperation and communication…States should establish PC-based central voter 

registration databases…State election administrators should work with driver’s 

license bureaus to establish electronic transmission of voter registration data. 

 Additionally, federal legislation has already been introduced in the 116th Congress of the 

United States that would accomplish just that. Authored by United States Representative John 

Sarbanes (2019), H.R. 1, otherwise known as For the People Act of 2019 would 

comprehensively reform the electoral process with several key components such as: 

- Automatic voter registration: Requires state election officials to automatically 

register to vote any eligible unregistered citizens, while protecting from prosecution 

ineligible voters mistakenly registered.  

- Same day voter registration: Require states to permit voters to register on the day of 

a Federal election, including during early voting.  

- Prohibiting voter caging: Prohibits the use of returned non-forwardable mail as the 

basis for removing registered voters from the rolls.  

- Democracy Restoration: Declares the right of citizens to vote in federal elections will 

not be denied because of a criminal conviction unless a citizen is serving a felony 

sentence in a correctional facility.  Requires state and federal government to notify 

individuals convicted of state or federal felonies, respectively, of their re-

enfranchisement.  

- Uniformity in Early Voting: Requires at least 15 consecutive days of early voting for 

federal elections. Requires that early voting locations be near public transportation 

and open for at least 4 hours per day.  
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- Voting by mail: Prohibits a state from imposing restrictions on an individual’s ability 

to vote by mail.  

Nonetheless, despite the need for comprehensive electoral reform, politically motivated 

opposition at the highest levels of the American legislative branch remains. According to 

majority leader of the United States Senate Mitch McConnell (2019), proposals led by 

Democrats in the 116th Congress such as H.R. 1, are merely sweeping efforts to “grow the 

federal government’s power over Americans’ political speech and elections.” And on the floor in 

the Senate chamber, McConnell (2019) said, “What it really seems to be is a package of urgent 

measures to rewrite the rules of American politics, for the exclusive benefit of the Democratic 

party…a power grab that is smelling more and more like what it exactly is.” However, 

politicians who oppose such election reform are doing so with an unfounded fear of unfavorable 

political outcomes, as voting by mail has demonstrated to increase voter turnout but not alter 

political outcomes from years prior when voting by mail was not an option (Sled, 2009). 

With this, the American electoral system has undoubtedly endured a constant evolution 

that seems to convolute the voting process in effort to disenfranchise voters belonging to racial 

minority groups, albeit through colorblind policies in the current era. However, certain pockets 

within the United States of America have taken legislative action that has proven to eliminate the 

inequities covered throughout the literature review. More so, ascertaining an equitable voting 

landscape throughout the nation is feasible by eliminating political motivations that have done 

nothing but make voting in America a more complicated process than it should be.  

Going forward, the program proposal is composed of practices that have proven optimal 

for achieving equity within the voting process and serves as a roadmap for congress to take bold 

action.  
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Chapter 3 

Program Proposal 

 As elucidated throughout the review of literature, the American electoral process has 

endured a perpetual battle between achieving and sustaining an equitable landscape for all voters. 

Largely, as Combs (2016) illustrates, Body Out of Place Theory helps interpret how blatant 

racism in past policies and current colorblind policies have both maintained racial oppression at 

American ballot boxes. More so, it is with Body Out of Place Theory that colorblind policies 

belonging to the current era of voter suppression and driven largely by political motives are those 

that acknowledge racial minority as equal in the electoral process but have disparate racial 

impacts in states with restrictive voting procedures (Combs, 2018). As a result, it has been with 

each monumental step towards equity that the American electoral process is met with 

institutional regress, where blatant racism from that of the Jim Crow era parallels what is now 

underhandedly occurring within contemporary voter suppression strategies. 

Nonetheless, despite the current voter suppression era, optimal voting procedures can be 

found in pockets throughout the nation, but more importantly can be utilized as the framework in 

ridding the undemocratic obfuscation within the modern American electoral process. 

Subsequently, this program proposal sets forth the necessary steps to take at the federal level 

which will ensure equity at the polls for all eligible American voters. Beginning with the 

restoration of key provisions from the Voting Rights Act, this program proposal outlines 

accompanying electoral enhancements that have already been introduced as federal legislation in 

Congress, adopted at the state level, possess the majority of public support, or can be introduced 

in the current 116th Congress and adopted before the upcoming presidential election of 2020.  
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Moreover, it is with each step towards electoral reform that this proposal intends to 

alleviate both obfuscation and discrimination that currently plagues the sacrosanct democratic 

exercise of voting in the United States.  

Restoration of the Voting Rights Act 

 As Weiser & Bannon (2018) note, the 2016 Presidential Election was the first election in 

America since 1965 that occurred without “full protection of the Voting Rights Act (VRA) to 

combat racial discrimination in voting.”  Stemming from the ruling in Shelby County v. Holder, 

key provisions of the Voting Rights Act that proved effective in drastically reducing blatant 

racial discrimination were struck down, meaning states with a history of discriminatory electoral 

practices were no longer required to obtain federal preclearance before making modification to 

statewide voting procedures (Wesier & Bannon, 2018). What ensued from this monumental 2013 

ruling was a deluge of modern voter suppression strategies, where mechanisms such as stringent 

voter identification laws have been implemented despite them demonstrating to disparately 

impact voters belonging to populations of low income and educational attainment (Alvarez, 

Bailey, & Katz, 2008). More so, it is because of the Shelby County v. Holder ruling that states 

have now abused this form of ultimate freedom and sacrificed the integrity of democracy to 

implement suppressive strategies in the form of modern colorblind voting policies.  

Therefore, to effectively combat this, the 116th Congress must move swiftly in restoring 

protections of the Voting Rights Act that were diminished following the Shelby County v. 

Holder ruling. However, legislators must be diligent in satisfying concerns specified in the 

Shelby County v. Holder ruling, which ruled the federal preclearance formula of the Voting 

Rights Act as outdated (SCOTUS, 2013). Thus, Congress should advance legislation with a 

contemporary formula, such as the Voting Rights Advancement Act, that would require states 
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holding a discriminatory record in the previous 25 years to require federal preclearance before 

making any changes to voting practices at the state level (Weiser & Bannon, 2018). 

In addition, public support is behind such a move according to Lake, Mermin and Stalsburn 

(2014), as 81% favored the Voting Rights Act and 69% favored restoring protections of the 

Voting Rights Act in a survey that was conducted.  

Modernizing the Electoral Process   

 As this paper has delineated, the voting process in the United States has been deeply 

marred by both overt racist policies of the past and modern colorblind policies that have 

consistently had disparate racial impacts. However, the electoral process can also be summarized 

as fundamentally flawed and antiquated, resistant to common sense reform that would eliminate 

longstanding obfuscation within the electoral process. According to Desilver (2018), the 2016 

presidential election was one that observed a meager 56% voter turnout, placing the nation well 

behind voter turnout rate from other developed countries. And as this program proposal aims to 

eliminate the inequities associated with race within the voting process, it contemporaneously 

aims to increase overall voter registration and voter turnout at the national level.  

Therefore, modernizing the voting process is a task requiring bold steps from the 116th 

Congress, such as: passing legislation that implements automatic voter registration; democracy 

restoration to individuals with criminal convictions and have paid their debt to society; 

uniformity in early voting; opt-out vote by mail practice; providing adequate resources to polling 

sites in order to reduce wait times; and observing federal elections as national holidays.   

Automatic voter registration. As defined by the National Conference of State 

Legislatures (2018), 
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“Automatic voter registration is an “opt out” policy by which an 

eligible voter is placed on the voter rolls at the time they interact 

with a motor vehicle agency (or in a few states with other 

government agencies) unless they actively decline to be registered. 

The process begins at the motor vehicle agency. When citizens 

apply for, renew or replace a driver’s license, permit or 

identification card, their relevant information—including name, 

address, date of birth and signature—is shared electronically with 

the state election agency.” 

And as of the 2018 midterms, 19 states introduced legislation that either implemented or 

expanded automatic voter registration measures (Weiser & Bannon, 2018). Moreover, public 

support for automatic voter registration has been demonstrated in surveys leading up to the most 

recent midterm election cycle, where 65% approved of automatically registering all eligible 

voters (Bialik, 2018). Moreover, it is at the national level where automatic voter registration can 

be achieved by the 116th Congress passing the Automatic Voter Registration Act of 2017, that 

would require each state to register every eligible voter in state residency (Weiser & Bannon, 

2018). As for concerns about costs in implementing such a progressive step in the electoral 

process, Maricopa County, Arizona helps in assuaging those concerns after local officials have 

reported spending an average of 3 cents to electronically register voters, as opposed to 83 cents 

for traditional paper enrollment (Ponoroff, 2010).  

Democracy restoration.  According to the Brennan Center for Justice (2018), there are 

currently over four million Americans stripped of their right to vote from various forms of 

criminal disenfranchisement laws throughout the nation. To put simply, criminal 
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disenfranchisement serves a punitive relic of the Jim Crow era, as 33 states partake in criminal 

disenfranchisement and only 15 states restore the right to vote upon an individual’s release from 

prison, often leaving those recently released unsure of their rights to vote (Weiser & Bannon, 

2018). Compounded by this, is the reality of having a racially disproportionate criminal justice 

system, where black and Latino individuals comprise 56% of the incarcerated population despite 

being less than one-third of American population as of 2014 (NAACP, 2019). As fifteen states 

along with Washington D.C. currently restore the right to vote automatically upon an 

individual’s release from incarceration, national reform is necessary as criminal 

disenfranchisement has demonstrated to disproportionately affect racial minorities (Weiser & 

Bannon, 2018).  

Therefore, the 116th Congress must take robust action such as passing the Democracy 

Restoration Act, which would restore voting rights to approximately 3.3 million Americans who 

remain disenfranchised upon their release from incarceration in the United States of America 

(Brennan Center for Justice, 2019). Moreover, much like the public support behind automatic 

voter registration, restoring the right to vote for those who have served their sentences holds 

more than 68% of the public’s support (Bialik, 2018). In particular, the Democracy Restoration 

Act will:  

- “Align the entire country with the standard already set by fourteen 

states, red and blue, plus the District of Columbia.  

- Enact a simple rule that is easy to administer: Americans who are 

out of prison and living in the community get to vote in federal 

elections. 
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- Provide notice to people with past criminal convictions about their 

right to vote in federal elections” (Brennan Center for Justice, 

2019). 

Early voting and voting by mail. According to Desilver and Geiger (2016), 

approximately 46 million American voters cast their ballots before election day during the 2012 

presidential election. More so, the number of voters choosing a method which deviates from that 

of the traditional election day method is rapidly growing, as there was a 14% increase from 2004 

to 2012 in the number of voters sending in their ballots before election day (Desilver & Geiger, 

2016). This uptick in the number of voters can be attributed to more states adopting more 

favorable early voting policies, however, the lack of uniformity creates inequity in a procedure 

that should hold uniformity at the national level.  

According to the National Conference of State Legislatures (2019), there remain 11 states 

where “early voting is not available and an excuse is required to request an absentee ballot.” For 

this reason, state legislatures such as Florida’s have taken steps to cut early voting by reducing 

the early voting period, which contributed to long lines during the 2012 presidential election 

(Brennan Center for Justice, 2019). In 2014, the Ohio state legislature reduced the early voting 

period by six business days leading up to Election Day, which eliminated a popular state-wide 

event that allowed voters to register and vote early all in one trip (Desilver & Geiger, 2016). 

Therefore, national uniformity must be achieved to allow American citizens to have equitable 

time to vote early. According to Weiser and Bannon (2018), Congress can set minimum early 

voting requirements in federal elections through the Voter Empowerment Act, requiring “states 

to provide at least 15 days of early voting.”  
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Moreover, with taking into consideration the proposal of early voting uniformity, the 

American electoral system can be further bolstered and less convoluted by taking legislative 

action to offer vote-by-mail methods in all 50 states. As defined by the National Conference of 

State Legislatures (2018), universal vote-by-mail elections are those where:  

“all registered voters receive a ballot in the mail. The voter marks 

the ballot, puts it in a secrecy envelope or sleeve and then into a 

separate mailing envelope, signs an affidavit on the exterior of the 

mailing envelope, and returns the package via mail or by dropping 

it off. Ballots are mailed out well ahead of Election Day, and thus 

voters have an “election period,” not just a single day, to vote. All-

mail elections can be thought of as absentee voting for everyone.” 

Currently, in the 116th Congress, the Vote by Mail Act of 2019 has been introduced with the 

intention to eliminate inequity by allowing all eligible voters the option to vote by mail in federal 

elections (Wyden, 2019). However, vote-by-mail also leaves the option for voters to choose the 

traditional method by voting in person at a polling site.  

Moreover, the benefits for elections to move to a vote-by-mail system are plentiful as: 

“Voting by mail gives voters more time to consider their choices, 

which is especially important as many ballots contain greater 

numbers of questions about complex issues than in the past due to 

the expanded use of the initiative and referendum process in many 

States…Voting by mail is cost effective. After the State of Oregon 

adopted vote by mail for all voters in 1996, the cost to administer 

an election in the State dropped by nearly 30 percent over the next 
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few elections, from $3.07 per voter to $2.21 per voter. After 

Colorado implemented all-mail balloting in 2013, voting 

administration costs decreased by an average of 40 

percent…Allowing all voters the option to vote by mail can reduce 

waiting times for those voters who choose to vote at the polls.” 

(Wyden, 2019). 

Adequate resources at polling sites. Additionally, on the basis of race, there remain 

disparities in the amount of time individuals are waiting to vote in federal elections. According to 

Vasilogambros (2018), compared to white voters who waited on average 10 minutes at polling 

sites to vote during the 2016 presidential elections, black voters waited on average 16 minutes, 

and Latino voters waited 13 minutes. This dilemma can be directly attributed to polling sites –

primarily located in predominant minority communities –having fewer resources such as an 

adequate amount of poll workers to get voters through the process (Vasilogambros, 2018). 

Additionally, between the 2012 and 2016 presidential elections, counties with a majority racial 

minority population underwent a reduction of seven polling locations on average, translating to 

approximately 200 less workers per county (Nichols, 2018). According to the Election 

Assistance Commission (2017), 65% of jurisdictions throughout the United States self-identified 

as encountering difficulty in obtaining poll workers.  

Therefore, in effort to reduce prolonged wait times, the 116th Congress must equip every 

county throughout the nation with the resources necessary to hire a sufficient amount of poll 

workers for every polling site.  

Federal elections becoming national holiday. Finally, this proposal calls for federal 

elections to be recognized as holidays moving forward. According to Shineman (2018), the 
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United States system of federal elections has operated behind rationale from the year 1845, 

where elections held on the first Tuesday after the first Monday in November was deemed most 

convenient for voters of the 19th century. However, that model is no longer applicable in a 

modern American culture that has simply long departed from that of the 19th century. According 

to File (2018), in the 2016 presidential election, approximately 2.7 million eligible American 

voters from all ethnicities indicated that the main reason for not voting was due to being too busy 

or having a conflicting schedule.  

 Therefore, in order to eliminate the roughly 2.7 million people indirectly being denied 

their right to vote because they don’t have enough time in the day, the 116th Congress must take 

action in recognizing federal elections as national holidays. More so, this can be accomplished 

without having to create a new federal holiday by combining with a pre-existing one. The list of 

federal holidays that would be optimal in supporting a federal election include: 

- Birthday of Martin Luther King, Jr.  

- George Washington’s Birthday 

- Columbus Day 

- Veteran’s Day 

Implementation 

 Modern federal elections laws, as outlined in the proposal are necessary to achieve 

reform in the American electoral process. Congress ultimately holds the power to supplant state 

regulations and step in when voting procedures have become grossly unfair or influenced by 

partisanship (Morley & Tolson,). Therefore, federal legislative action, whether through 

constitutional Amendments or Federal Voting Laws, must be taken for large-scale efforts. With 

this, the United States Congress has a history which validates its federal powers, with the 
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enactment of notable voting laws that have moved the electoral process forward. The list of 

legislative action includes but is not limited to: 

- “Voting Rights Act of 1965 - This law prohibits voting practices and procedures that 

discriminate based on race, color, or membership in a language minority group. It 

also requires certain jurisdictions to provide election materials in languages other than 

English… 

- National Voter Registration Act (NVRA) of 1993 - This law increases opportunities 

to register to vote and creates procedures for maintaining voter registration lists, 

making it easier for people to stay registered… 

- Help America Vote Act (HAVA) of 2002 - This law authorizes federal funds for 

election administration and creates the U.S. Election Assistance Commission. It also 

requires states to adopt minimum standards on voting systems, provisional ballots, 

voter information posters on election days, and for first time voters who register to 

vote by mail and statewide voter registration databases. The EAC helps states to 

comply with these requirements” (USA, 2018) 

Funding 

 In alignment with H.R. 1, an omnibus bill introduced in the 116th Congress that amends 

federal statutes regarding elections, cybersecurity, campaign finance and ethics in government, 

the Congressional Budget Office provides cost estimates that can also be utilized for the proposal 

outlined in this section. More so, rationale for employing estimates generated for H.R. 1 rests 

within the contents of its package that include federal voting laws such as automatically 

registering voters, restoring democracy to those with convictions, and adopting vote-by-mail 

procedures. With this, the proceeding cost estimates operate on an assumption that the federal 
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voting laws outlined within this proposal will be enacted in 2019, one year in advance of the 

2020 federal election cycle.  

Moreover, federal grants are what will provide funding and be dispersed to every states 

by the Election Assistance Commission (EAC), an independent, bipartisan entity delegated to 

meet requirements of the Help American Vote Act of 2002 (Electronic Assistance Commission, 

2019). According to the Congressional Budget Office (2019), federal grants that would fund the 

creation of a modern infrastructure suitable for this proposal containing elements such as 

automatic voter registration efforts automatic would cost approximately $750 million from 2019-

2024 (Congressional Budget Office, 2019). As for additional electoral enhancements, such as 

implementing vote by mail in all 50 states and equipping every polling site with adequate 

resources to be fully operational during the early voting period, as well election day, the cost-

estimate approximates a $750 million cost from 2019-2024 (Congressional Budget Office, 

2019). However, the Congressional Budget Office projections utilized do not account for the cost 

to recognize each federal election as a national holiday. Nonetheless, since this proposal 

possesses a framework where federal elections are to be enmeshed with a pre-existing national 

holiday outlined earlier, a cost-estimate for this particular element is not necessary. Thus, per the 

Congressional Budget Office (2019), implementing this proposal would cost $400 million 

annually from 2019-2024, with congressional appropriated funds allocated to the Election 

Assistance Commission and then dispersed to states as has been done since fiscal year 2003 

(Burris & Fischer, 2016).  

Monitoring and Evaluating Program Proposal 

 In effort to achieve equity throughout the electoral process, it is essential that Congress 

and the Election Assistance Commission remain informed and updated annually regarding the 
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administration of the proposal. State election office reports containing pertinent data for every 

element of the proposal include but are not limited to: 

Automatic voter registration 

- Population of voters previously registered among the total voting-age population 

preceding automatic voter registration implementation.  

- Age composition of previously registered voters among total voting-age population 

preceding automatic voter registration implementation.  

- Racial composition of previously registered voters among total voting-age population 

preceding automatic voter registration implementation.  

- Educational attainment composition of previously registered voters among voting-age 

population preceding automatic voter registration implementation.  

- Population of voters that are newly registered following automatic voter registration 

implementation. 

- Age composition of newly registered voters among total voting-age population 

following automatic voter registration implementation 

- Racial composition of newly registered voters among total voting-age population 

following automatic voter registration implementation 

- Educational attainment composition of newly registered voters among voting-age 

population following automatic voter registration implementation 

Democracy restoration to those convicted 

- Population of those convicted among the total voting-age population who lost their 

rights to vote preceding democracy restoration implementation.   
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- Age composition of those convicted among total voting-age population preceding 

democracy restoration implementation.  

- Racial composition of those convicted among total voting-age population preceding 

democracy restoration implementation..  

- Educational attainment composition of those convicted among voting-age population 

preceding democracy restoration implementation. 

- Population of those convicted that are newly registered voters following democracy 

restoration implementation. 

- Age composition of those convicted that are newly registered voters among total voting-

age population following democracy restoration implementation. 

- Racial composition those convicted that are newly registered voters among total voting-

age population following democracy restoration implementation. 

- Educational attainment of those convicted that are newly registered voters among total 

voting-age population following democracy restoration implementation.  

Early Voting 

- Population of voters among total voting-age population that previously utilized early 

voting period to cast ballots preceding uniform early voting implementation.   

- Age composition of voters among total voting age population that previously utilized 

early voting period to cast ballots preceding uniform early voting implementation.  

- Racial composition of voters among total voting age population that previously utilized 

early voting period to cast ballots preceding uniform early voting implementation.  
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- Educational attainment composition of voters among total voting age population that 

previously utilized early voting period to cast ballots preceding uniform early voting 

implementation.  

- Population of voters among total voting-age population that now utilize early voting 

period to cast ballot following uniform early voting implantation.  

- Age composition of voters among total voting-age population that now utilize early 

voting period to cast ballot following uniform early voting implantation.  

- Racial composition of voters among total voting-age population that now utilize early 

voting period to cast ballot following uniform early voting implantation.  

- Educational attainment composition of voters among total voting-age population that 

now utilize early voting period to cast ballot following uniform early voting 

implantation.  

Voting by mail 

- Population of voters among total voting-age population that previously utilized vote by 

mail method to cast ballots preceding national vote by mail implementation.   

- Age composition of voters among total voting-age population that previously utilized 

vote by mail method to cast ballots preceding national vote by mail implementation.   

- Racial composition of voters among total voting-age population that previously utilized 

vote by mail method to cast ballots preceding national vote by mail implementation.   

- Educational attainment of voters among total voting-age population that previously 

utilized vote by mail method to cast ballots preceding national vote by mail 

implementation.   
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- Population of voters among total voting-age population now utilizing vote by mail 

method to cast ballots following national vote by mail implementation.   

- Age composition of voters among total voting-age population now utilizing vote by mail 

method to cast ballots following national vote by mail implementation.   

- Racial composition of voters among total voting-age population now utilizing vote by 

mail method to cast ballots following national vote by mail implementation.   

- Educational attainment composition of voters among total voting-age population now 

utilizing vote by mail method to cast ballots following national vote by mail 

implementation.   

- Population of voters opting-out of vote by mail method to either cast their ballot in 

person at polling site following vote by mail implementation. 

- Age composition of voters opting-out of vote by mail method to either cast their ballot 

in person at polling site following vote by mail implementation. 

- Racial composition of voters opting-out of vote by mail method to either cast their ballot 

in person at polling site following vote by mail implementation. 

- Educational attainment composition of voters opting-out of vote by mail method to 

either cast their ballot in person at polling site following vote by mail implementation. 

Adequate resources administered to all polling sites 

- Communication between state and county election offices shall result in 

comprehensive reports that indicate areas of fulfillment and concern within polling 

locations.  
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- Areas of high interest include reports on the health and usage of polling site 

machines; whether adequate staffing of polling sites was met; reports of average wait 

times for voters at polling sites.  

Federal elections becoming national holiday 

- Population of voters among total voting-age population that previously voted in 

person on election day preceding federal elections being recognized as national 

holiday.  

- Age composition of voters among total voting-age population that previously voted in 

person on election day preceding federal elections being recognized as national 

holiday.  

- Racial Composition of voters among total voting-age population that previously voted 

in person on election day preceding federal elections being recognized as national 

holiday.  

- Educational attainment composition of voters among total voting-age population that 

previously voted in person on election day preceding federal elections being 

recognized as national holiday.  

- Population of voters among total voting-age population now voting in person on 

election day following federal elections being recognized as national holiday.  

- Age composition of voters among total voting-age population that previously voted in 

person on election day following federal elections being recognized as national 

holiday.  



PROGRAM PROPOSAL TO ADDRESS ELECTORAL INEQUITIES 35 

- Racial composition of voters among total voting-age population that previously voted 

in person on election day following federal elections being recognized as national 

holiday.  

- Educational attainment composition of voters among total voting-age population that 

previously voted in person on election day following federal elections being 

recognized as national holiday.  

Such reports shall be prepared by each state election office and submitted annually to 

Congress and the Election Assistance Commission no later than 100 congressional business days 

after January 1. Contents of each report shall be comprehensive, utilizing the aforementioned 

framework listed above to supply Congress and the Election Assistance Commission with 

concrete evidence that indicates both the successes and shortcomings in the administration of the 

proposal. Additionally, both Congress and the Election Assistance Commission shall produce 

their own reports summarizing the effectiveness of the proposal from 2019 -2024, in the fiscal 

year 2024. 

In totality, the program proposal outlined throughout this chapter is geared to effectively 

eliminate the inequities within the contemporary voting process, where colorblind policies driven 

by political intent have diluted the most democratic exercise in the United States of America. 

However, despite an ominous electoral landscape riddled with convolution in voters’ journey to 

the ballot box, there remain pockets of optimal voting practices that the proposal utilizes in the 

effort to bring necessary reform. More so, federal voting laws that would foster equity have been 

introduced in previous congresses and have recently demonstrated to hold public support. More 

importantly, it is through transparent efforts that true equity within the electoral process can 

finally be achieved and sustained by the powers of Congress being exercised and each state 
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being held accountable in meeting the obligations that the proposal outlines. However, no matter 

how clear-cut a path towards equity is, the American electoral process demonstrates an 

unwavering reluctance to find its way back to the status quo of inequity. More so, the limitations 

for such dramatic change are apparent in an electoral process marred by malevolent political 

motive.  
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Chapter 4 

Analysis and Discussion 

 With advancements such as automatic voter registration, democracy restoration to those 

who have been convicted and released from incarceration, storing uniformity in early voting, 

allowing all eligible voters the option to vote by mail, equipping all polling sites with adequate 

resources to operate effectively and making federal elections a national holiday, the program 

proposal outlined within this paper attempts to eliminate the inequities of the current American 

electoral process. Such inequities develop at the state level as Bentele and O’Brien (2013) 

illustrate, where the current state of American elections is largely influenced by partisan political 

motive. Electoral inequities which manifest as restrictive voting legislation that convolutes the 

path to the ballot box are discernible within predominantly conservative state legislatures and 

have proven effective to deter many voters from casting ballots (Bentele & O’Brien, 2013). 

Thus, it is vital for Congress to take action in correcting the course of the American electoral 

process and implement federal legislation that sustains an equitable voting landscape, absent of 

political malevolence.  

With this, it is imperative that the program proposal, along with its alternatives, take into 

consideration a set of criteria that allow audiences to determine which option is the most suitable 

for addressing the inequities within the American electoral process. The criteria include 

effectiveness and feasibility. For a program that aims to address large scale problems that exist 

within the electoral process and be deemed effective, it should satisfy all the goals and objectives 

in a manner the addresses inequities endured by the population of eligible voters. Additionally, 

determining feasibility parallels in importance, since a program that is impractical for a group as 

large as the population of eligible American voters would simply be a waste of energy and time. 
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Alternative to consider 

 One alternative program that could store equity within the electoral process would be 

transitioning to a system that automatically registers all eligible voters and also eliminates the 

traditional polling site altogether for universal vote by mail. With automatic voter registration, all 

eligible voters at the age of 18 would be guaranteed a spot in the voting process absent of current 

requirements that vary by state to attain registered voter status. Moreover, in a complete vote by 

mail system, registered voters receive a ballot at the physical address listed with the Department 

of Motor Vehicles before election day with prepaid postage. With traditional polling sites 

dismissed from the electoral process, current shortcomings induced by political motive such as 

reduced funding for polling site operations that result in understaffed, relocated, or closed sites 

altogether, would diminish.  

However, if the electoral process were to drastically evolve into a system that 

automatically registers voters and adopts a complete vote by mail procedure, it would introduce 

requirements that could be deemed as radical to the average American voter. For instance, as 

traditional polling sites are eliminated from the electoral process with implementation of an all 

vote by mail procedure, it would mean every voter has no choice but to accept the one option to 

cast a ballot by mail. This presents an unintended complication in a traditional sense, as the 

polling site has symbolized democracy around the world, where generations of Americans have 

stood in line to peacefully shape their representative government with the ultimate right to vote. 

More so, despite the equity vote by mail would bring to the voting procedure, feasibility of such 

a program is questionable as the potential for millions of eligible voters to disapprove of such a 

system is far too great with voting in person still remaining a popular method. 
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In comparison to the proposal outlined earlier in the paper, vote by mail introduced as 

part of electoral reform must maintain an opt-in status to retain its feasibility. Although vote by 

mail is effective in ensuring every eligible voter with an equitable voting process, it falls short in 

feasibility as many voters simply enjoy exercising their right in a traditional style at physical 

polling sites. More so, for this reason the program proposal outlined in this paper introduces 

compounding advancements such as storing uniformity in early voting and equipping all polling 

sites with adequate resources to operate effectively for the voters who remain in the population 

that prefers to vote in person.  

Comparison to the status quo 

 Additionally, the status quo remains an option in the administration of federal elections 

for the foreseeable future. Currently, electoral procedures are left to individual state legislatures 

to decide and federal mechanisms that fostered equity within the system have grown 

considerably weaker. Particularly, in the wake of Shelby County v. Holder ruling, federal 

elections have operated absent of key provisions from the Voting Rights Act that protected the 

electoral system from political motives that encourage discriminatory procedures all for political 

gain. For this reason, contemporary maladies of the American electoral system, such as 

restrictive voter identification laws and the reduction of early voting periods have grown 

exponentially in the latter half of the recent decade.  

 For this reason, the status quo is an option that will not prove effective in storing equity 

within the American electoral process. Given the current polarized political landscape in the 

United States of America, state legislatures that enjoy strongholds and are at risk of losing 

political power will continue introducing practices that are the antithesis of fostering equity. So 

long as the current system fails to address preventable harm to the electoral process, the core 
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democratic principles serving as the national foundation will only further deteriorate, leaving 

countless voters to endure the implications of a voting process that is growing increasingly 

difficult to navigate if they are a person of color.  

However, the proposal introduced within this paper has been formulated to eliminate the 

possibility of political motive continuing its destructive path which impedes voters’ paths to 

casting their ballots. Therefore, federal voting laws that are engineered to store equity within the 

electoral process serve as the proposal’s core and include optimal practices engineered to remove 

convolution from both registering to vote and the exercise of voting. Feasibility of the proposal 

has already been established with previous achievements of federal intervention such as the 

Voting Rights Act of 1965, which reversed much of the consequences from an American 

electoral process riddled with blatant racism in the form of pool taxes and literacy tests black 

Americans were subjected to. With this, the type of bold congressional action set forth by the 

proposal is the finest solution to achieve and sustain equity within the voting process.  

Limitations and unanticipated consequences 

 It remains important to consider limitations and unanticipated consequences of a program 

proposal that attempts to address an issue of this magnitude. Some potential limitations that 

should be considered as the program is launched are: 

• State legislatures remaining hesitant to fully implement the proposal and seek to 

challenge through federal litigation.  

• Polling sites remaining understaffed as the recruitment and retention of polling site 

workers proves difficult.  

• State voter registration databases and Department of Motor Vehicles databases 

concurrently enrolling eligible voters in various states during transitions of residency.  
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• Voter apathy causes federal election turnout to remain relatively low compared to 

other developed countries.   

Potential unanticipated consequences of the proposal that should be considered are: 

• Opponents of electoral reform attempting to maintain political capital through 

antiquated voting procedures will potentially label advancements as federal overreach 

for political gain. In reality, what the program aims to do is store equity in the 

electoral process through neutral commonsense advancements, void of political 

motives and or dereliction. 

As the increasing polarization of American politics has advanced while the current 

electoral process has operated for decades without major reform, changes to voting procedures 

could be politically volatile. This means that narratives from both sides of the ideological 

spectrum will be splintered, however, the main objective of storing equity within the electoral 

process should remain at the forefront of any discussion involving the program proposal.  
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Chapter 5 

 Summary, Conclusion and Recommendations 

Summary and Conclusion 

 As the 2016 and 2018 federal election cycles illustrate, inequities within the American 

electoral system have only grown larger in scale with each cycle and require major reform to 

overcome. Specifically, tactics driven by political motives following the Supreme Court ruling in 

Shelby County v. Holder have allowed a new wave of voter suppression efforts to manifest, with 

certain state legislatures operating with intent to deter eligible voters from exercising their right 

to vote by way of implementing stringent voting laws. According to Weiser and Feldman (2018), 

restrictive voting laws have steadily increased over the last decade and are now affecting 

millions of voters throughout the nation, as voters spread across 23 states in the 2018 midterm 

elections endured more stringent voting laws than they did in the federal election cycle of 2010.  

More so, it is within communities enduring restrictive voting practices that voters are 

those of color, youngest and oldest age, low-income and disabled (Weiser & Feldman, 2018). 

These are groups that have historically been marginalized within the electoral process when 

looking at the periods in the United States where black individuals didn’t inherit the right to vote 

because of their skin color or faced the racism of the separate but equal doctrine. 

As many states have implemented stringent voting measures in the previous ten years, 

there are several states that have acted in opposite fashion by introducing expansive voting laws 

that encourage voter registration and turnout. States such as Oregon, Washington, and Colorado 

have implemented voting laws that have brought advancements such as automatic voter 

registration and all-mail voting systems which provide every eligible voter within the state an 

equitable path to cast their ballots.  
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Recommendations 

Given the current state of the American electoral system, reform that brings 

advancements that encourage both voter registration and turnout while also harmonizing the 

voting laws of all 50 states is necessary. More so, there is a desperate need to eliminate political 

motives from the electoral process, as entrusting power to state legislatures to implement their 

own voting laws has resulted in a broken electoral system that trails other developed nations in 

voter turnout. Furthermore, the convolution that is intentionally created to make voter 

registration and the exercise of voting rigorous to carry out, is simply undemocratic and 

continues to tear at the fabric of the nation.  

Therefore, it is necessary to begin taking bold measures in mitigating the dilution of 

voting in America. If everyone is to be seen as equal in the voting process, everyone should be 

treated as such with not one eligible voter prone to the consequences of political motive 

impeding the electoral process. As the proposal introduces legislation that will authorize 

automatic voter registration, democracy restoration to those who have been convicted and 

released from incarceration, uniformity in early voting, the ability to vote by mail, equipping all 

polling locations with adequate resources to operate effectively and making federal elections a 

national holiday, it does so with storing equity in mind.  

An electoral process that is not to be susceptible to institutional discrimination brought 

upon by one political party’s desire for political gain is one that should be sustained for each 

generation to follow. Thus, the system that maintains status quo is one that is not conducive for 

the average American in the year 2019, as it operates fundamentally from antiquated principles. 

In order to be the greatest experiment of democracy, the United States of America must start 
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acting like one by ensuring each and every eligible voter holds the same resources and rights to 

cast their ballots with a peace of mind.   
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