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Introduction

This fourth edition of Democracy and College Student Voting is a thoroughly revised consideration of the question of college student voting in the United States.  In the previous three editions, we concerned ourselves primarily with the phenomena of low turnout of student voting, some of the reasons for it and an examination of the lay of the land with regard to state law and its implementation concerning residency qualifications and the right of students to vote.  All of this was considered in the context of a broad view of democracy suggesting that students ought to be assured of the right to vote, whether it was absentee or college town voting.


In this edition, we sharpen our focus theoretically and turn the question into a normative policy question: Where should college students vote and, what are the likely voter eligibility rules that will maximize college student voting?    Building on both the previous studies and drawing from the research done since our previous examination, we lay out a view of participatory democracy that entails an argument for the maximization of college student voting as citizens of their college or university towns.  

With these questions in mind, we offer a democracy voting continuum based on the central dimension of degrees of encouragement for college students to vote at all levels of government.  This gives rise to the construction of a typology of rules and practices associated with four models of voting eligibility for college students: Participatory Rules, Constitutional Choice, Restrictive Rules and Vote Suppression.   We then use this framework to categorize the fifty states, placing each state into one of the four models.  

In this respect, we provide an analysis that is a descriptive picture of the states regarding their policy orientation towards college student voting but also explicitly provide a policy critique as well.  Our empirical focus is simply to classify the states within the typology that we have developed and provide some preliminary explanations for our findings.  Finally, we also offer a few broad policy recommendations that are consistent with our findings.
College Student Voting and Participatory Democracy

Maximization of Citizen Participation

A healthy democracy maximizes citizen participation in collective decision-making, thereby maximizing individual freedom and the freedom of the community.  To paraphrase Jean Jacques Rousseau, we are most free when we obey laws we prescribe to ourselves.  Thus, the higher the level of participation in influencing the laws by which we must live, the greater the democracy and the greater the freedom we enjoy as citizens.  

At a minimum, in our representative democratic system, this should mean the maximization of citizen voting at all levels of electoral politics, national, state and local.  At each level, we use the vote to have some measure of influence on the decision makers who make the laws.  Sometimes, through referenda or recall votes, we exercise a measure of direct democracy over governmental law and regulations. 

It follows that laws and administrative practices for voting as well as the general political culture should be structured to facilitate as much voting participation as possible again at all levels of government and for all citizens.
Constitutional Right of College Students to Vote


With the passage of the 26th Amendment to the Constitution in 1971, the federal government extended the franchise as a Constitutional right to young citizens by lowering the voting age to 18 effective for federal and state and local elections.  In effect, that action expanded the franchise to virtually all college students, many of whom enter college just after high school at the age of 18. 
 


For youths aged 18 or 19 who choose non-college bound careers or jobs, the path to claiming their voting rights parallels that of older citizens who have stayed and worked in the towns and states in which they grew up.  They can effectively claim the right to vote in their communities based in part on their long established residency in their home towns. 

However, for youths choosing college or university life, the path is different and poses other challenges.  The difference has arisen particularly for those who have chosen to go to college in a town other than their home town, either in the state where they have grown up or in another state entirely.  

The question then arises: Where should these college students vote?  Should they vote in their college towns or vote as residents of their towns or counties from whence they came, usually where their parents still live?  As a Constitutional matter, it must be one or the other:  At the very least, college students should be provided with access to their voting rights.
   
College Students Should Vote 

As Residents of Their College Towns

As residents of their college community, college students, like their fellow citizens, are bound by the same obligation to obey the law as other residents, including local ordinances passed by the local government.  They must abide by the laws guiding rental properties, for instance, or traffic and parking laws. The duties and obligations of citizenship apply to students no less than other citizens. 

Moreover, most college students live in their college towns for at least nine months of the year, extending over the course of four to five years.  During these years, college students play important economic and labor roles in their college towns and communities that also parallel their fellow citizens.  Invariably, college students spend thousands of dollars on rent, restaurants, gasoline, and a variety of entertainment venues in college and university towns.  Just as importantly, students provide a youthful and energetic labor force, for both profit and non-profit organizations and activities.  

In both of these dimensions, students become major contributors to the tax base of the local governments, as well as state and federal governments.  This reality runs counter to the common perception of college students as merely temporary residents, more like vacationers than local citizens.  As local citizens, students then should be able to claim a right to vote within their college town communities.  They should be able to influence the local laws and governments under which they live.
Benefits of Participation

College students have good reason to use those voting rights in their college towns.  Local ordinances regarding rental and housing laws are keenly felt by college students and  directly affect their quality of life.   It follows that if college students realized their potential political power as a voting bloc they could likely exercise much more clout than they presently do in most political jurisdictions.   

Local elections generally generate lower turnout than federal elections.  Consequently, as a percentage of the local turnout, students could comprise a significant portion of the vote and hence attract more attention to their concerns by local office holders and candidates running for local office.


Yet, using their political power in the service of self-interest as students is not the only or even necessarily the primary outcome.  Instead, the expansion of local participation may also lead students to come to grips with the larger public interest of the local community.  As students participate with other citizens, they are more likely to discern common interests rather than dwell merely on their individual concerns.  As such, they may develop more of a “stake” in their local communities, viewing their neighborhoods less as a means to a degree and more as an end in itself.


In this respect, political activity and social commitment go hand in hand.  Encouraging students to vote in their college towns invites them to have a political power in the community but also become identified with it and serve the public interest as well.

This outcome also implies a political educational benefit of more active participation.  Apolitical, politically inactive college students learn much in their four or five years of college, but may fail to develop the political skills and practical knowledge that could enhance their intellectual development and expand their political freedom.  Without local political participation, college students are unlikely to know who is mayor or how the city council or the local government bureaucracy influences their lives.  Practical participation will lead to more informed college student citizens.


Indeed, local political participation is likely to lead to a student citizen more informed about politics at all levels of government.  Practice at the local level will likely lead to practice in the national arena as well.
  

The Democratic Insufficiency of the Absentee Ballot
As we will describe in more detail below, many states presently employ statutes and administrative interpretation that tend to bias students towards voting in their previous jurisdiction through an absentee ballot rather than vote in their college towns. In this regard, most state law employs a “no gain, no loss” provision that facilitates, in effect, a default connection between a voting right and residency.  The rule says that a student retains their previous residency for voting until and unless they declare and validate a new residency in the new state.  If that happens, then the student loses residency in their previous state of residence and the right to vote in that jurisdiction.  If, however, the student fails to fulfill the criteria of the new jurisdiction, then they retain voting rights in their previous jurisdiction.   In effect, the “no gain, no loss” provision largely protects a student’s Constitutional right to vote through the routine usage of the absentee ballot.  
An associated argument that has the consequence of a routine usage of the absentee ballot is what we call the Constitutional Choice argument.  This argument says that so long as students have a choice of residency and are enabled to vote according to their choice, then that is the preferred normative solution.  The Constitution requires only that a student be able to vote “somewhere,” without normative direction towards college town voting or a previous jurisdiction.

Additionally, and crucially, this argument suggests that the critical dimension of residency for college students is “state of mind,” in effect what one considers to be “home.”  As Richard Niemi writes, 
“The residence of many students who attend a college away from their old home town is not at all obvious, either as a matter of fact or as a matter of intent.  Some will go back to their old home town upon graduation, continuing to think of it as “home.”  Others will stay in their new college town and think of it as “home” while they are students…”

Hence, “choice” provides both a Constitutionally defensible option but also “the normatively correct outcome” of respecting the “inherently transitional status of college students.”
  It follows from this position that if most students felt that “home” was their previous place of residence with their parents, then, using the absentee ballot as a routine matter would be acceptable practice.
Is this a sufficient path for participatory democracy?  If our society were to encourage greater use of this mechanism for college students, would this be worthy of expansion as an alternative to voting as residents of their college towns?


To be sure, the presence of absentee ballots is vital to ensure that each and every citizen can exercise their right to vote even when they are physically unable to go to the polls to cast a ballot in person or would rather simply use an option of a mailed-in ballot.  In this respect, many non-college student residents regularly use this mechanism to exercise their voting rights.  When students find themselves in the same predicament as other citizens, then, they rightfully should use the absentee option as well. 


Yet, as a consequence of using the absentee ballots as their practice, students forfeit their potential voting power to influence local government and in many cases state government as well, for those students who are out of state students. As a result, local and state officials are unaccountable to college students, at least through the ballot box.  They can safely ignore college students as a voting part of their constituency even though the laws and rules made by these legislatures and chief executives apply to students as well as other citizens.
Additionally, this practice tends to encourage college students to ignore the politics of their local governments and, again, for out of state students to ignore the state politics of the state where they are going to college.  

In effect, instead of encouraging greater political participation, the routine use of absentee ballots in this fashion diverts attention and energies away from where students actually live, stressing at best the national political scene, while ignoring the state and local political arenas.  Ironically, students choosing this option opt out of the political theatres where, as an interest group, they have more potential power.  
In this respect we emphasize that it is the material conditions of life connected with government that should determine “residency” for purposes of voting, not “state of mind.” Whatever a student’s consciousness of “home” they live and many work in their college towns and must abide by the laws of those jurisdictions.  If democracy is to be fully realized, then students need to be registered in their college towns and use their voting power to influence the laws most relevant to them.  
Finally, we contend as well that “states of mind” and “consciousness” can and should be changed as students settle into college life and the life of their communities.  Students should become cognizant of their new political, legal and economic realities.  They no longer live “at home.”  They should realize that they are in a new city or town and strive to become a citizen of that new life and community, empowered by the right to vote not only for federal office holders but state and local office holders as well. In effect, they are creating a new “home.” 

In our view, democratic principle and material reality trump philosophical “state of mind.” 

Voter Eligibility Rules and College Student Voting

Having made a case for college town registration and voting for college students, we now take up the question regarding some of the rules guiding voter eligibility and voting practice as they affect college students.
  
The voting act requires a two step process.  First, citizens must register to vote, in effect, successfully becoming an eligible voter.  Second, a citizen must then engage in the voting act itself, successfully casting a vote.  Except in the case of “same day” registration, these two steps are usually separate:  One must first register and then, at a different point in time and in a different place, cast a vote. 

The rules under examination involve those associated with both of these steps, particularly the requirements for identification and residency.  Other dimensions of both the registration and voting steps are also relevant, such as the registration calendar, the “window,” allowed for registration and voting, as well as other practices that states may or may fail to pursue.  
A brief review of these steps and their significance is in order so as to establish the connection between them and the likelihood of student voting. 

Identification Rules for Registration and Voting

To be a “registered voter” is to be an individual who is deemed as a “legitimate eligible voter.”  Fundamentally, this status turns on two dimensions:  identification rules and residency rules.  Identification rules refer simply to state requirements regarding what is required to verify and confirm a person’s identity and, in some states, one’s status as a citizen.  Are you who you say you are?  
The relevance of this requirement is straight forward:  the integrity of elections depends upon the principle that each citizen has a right to a vote in the election so long as they are a bona fide citizen and legitimate resident of the state and political jurisdiction in which they are voting.  Without having some assurance that citizens are who they say they are, we lose confidence in the legitimacy of the elections as being an expression of the will of the people, the will of the citizens.   Hence, reasonable efforts to minimize fraud are in order.  
What is necessary to ensure validity of claims of identity, while, at the same time, avoiding overburdening citizens and students with unnecessary requirements?  As we explore later, variation exists among the states in answer to this question.  State practices may include requirements for one or more documents, with or without photographs.  Additionally, state practices vary as well regarding whether these documents must be supplied once only for registration purposes or always to be supplied for voting purposes as well.
Our rule of thumb regarding the relevance of this dimension and the variation we find is that the more documents required and the more specific the stipulations involved regarding which documents are required, the greater the burden on participation we assume.   For example, the requirement of a state issued photo ID for both registration and voting purposes places a greater burden on voting participation than a rule that requires a non-photo ID or document, e.g. a Social Security number, only for registration but requires no ID at the polling place.  The latter arrangement is more conducive to voting participation than the former rule. 

Once registered, what then is required of a student to cast a ballot when they go to the polls?  For many states, all that is required to obtain a ballot is to verbally identify one-self and to confirm one’s address.  If the poll workers find the student’s name and address on the roll of registered voters, then the college student, like other citizens, will be able to vote.  Presently, twenty states require no identification cards or documents at the polls. 
  

In states that have “same day” registration, students would be required to provide some identification document simply because registration and voting steps have been wrapped into one.  The student is therefore obligated to confirm their identity when they cast their first vote because they have not done so previously.  Yet, in some of these states, once they have successfully registered and voted for the first time, henceforth in future elections, they would be free from the necessity of showing some form of identification in order to get a ballot.

Recently, we have seen a new wave of legislative action in a number of states raising the bar for obtaining a ballot for all citizens with a clear impact on students as well.  For these states, provision of any valid identification at the time of registration is insufficient.  In order to vote, one must now also provide some form of identification at the polling place as well, each and every time one attempts to vote.  For some states, a state issued ID document such as a driver’s license complete with photograph and up-to-date address is required but a student identification card is insufficient.  In other states, student ID cards are acceptable.  Presently, thirty states have some form of voter ID requirement at the polls. 
 

Residency Rules for Registration and Voting
The most important voter eligibility dimension relevant to our concern is the residency requirement.  What must a college student provide in order to be eligible to vote as a resident of his or her college town?  Do the laws and regulations encourage or discourage college town residency as opposed to absentee ballots for voting in their previous political jurisdictions? As with the requirements for identification, state practices vary but that variation tends to revolve around several aspects of what qualifies a prospective voter as a “bona fide” resident of the college town or county in a state. 

Presently, as Richard Niemi summarizes the prevailing definition,

“Bona fide residence” is usually expressed…as requiring “both physical presence and an intention to remain.”  More fully, physical presence is the “taking up [an] abode in a given place,” while the “intention to remain” is defined as “an intention to remain permanently, or for an indefinite period of time; or to speak more accurately…, without any present intention to remove therefrom…” 

In our review, many states do indeed articulate laws and rules that attempt to require some commitment from would be voters that they have an “intention” to stay in their domicile for some indefinite time in the future.  For some states this even includes language implying an intention to be a “permanent” resident and that the present address is one’s “permanent” domicile. 
For example, Tennessee lays out the following rule, 

“To determine whether a person is a resident of Tennessee, the registrar must consider the following factors: 

1. The residence of a person is the place where the person’s habitation is fixed and is where, during periods of absence, the person definitely intends to return.

2. A person can have only one residence.

3. A change of residence is made not only by relocation, but also by intent to remain in the new location permanently, and by demonstrating actions consistent with that intention.”

The significance of the criterion for verifying residency is readily apparent in the Tennessee case, illustrative of the challenges faced in other states as well.  A student is unable to declare simply that their present address is their “bona fide residence.”  Instead, they must provide additional explanation and possibly additional documentation of their commitment to remain in their location. 
How does one show “intent to remain” in the “ location permanently?”  What kinds of “actions” will suffice to validate that “intention?”  Whether these criteria are interpreted strictly or loosely, they introduce an additional hurdle for students to jump in order to register successfully.

Given that many students will have domiciles different than their parents’ homes, this kind of criterion will force students to decide either to fall back on their previous domicile in their parents’ home – the path of least resistance – or try to provide the necessary documents to satisfy the criterion.
Confirming one’s residency is also important in order to gain access to a ballot at the polls.  As already noted, in many states this involves merely affirming the address read to the voter from the registration rolls.  Once affirmed, a ballot is then made accessible to the student. 


However, in a growing number of states, along with the requirement for a constant validation of one’s identity comes an additional requirement to confirm afresh one’s place of residence.  Hence, the rules reject a student identification card because it fails to include an address, even though it has a photograph and identification number of the student.  Instead, students must provide some other document confirming their present address in order to get access to a ballot.  Wisconsin, for example, just passed a new ID law that, in effect, will likely require additional residence documentation from students because student ID rarely includes an address.
 
Registration Calendar Rules
Beyond the twin hurdles of identification and residency requirements lie additional rules regarding the time period available for registration.  Concretely, how many days prior to election-day must a student be registered?  State law varies widely:  Some states such as North Dakota, have a “same day” registration rule allowing citizens, including students, to forego a separate registration step entirely and simply register on election day, immediately prior to the casting of their vote.  

Most states, however, require a separate step and differ mainly in the registration deadline, specifically referring to the number of days prior to election day when one must be registered.  The calendar tends to range between a thirty day rule to “same day” registration.  While these rules affect all citizens, they can have a strong impact on student registration.  States with a thirty day window may be unwittingly discouraging first year college student voting.  Just moving in to their dorms for the first time, many of these students may fail to vote only because they may be ignorant of this rule or have little time to attend to voting registration amidst all of the other issues new students must attend to.  
Absentee Ballot Rules

Access to the use of absentee ballots is also a factor in shaping college student voting.  The key aspect of this dimension is the ease of access to an absentee ballot once a college student has fulfilled the previous set of requirements for voting eligibility.  
For example, “no fault” rules or practices are most likely to facilitate college student voting.  This practice requires no reason for obtaining such a ballot.  In effect, the practice allows for absentee ballots to be used as a substitute for going to the polls regardless of the reason.
Other Registration and Voting Programs

Finally, we also have taken note of other programs that states may offer that will affect both registration and voting of college students.  For example, many states have developed some version of an “early voting” program which extends the voting opportunity to include numerous days prior to the official election-day.  This of course invites and encourages a higher participation rate among all voters but may be especially important to young voters including college students less attentive to the election-day calendar.  
In sum, we believe that variation in these dimensions of the voter eligibility systems in the states has a significant effect on registration and voting rates and therefore are worth examining in some detail.  Jesse Richman and Andrew Pate summarize well some of the effects they document of more restrictive rules on the registration and voting practices of students.  
“…[C]ollege  town registration restrictions have…had a substantial negative effect on college student turnout.  They force more students to request absentee ballots and thereby prevent some from voting altogether…Making it more difficult for college students to participate in college town elections increases their costs of voting and bars students from taking part in shaping the local politics of the place they spend their days and nights for much of the year…”

Democracy and Voter Eligibility Rules:

A Typology Applied to College Students


In the light of this analysis, we now turn to two central questions:   What set of rules are most likely to encourage the maximum participation in registration and voter turnout of college students and what is the present day status of state law and practice in relationship to this standard?  To answer those questions, we have constructed a Voter Eligibility Rules typology.  

The typology involves four “ideal” models of voting rules and practices tracked along a democracy continuum, ranging from the most participatory to the least.  The central dimension at issue is the degree to which states and localities facilitate and encourage college students to vote and vote as citizens in their college towns. 
Following Max Weber, we lay out the models to capture logically consistent and distinctive perspectives on elections in a democracy as concerned with voter eligibility rules even though exact fit with contemporary and future rules may likely prove elusive in all cases. These models are intended to capture the logic of four arguments or theories of democracy as they might apply to voting rules and practices for college students.    The models are: Participatory Rules, Constitutional Choice, Restrictive Rules and Vote Suppression.
 
We offer this typology for two purposes.  First, given the great complexity and diversity of the rules among the fifty states, we use the typology to gain a more comprehensive conceptual picture of the status of the states regarding the degree to which their electoral systems either encourage or discourage college student voters.  

Secondly, we believe the typology offers a normative critique of the present status of state electoral law and practice.  By framing the typology in terms of degrees of democracy, we try to establish a democratic ideal towards which states ought to be working if they are to attain a robust democratic electoral system.  In other words, we offer the typology as a conceptual and theoretical tool that allows us to both describe present and future state practices but also a picture of the rules that would be most conducive to maximum college student participation. 
In this context, the Participatory Rules model is meant to express this central logic and help to identify those rules and practices most conducive to college student voting, a kind of “best practices” template. Once established, this then creates a critique of the other three models as being insufficiently democratic in character – or, indeed, undemocratic, even authoritarian in practice -- and worthy of improvement, sometimes modestly, with the Constitutional Choice  model, and sometimes radically with the Vote Suppression model.

Contending Theories of Democracy

This typology is based in part on a theory of democracy which distinguishes between what we have called participatory democracy on the one hand and elite democracy on the other.
  As developed earlier, the participatory argument stresses the importance of citizen participation in elections as a hallmark of democracy wherein the elected leaders decide matters in large part as a reflection of the wishes of the electorate.  Both the Participatory Rules and the Constitutional Choice models emerge from this basic orientation regarding the role of college students as legitimate voters.
In contrast, the latter two models are based on an elite theory of democracy where participation is viewed as important primarily to legitimize the decision making leadership that gets elected.  Joseph Schumpeter, the noted economist, offered an alternative definition of democracy which captures this reasoning: Democracy is “that institutional arrangement for arriving at political decisions in which individuals acquire the power to decide by means of a competitive struggle for the people’s vote.” 
  In essence, the role of the citizens is to play a part in a plebiscite on which set of elites shall rule rather than the expression of a General Will on policy matters which elected leaders are then obligated to carry out.    To the extent that voting allows for some control over leaders, it is largely aimed at “…the protection of the individual from arbitrary decisions by elected leaders and the protection of his private interests.”
 
Crucially, in this view, a corollary argument is that political instability may result if too many citizens actually participate because this may give rise to too many irresolvable conflicts among the various competing interests within the polity.  Hence, some measure of political apathy is actually healthy for the stability of the political system particularly if the lower class voters stay home.
  Paul Weyrich, a former Republican Party activist and co-founder of the Heritage Foundation gave voice to a variant of this view in a 1980 speech to party activists.

“Now many of our Christians have what I call the goo-goo syndrome – good government. They want everybody to vote.  I don’t want everybody to vote.  Elections are not won by a majority of people, they never have been from the beginning of our country and they are not now.  As a matter of fact, our leverage in the elections quite candidly goes up as the voting populace goes down.”


We begin then with the “gold standard,” a Participatory Rules model and follow down the continuum to the Vote Suppression model.  In each category, we spell out broadly the kinds of rules associated with the model and then proceed to provide an example of a state that illustrates the category.  We then present Table 1: College Student Voter Eligibility Rules Models to summarize this discussion.  This analysis is followed by a full presentation of all fifty states placed in one or another of the four models in the typology.  This is illustrated in Table 2: College Student Voter Eligibility Rules: State Classification. 

Participatory Rules
The “Gold Standard” or “Best Practices” Model


We employ the Participatory Rules model to capture that set of rules that might maximize college student registration and voting in their college towns.  Its theoretical foundations are the theories of participatory and social democracy that emphasize high levels of participation and a view of voting as a collective enterprise and expression of freedom.  For a state to enter into this status, it must exhibit practices that push for robust democratic participation of students.  
Identification Rules
For this model, the most reasonable time and place for the provision of identification is the time and place of registration.  At the time of registration, either in person or through the mail, the most efficient practice for swift student registration as well as the protection of the integrity of the registration rolls is the provision of one or two credible documents verifying a student’s name and address.  

Multiple kinds of documents, including a driver’s license, a Social Security card, a student ID card or various utility and bank statements, showing name and place of residence, ought to be sufficient for validating one’s identity and place of residence.  
All of these documents are of a type that have resulted from a process in which authorized government officials of one kind or another have checked the identity of the individual to whom the document has been issued.  Indeed, the “Help America Vote Act” essentially follows this reasoning in its requirements for voter identification for federal elections.
   
For this model, once a student has successfully registered, showing sufficient evidence of identity and residency, no additional showing of identification should be necessary when the student goes to the polls to vote or seeks an absentee ballot.   Like other duly registered voters, students should be able to walk to the check in tables, verbally give their names and verify their address verbally as they appear on the voter registration list and obtain a ballot.  Presently, nineteen states, including the state of Maryland, continue to employ this participatory practice.
  
We emphasize that no showing of ID ought to be required at the time of casting one’s vote.  It is an unnecessary requirement at that point in time.  One has already documented both identity and address when they fulfilled the registration requirements.  

Advocates of ID requirements at the polls, however, have argued instead that these additional requirements beyond registration are necessary to curb fraud and increase the confidence in the integrity of elections.  Indeed, in the past number of years including 2011, many states have passed or reinforced voter ID laws which require some form of identification each and every time a citizen, including college students, votes.  In many cases, the rules have been tightened further to require specific kinds of photo identification. 

The essence of the debate revolves around the proper balance between ensuring legitimate elections and avoiding fraudulent voting and maximizing voter and college student participation in elections.   In our view, presently, our elections are plagued more by low participation than they are by high levels of fraud. Moreover, we do have evidence that the more restrictive ID laws are likely to depress voter turnout in many groups, largely Democratic voting constituencies, including students, because significant portions of these constituent groups lack the documents necessary for either registration or poll ID checks.
 
For instance, one estimate is that while many American citizens do carry photo ID, perhaps as much as 12% of the eligible population does not and that the rate rises significantly among African American, Hispanic, poor and student voters. 
For students specifically, a Rock the Vote poll suggests that perhaps 19% of the youth cohort which includes college students have no “government issued photo ID with their current address.”
 Hence, for little gain in election integrity we are likely to lose substantially in the democratic character of our elections as measured by successful registration and turnout. 
Residency Rules

With regard to residency, the rule that would most encourage student voting in college towns would be a “choice rule,” i.e., a rule that permits students to declare their college town address as their “domicile” for the purposes of voting or to retain voting rights in their previous “domicile,” in their parents’ home.   The rule would allow for students to declare, in effect, any place of residence as their “domicile” including a dormitory room or an apartment in a neighborhood adjacent to the college or university. 

Necessary validation documentation would be minimal:  An electric bill, phone bill or any other reputable and credible document that shows a name and address should suffice to show location in a political jurisdiction.  

Statutory and administrative interpretative language that carries forward an openness and indeed an encouragement for college town voting would place states in this category.  Presently, our review revealed no state with explicit language in statute or in administrative interpretation, e.g., on websites, that fully encourages students to register where they live.  In this respect, this element of this model remains unfulfilled.  

Nonetheless, some states have taken steps to remind students that their options are open for college town voting, perhaps implicitly encouraging that level of participation.  Maine for example offers a clear message to students that they have a “right” to vote in their college towns equal to other citizens if “residency” can be established.  As the website articulates the state’s position: 

“Students have the right to register in the municipality where they attend school, if they have established residency there. Students must meet the same residency requirements as all other potential voters, but may not be asked to meet any additional requirements.”


“Residence” is defined in part as one’s “fixed and principal home.”  This then gets further described with regard to voting: “In most cases, a person has only one place where he or she resides, making residency an easy factor for the registrar to determine.”

Moreover, Maine underscores its commitment to a clear “choice” authorization in its interpretation of its statute when it  indicates the state’s “no gain/no loss” provision – inherently biasing students to vote “absentee” – is to be interpreted favorably towards college town registration.  As the website states: 
“A person does not gain or lose a residence solely because of the person's presence or absence while a student in any institution of learning. This may not be construed to prevent a student at any institution of learning from qualifying as a voter in the municipality where the student resides while attending that institution.” 

More powerful still perhaps is Iowa’s statutory expression of its residency requirements which are expansive for all citizens, including college students.  In part, the statute stipulates the following, 
“…A person’s residence, for voting purposes only, is the place which the person declares is the person’s home with the intent to remain there permanently or for a definite, or indefinite or indeterminable length of time. A person who is homeless or has no established residence may declare residence in a precinct by describing on the voter registration form a place to which the person often returns…”


By extension, therefore, college students have great leeway in declaring their dorm rooms, for example, as their “residence” because it is the “…place to which [they] often return….”  Importantly, no restriction is placed on a student’s “intentions” for future residency.  A student can simply state that their present domicile is their home for now.  Hence, this practice by Iowa appears to be very open to college town registration and voting. 
Participatory Practice: Registration Calendar
Besides facilitating rules for identification and residency, participatory states would be those which engage in practices that create generous registration “windows” allowing maximum opportunities to become an eligible voter.  The practice that maximizes this “window” is probably a policy of “same day” registration wherein college students, as well as other citizens, can simply register to vote on the same day as they cast their ballots.  

For example, Maine’s website offers these very encouraging words to all would be voters, 

“It's never too late to register to vote in Maine. You can register to vote until, and including, Election Day. There is no cut-off date for registering to vote in person at your town office or city hall. If you want to register to vote by mail, the cut-off date is the close of business on the 21st day before the election.”


It follows that short of the “same day” practice, registration practices that allow the shortest time frame between the registration date and election date are more conducive for student turnout.   So, states that allow students to register within   15 days of election -day are friendlier to student voting than those that require a 30 day deadline between registration and the vote.

Participatory Practice: Voter Registration Drives
Other participatory practices would include voter registration drives sponsored by state agencies, including university and college administrations.  Again, special recognition should be given to those efforts that emphasize college town registration as opposed to retention of absentee ballot rights for voting back in a student’s previous residence with their parents. 


Finally, administrative interpretation and expression of state law encouraging student participation in voting should be in evidence, particularly in those venues where students are most likely to seek information about registration and voting.  In particular, specific discussions directed at college students should be present on state websites.  For example, Vermont provides a “College Voter Guide” link for college students and provides very useful information regarding a whole host of issues relevant for college students to consider.  Distancing itself from many other states, Vermont explicitly points out that

“…just because you registered to vote in Vermont does not mean that you will have to get a Vermont driver’s license or register your vehicle here…”
 

This piece of information further encourages student voting because it removes a possible impediment to registration and voting, i.e. a requirement that one must possess a Vermont driver’s license in order to vote.
The Maine and Vermont examples illustrate the general point that for this and future generations of students, official state websites are likely to be the critical interface between state government law and attitude towards college students and the college students themselves. 
  College and university students are much more likely to seek information through state election websites than perhaps anywhere else. 
Participatory Practice: Early Voting

Other rules and practices that would characterize the participatory model would include any program and rule that encourages voting beyond facilitation of the basic qualifying rules, ie. identification and residency.  For example, “early voting” is a mechanism that invites greater voting participation simply because it allows voters greater opportunity to vote.  Instead of facing a one day chance to cast a ballot, numerous days are available for casting a ballot.  In this light, the more numerous the days offered for voting, the more participatory it is.   

Similarly, the practice of relying on mail-in ballots, as practiced in Oregon, would also be a candidate for a participatory status.  This practice expands the ways by which citizens can vote and therefore should lead to higher rates of voting for all citizens including students.   

Finally, efforts on the part of colleges and universities to take additional efforts to remind students of election- day and encourage them to exercise their rights as citizens would qualify as a “participatory practice.”  Again, if these admonitions include specific encouragement to vote in local and state elections, this evidence strengthens a state’s place in this category.  
Absentee Ballots


Full and easy access to absentee ballots is an indicator of a participatory set of rules.  Like other citizens, students should be able to get access to ballots without necessarily supplying a specific reason for the request.  It should be sufficient that a student indicates that, for whatever reason, an absentee ballot will better serve his or her ability to vote than actually going to the polling place.   Priority should be given to making the vote decision accessible.  In practice, many states implement what has been called a “no fault” policy that embraces this logic.  

Still, as discussed earlier, the participatory model emphasizes the priority of college town voting over absentee voting, when that means a student routinely seeks a ballot to vote in their previous place of residence.
A Participatory State: California

As we have argued, the Participatory model is intended to be the normative ideal for eligibility rules and practices emphasizing college town voting over the use of previous residency absentee balloting.  Given that standard, we found only a few states that could plausibly satisfy the criteria for this model.  



Assessing all five dimensions of voter eligibility rules and practices, including an assessment of California’s website, we concluded that California reflected a participatory posture in all five dimensions of the rules.  
Satisfaction of identification is principally addressed at the time of registration.  Once a student has shown valid documentation for registration purposes ID at the polls is required only if you are a first time voter who registered by mail.   Otherwise, no ID is necessary for a student or other citizen to get access to a ballot and vote.

Further, for documentation of ID, a student photo ID is an acceptable form as well as a variety of other documents considered valid affirmations of one’s identification and place of residence, including bank statements, utility bills, student housing  bills, etc.

Regarding registration, although California fails to offer “same day” registration, it comes close by allowing all citizens, including students, to register as late as 15 days before an election.  Additionally, California also offers “pre-registration” which means that one can register on one’s 17th birthday.  These registration rules cater to young and college student potential voters, functionally, offering great latitude in facilitating voting opportunities. 

California is a clear “choice” state in its rules on the residency question.  As the Brennan Center summarizes California’s law regarding the residency dimension, 

“California defines voting residency as “domicile.” Domicile includes the place where your habitation is fixed and you have “the intention of remaining.” Your choice to make a place your domicile or residence is key in determining your residency for voting.  The Secretary of State has made clear that students can choose between their school addresses and their parents’ homes when deciding where to register to vote.”

California’s website explains further in “question and answer” format: 

“My son just moved onto his college campus and wants to transfer his registration so he can vote there instead. Can he do that?

Yes. He should fill out a voter registration card for his new residence and be sure to fill in the prior registration information so his prior registration will be cancelled. If he wishes, he may remain registered at his permanent residence, such as your home, and request a vote-by-mail ballot be sent to him. The decision as to where he registers and votes is up to him, but he can only register and vote once.”

And additionally, 

“I have just moved. Am I required to re-register?

Your voter registration should always reflect your current residence. However, if you have moved from your home into a temporary residence that you do not intend to use as your permanent residence, you can continue to use your prior permanent residence where you were previously registered to vote as your address for the purpose of voting.”


Note that these messages emphasize “choice” and “residence” for both college students and other newly arrived citizens, rather than emphasizing “home” or “intention to stay” beyond graduation, etc. as criteria for judgment.  Hence, students can register with relative ease in their college towns, whether their “residence” is their college dormitory or an apartment or house in the college town community. 
Finally, California offers several programs that are “participatory” in character including a very open policy regarding the use of absentee ballots.   California practices a generous thirty day, early voting program, offering ample time to citizens to caste a vote prior to election- day.  In our review, only Iowa, with a forty day window, had a more generous period for early voting.  
California offers a “no fault vote-by- mail” voting program whereby citizens, including students, can choose to mail in their ballot rather than physically going to the polling place to vote.  No reason needs to be given for choosing this option.  In effect, this provides a “no fault” absentee voting option for all citizens, again, including college students.
  

California also engages in participatory initiatives actively promoting both registration and citizen voting through a program called “My-Vote Democracy at Work Project.”  As described on the State’s website, this program, 

“Invites businesses, state and local government and nonprofit organizations to strengthen our democracy by engaging in nonpartisan activities that encourage their employees, customers and members to participate in elections. The project offers ideas to spark creativity in spreading the word about voting, and recognizes the civic spirit of everyone who takes part by listing them on the Secretary of State's website.”

Additionally, the program encourages active reminders to employees and, potentially, students in colleges and universities: 

“You can help to improve voter participation in California by using your favorite forms of communication to send brief nonpartisan messages about upcoming elections to your employees, customers or members.
 

While this program is not tailored directly for the college student constituency, in effect, it encourages universities and colleges to engage in such outreach programs for college students.  

Constitutional Choice

Few states, however, match California’s present status.  Instead, as Table I illustrates, we argue that the majority of states fall short of a participatory structure of rules and practices but can claim to respect a student’s right to “choice” as a Constitutional right.  They offer practices that allow some measure of choice but refrain from strong endorsement of college student voting, particularly in college towns.   Hence, to capture this central logic, we provide a Constitutional Choice model.

Identification


Unlike the participatory model, the Constitutional Choice model bends more towards the discretion of state government in its efforts to place a priority on electoral integrity to ensure against voter fraud.  Thus, this model embraces the need for ID to be provided beyond registration and be shown each and every time a student attempts to vote.  Yet, within that parameter, multiple forms of ID, including a student ID card, utility bills, bank statements, etc., can satisfy this requirement to validate who you are at the polling place.   Importantly, the ID requirement falls short of demanding a photo-ID, including a state driver’s license.



Presently, sixteen states require some identification at the polls with many states allowing for multiple acceptable documents to satisfy the ID requirement.  ID without photos is acceptable.  Hence, students who provide simply a bank statement or phone bill will satisfy this ID requirement to get access to a ballot. 
 
Residency
With regard to residency rules, the Choice model expresses a more liberal individualist ethos, emphasizing a student’s individual “choice” of residency which places no priority on college town voting as a critical criterion for reaching the goal of maximizing college student voting.   As discussed earlier, one’s “bona fide” residency should be based in large part on where a college student considers “home,” either in their previous domicile with their parents or in their newly acquired domicile in their college town.  Hence, the set of rules and practices associated with the Constitutional Choice model would likely be silent with regard to encouragement of students as to where they should vote, so long as they could vote somewhere. 
The state of Minnesota provides a good illustration of this rule, using the language of “home” as a key term.   As articulated on the secretary of state’s website,  
“You can only vote from the address where you “reside.”  Your residence is the place you consider your home, from which you have no current intent to move.  As a college student, if you consider your campus residence as your home, you may vote at that address.  If you consider your parents’ residence as your home, or some other address as your home, you must vote from that address.  You can only vote from one address in each election.


While avoiding the “home” terminology, Vermont provides yet another good illustration of the “choice” reasoning and clear messaging to students:

“…You can decide where you reside for voting purposes…You may decide that your college dorm or apartment is you “principal” dwelling for voting purposes because during the school year you consider it to be your primary residence.  You might decide, instead, that your parents’ home is still your primary residence…It’s your choice…”

Note that “intention to stay” in the community after graduation is absent as a criterion for satisfying the residency requirement in these examples.   As is the case in the Participatory Rules model, this reading would then allow for a student to claim his or her dormitory room as their “domicile” for voting purposes.  As we will note below, this kind of language contrasts importantly with many other states in which intention to stay within the state beyond graduation is offered as a criterion for declaring residency in the state. 

We emphasize that both the Participatory Rules and the Constitutional Choice models embrace a student’s Constitutional right to vote and a student’s equal status to other citizens in asserting that right.  In this respect, an important dividing line emerges between these two models and the Restrictive Rules and Vote Suppression models.  In the latter two, no such insistence on Constitutional rights is granted or actively protected.

Yet, again, for the Choice model, so long as those rights are assured, the place of participation and the level of participation are principally an individual responsibility.  Collective freedom – acting as “college students” pursuing a “group” interest for rent control, for example - recedes in importance relative to individual choice of action.
Choice Practices

Since the logic of this model is fixed principally on the residency dimension and on an insistence the students have a Constitutional right to choice, any and all communication from the state government and universities provided to students regarding this right is welcomed.  Similarly, some of the participatory practices such as early voting and university efforts to register students to vote would also be embraced.  However, again, the embrace of these programs stops short of the participatory emphasis on college town voting.   

Absentee Ballots

On one level, the Participatory and Choice models share the view that absentee ballots ought to be easily accessible to students.  In this respect, the Choice model also embraces the “no fault” practice of some states.

Yet, on another level, the arguments guiding the two models conflict over the appropriate role of the absentee ballot.  As noted earlier, the participatory model frames the absentee ballot as a mechanism to be used primarily only when a student will be unable to go to his or her college town polling place to vote.


In contrast, the logic of the choice model places the absentee ballot on par with college town voting, in effect, recommending its use as a routine mechanism for the exercise of a student’s voting rights, if a student so chooses.  Whether most students use one or the other option is of no concern, so long as students are able to vote. 

Indeed, Niemi and Hanmer produced path breaking data on college student voting relevant to this question.  Their findings include the discovery that when college students vote, they tend to vote disproportionately using absentee ballots (67%) as opposed to college town voting (33%).  Normatively speaking, the logic of the choice model finds this pattern satisfactory and in fulfillment of the student’s Constitutional right to vote.  In contrast, in the light of the participatory model, this pattern is problematic and the proportions are concerning and should indeed be dramatically reversed with most college students voting in their college towns and much smaller numbers using the absentee ballot.

Constitutional Choice State: Michigan

The state of Michigan exhibits practices and rules that place it in the Choice model even while some rules are participatory in character.  Like California, Michigan law has very flexible residency requirements, stating in effect, that “if you keep your things in a place and regularly sleep there, you are a resident” for voting purposes.
  Hence, Michigan easily enables college students to choose whether to vote in their college towns or in their previous domiciles.  

However, beyond the liberal residency practice, Michigan rules are less generous to college student voting than is the case in California or Iowa.  No “same day” registration applies in Michigan and the window for registration is less generous than a number of other states, requiring prospective voters to register no later than thirty days prior to the election.  

Most importantly, unlike California and Iowa, Michigan requires that photo ID be provided at the polls each and every time a student goes to vote.   Yet, distinctively for Choice states, Michigan does allow for student, photo IDs to satisfy this requirement at the polls.  

With regard to absentee ballot rules, Michigan is also less generous to college students, in practice if not in intention.  Although anyone can apply for absentee ballots, in effect, if a student has registered through a mailed in application, then, he or she must vote in person.  Hence, in effect, many students, newly registered, will be unable to use the absentee ballot until they have voted in person at least once.


Finally, although Michigan appears open to college town voting and college student voting in general, no participatory initiatives are apparent such as is the case in Iowa or California.  Additionally, no early voting program is established in the state.  
Restrictive Rules Model

As we turn to our third model, we cross an important dividing line regarding the general orientation towards voting rules and college student voting.  Applying the elite theory orientation, the ethos of the Restrictive model minimizes the value and rights of college students to vote.  Expressing the broad view that students are largely transitory and ill-focused, restrictive rules are prudent measures that serve the stability of the political system even if that comes at some cost of lower college student participation.  Indeed, apathy among college students regarding voting in elections is welcomed. 

Importantly, therefore, we created this model to capture those systems that appear to discourage college town voting, leaving the absentee ballot route the primary path for voting.  Here, practices merely tolerate college student usage of the absentee ballot.  
Identification


Regarding identification requirements, restrictive states are those that narrow further the kinds of documents acceptable for citizens and students to validate identity for ballot access. In contrast to the Choice model where multiple document options are acceptable, this model stipulates that states should either request or require potential voters to produce a photo ID to vote and have their vote count.  Even when states include student IDs as acceptable validation, these practices increase the burden yet again upon students beyond that which is required in the earlier two models such as accepting only state issued student IDs as acceptable student ID.
  

In practice, a number of states recently have taken two routes regarding the push for photo IDs, one quite onerous, the other less so.    According to one study, seven states now have laws that in effect request citizens to show photo ID.  However, if no ID is forthcoming, then, the voters are still permitted to vote providing they fulfill some other protocol that will commit them to confirm their identity as it is listed on the voting rosters.  In effect, some of these states employ a “flex” photo ID law. 
For example, in South Dakota, if a student or other citizen were to arrive at the polling place without ID, then, they can still vote, providing they sign a sworn statement confirming their identity, including a signature, “under penalty of perjury.”  More troublesome still, in Alabama, student voters attempting to vote without carrying their photo ID can do so if “s/he is identified by two election officials as an eligible voter on the poll list, and both election workers sign a sworn affidavit so stating.”
  Given the bias of the law itself, new students, whose faces are likely to be unfamiliar to the poll officials, may have difficulty convincing the poll workers to give them access to a ballot.


For many states, a driver’s license will be satisfactory but often this poses a barrier to college town voting because the driver’s license may list a student’s pre-college residence, not their college-town residence. Hence, for these students, a driver’s license will get them access to an absentee ballot but not voting rights for local elections.  For out-of state students, they will have no say on state wide races either.
   The barrier becomes more difficult to overcome because of the expense and time involved in changing a driver’s license.

Finally, more broadly, the potential vote depression impact of these kinds of requirements may be significant.  The Brennan Center estimates that “as many as 12% of eligible voters nationwide do not [have photo ID]; the percentage is even higher for seniors, people of color, people with disabilities, low-income voters, and students. Many of those citizens find it hard to get such IDs, because the underlying documentation (the ID one needs to get ID) is often difficult to come by.”
  Hence, given these hurdles, many student voters, as well as other citizens, may fail to cast a vote.
Residency

Restrictive states are also those that employ residency requirements in their statutes and engage in administrative interpretation and practice that make it difficult, if not impossible,   for college students to register to vote as residents of their college communities.  As discussed earlier, a bias towards use of an absentee ballot for students to vote “back home” is introduced through residency language that emphasizes the concepts of “permanence” and “intention to stay” as factors determining where a student’s proper residency is to be found.  


For example, as noted earlier, Tennessee’s description of “factors” to be considered when determining residency says, 

“1. The residence of a person is the place where the person’s habitation is fixed and is where, during periods of absence, the person definitely intends to return.

2. A person can have only one residence.

3. A change of residence is made not only by relocation, but also by intent to remain in the new location permanently, and by demonstrating actions consistent with that intention.” 


Moreover, while some counties allow college town registration, the Secretary of State is on record interpreting the law such that “students with uncertain plans after graduation may not be eligible to register to vote in Tennessee.”
  In other words, for college students, college town residency can be had only by those students with firm plans to stay in their college town “communities” after graduation. 

Restrictive Practices

The logic of this model suggests that no efforts on the part of the state or universities will be in evidence to encourage college students to either register or to vote.  The decisions to register and vote are to be left entirely up to the students.  Hence, it is likely as well that “early voting” programs with specific invitations to college students will be absent from the electoral arena or, if a state is moving in a restrictive direction, previously established early voting programs may be cut back.   

Absentee Ballots

As noted above, this model tilts in favor of college students using absentee ballots as the principal method for voting.  Given the more restrictive requirements to be satisfied for validating one’s claim to have residency in one’s college town, many students will simply fail to bother with that route for voting.  Instead, they will take the path of least resistance, make use of a state’s “no gain/no loss” assurance, and vote using the absentee ballot connected to their previous residency in their parents’ political jurisdiction.
Restrictive State Case: Idaho

Idaho illustrates well the restrictive model, particularly with regard to ID and residency rules and rhetoric.  Beginning in July of 2010, Idaho set in place a new photo ID law that requires photo IDs to be shown at the polls.  Additionally, while student IDs are acceptable, they must show a current address which most student IDs fail to provide.  Hence, the new law, functionally, makes voting for college students more difficult than is the case in either Michigan or California, Choice and Participatory states, respectively.
 

Most importantly for our categorization, however, is Idaho’s restrictive rule regarding residency which makes it very difficult for a college student to declare residency in their college town.  As in Tennessee, Idaho law and interpretation appear to place great emphasis on a student’s “intention” to make Idaho his or her “permanent” home as a condition for establishing residency in their college town for the purpose of voting.  


As the Brennan Center points out, Idaho law “…explicitly states that a voter does not establish residence in Idaho if ‘he comes for temporary purposes only, without the intention of making it his home but with the intention of leaving it when he has accomplished the purpose that brought him there.’”

Hence, as applied to college students, Idaho’s website articulates this reasoning, 

“…college students must establish, as with all other voter registration applicants, that the locale within which they seek to register and vote is their domicile, which means that they are living in the college community with the intention of abandoning their former domicile and with the intention of remaining permanently, or for an indefinite length of time, in the new location.”

Moreover, officials further discourage college town voting when they define “domicile” in such a way as to exclude dormitory rooms and rental apartments, on or off campus.  As the website narrative continues, 

“Domicile” means an individual’s true, fixed, and permanent home and place of habitation; the place where the individual intends to remain and to which the individual expects to return when he leaves without intending to establish a new domicile elsewhere. The establishment of domicile in Idaho occurs when a person is physically present in Idaho primarily for purposes other than educational and can show satisfactory proof that such person is without a present intention to return to another state or acquire a domicile at some other place outside the state and the person has met any other applicable requirements of this chapter.” 
(Our emphasis).

Note that the discussion pointedly rules out “educational purpose” as a sufficient criterion for “establishment of domicile.”  Hence, it suggests to any student reading the website discussion that out-of-state students ought to vote absentee in relation to their previous domicile, not their present living status in their college communities.

Finally, officials gave this warning to potential college student voters, 

“As a student, you should not be registering and voting in your college locale simply because you failed to register and vote at your true domicile. Registering to vote is a serious matter which, if abused, can subject you to criminal penalties.”


In dramatic contrast to California, Iowa and Michigan, this language clearly communicates the message to students that in-state and college town voting is discouraged.  Indeed, although we have categorized Idaho’s overall system as “Restrictive,” this language is clearly “Vote Suppressive” in content and in tone.  
The language strongly suggests that one’s “true domicile” is other than their college town place of residence, regardless of whether it is a dormitory room, apartment or house.   Additionally, the language sternly warns in the next breath that a student could perhaps face “criminal” charges if he or she were to try to register otherwise.   We stress again that given the importance of website language, this kind of rhetoric will likely discourage many college students from taking a chance to register in their college towns.
 


Having placed Idaho in the “Restrictive state” category, we also note, however,  that other features of Idaho’s voting practices are more encouraging for voting in general and are accessible to college student voters, if they can jump the identification and residency hurdles.  For example, Idaho does offer an early voting program and absentee ballots are easily available, once registration is secured.  Still, our overall judgment, on balance is that Idaho’s overall system tends to discourage college town voting for students and presents wholly unnecessary hurdles for college student voting in general.
Vote Suppression

The Vote Suppression model articulates the extreme opposite of the spirit and argument animating the participatory model.  Instead of employing rules and a rhetorical presence that encourages college student participation and turnout, this model suggests the employment of rules, practices and rhetoric hostile – sometimes quite openly - to college student voting, creating numerous roadblocks in voter eligibility rules, practices and interpretation that amount to the active suppression of college student voting in college towns or through absentee ballots.  

As is the case with the participatory model, we found only a handful of states that we believe exhibit sufficient numbers of practices that place them plausibly in this category.  However, as we will discuss later, troubling political developments in a number of states may predict electoral atmospheres and new rules that will push additional states into this category. 
Identification

“Vote suppression” identification rules are rules that make it very difficult if not impossible for students to register and vote in a state.  One potential form of “suppression” practice would be to require submission of “proof of citizenship” documents, such as a birth certificate or a passport for the purpose of registration.  This kind of requirement adds yet another hurdle to jump in addition to a state issued driver’s license to validate one’s identity. 
For a handful of states, “proof of citizenship” is now required.  Would be voters in Alabama, Arizona, Kansas and Georgia are now required to prove their citizenship as well as their identity in order to register as a voter in those states.  Although the motivation for passage of such laws is likely aimed at undocumented workers, functionally, its impact will be felt on college students, most of whom are highly unlikely to have easy access to birth certificates or passports, if these are the specific documents required.  

Additionally, very restrictive voter ID laws applied at the polls will also function further to suppress college student voting.  We deemed a vote suppressive ID law as one that requires a state issued non-student photo ID and employs a “strict” practice that renders null and void a provisional ballot cast unless a photo ID is provided within a given time frame after election-day.  

 Presently, seven states now have put into place “no excuse” photo ID requirements that functionally are likely to lead to vote suppression. 
  Unlike some states that allow wiggle room for errant and forgetful citizens and students, states such as Texas and Georgia will count the provisional ballots of these citizens only “if the voter returns to election officials within several days after the election to show a photo ID.”
 

Residency

Regarding residency rules, suppressive rules are those that make it prohibitively difficult, if not impossible, to validate in-town residency.  Enacting legislation that would prohibit college students from claiming college town residency, would qualify as a “Vote Suppression” rule regarding residency.  Presently, while many states have “Restrictive” residency rules, no state has enacted to date a statute that explicitly denies college students the right to try to establish college town residency for the purposes of voting. 

However, such an effort was made recently in the state of New Hampshire.  Several legislators co-sponsored House Bill 176 in the New Hampshire legislature that would make it illegal for an out-of-state student to claim in state residency for voting purposes.    

Specifically, the bill reads: 

“The domicile for voting purposes of a person attending an institution of learning shall be the state or the town, city, ward or unincorporated place in New Hampshire, in which such person had his or her domicile immediately prior to matriculation….The domicile for voting purposes of a person attending an institution of learning shall not be the place where the institution is located unless the person was domiciled in that place prior to matriculation.”

This kind of action takes a qualitative step beyond the creation of various hurdles for establishing residency and instead attempts to exclude the student vote altogether in college towns, except for those who have lived there previously.  In this kind of case, a student’s only option, then, becomes the use of an absentee ballot for voting in their previous home town. 

Finally,  states that employ a strict interpretation of a “durational rule” requiring proof of “permanent” residency in the state or “intention to stay” in the state, are functionally suppressing potential college student voters, the majority of whom will be unable to show either “permanence” in residency or be willing to commit to a permanent residency in states.  
Vote Suppression Practices
As with the Restrictive Rules model, the Vote Suppression system will be absent student voter registration and “get out the vote” programs and drives.  No early voting programs will be in evidence and website language directed at students will be either non-existent or negative and intimidating in content and style.  Instead, barriers may be erected to slow or stop efforts at mobilization of certain constituency groups, including college students.  In other words, this model exhibits the extreme opposite of the Participatory Rules model in these practices.

One recent candidate for a “vote suppressive” practice is charging would be voters for required ID cards.   This places yet another burden on the right of voting.  Wisconsin presently has in place a practice that illustrates this potential.  During the past 2011 legislative session, the legislature passed and Governor Scott Wilson signed into law a strict photo ID law that requires would be voters to present a current photo ID to the polls each and every time they try to vote.  To be valid, the ID must include a signature, an issue date and an expiration date “no later than two years after the election.”

For many citizens and for students whose IDs fall short of these requirements, they can go to the MVA offices to acquire a state issued ID.  The ID is available for free if a citizen requests the ID for the purpose of voting.  Otherwise, the citizen will be charged a $28 fee.  In other words, the protocol places the burden of avoidance of the fee on the citizen rather than requiring officials to forthrightly offer a free card if the citizen is requesting the ID for the purposes of voting.  

Indeed, a high official in the Department of Transportation is on record for giving staff explicit directives that prohibit staff from being “proactive” and prompting citizens regarding this option.  Instead, if citizens fail to make this request explicit and fail to check the appropriate box, then they will end up paying $28.  In his memo Steve Kreiser, the assistant to the director for DOT, wrote, 

“While you should certainly help customers who come in asking for a free ID to check the appropriate box, you should refrain from offering the free version to customers who do not ask for it.”


In effect, such a practice echoes the “poll tax” practice by erecting a financial cost as a barrier to the right to vote.  Clearly, this is an administrative practice that is very likely functionally to discourage voting of certain segments of the population including young voters and college students.

Absentee Ballots


Finally, following through on the suppressive character of this model, we would expect to find stricter rules attached to college student access to absentee ballots.  Whereas the Participatory Rules model embraces an absentee ballot process largely free of conditions, this model loads down the process with many conditions including requirements for a “rationale,” notary witness signatures, and in the case of Kansas, a driver’s license number. 

To be sure, given the bedrock foundation of the “no gain/no loss” provision that all states follow, most students are recognized to have a right to obtain an absentee ballot, even if additional restrictions are to be added to obtain one.  Nonetheless, these rules raise the bar once again even for students who merely wish to cast a ballot in their previous domiciles back home.  Students who lack a driver’s license or have difficulty verifying “validity of signature” may be unable to get a ballot.  Hence, they may be discouraged from voting or be denied the vote altogether, unable to vote in their college towns or through an absentee ballot for their previous domicile.
Vote Suppression Case: Indiana

The state of Indiana is a plausible example of a state’s overall set of rules sinking the state into the vote suppression category.  Heavily burdensome identification and residency requirements functionally are likely to discourage college student voting and college town voting in particular.  
Indiana exhibits one of the strictest ID laws in the country.  Along with six other states, Indiana law requires a government issued, expiration dated photo ID to be shown at the polls for each election.  If an individual fails to provide a satisfactory ID, he or she can cast a provisional ballot.  However, unless an ID is provided “by noon on the Monday after the election” the ballot will fail to be counted.  As the NCSL study describes Indiana’s protocol: 

“The ballot is counted only if (1) the voter returns to the election board by noon on the Monday after the election and: (A) produces proof of identification; or (B) executes an affidavit stating that the voter cannot obtain proof of identification, because the voter: (i) is indigent; or (ii) has a religious objection to being photographed; and (2) the voter has not been challenged or required to vote a provisional ballot for any other reason. “ 


This standard goes beyond even states such as Idaho which have photo ID requirements but will relent to allow a voter to vote without producing an ID but by signing an affidavit, swearing an oath affirming identity and residence. 
 

Many college students in Indiana are likely to have difficulty satisfying this ID requirement with their student IDs.  Private college institutional IDs are excluded.  Although public universities qualify as “government agencies,” expiration dates are rarely included on student ID.  Therefore, many public institution student IDs are also unlikely to satisfy this requirement.

Similarly, Indiana’s residency requirements appear to be as restrictive as Idaho’s wherein some declaration of “permanency” must be invoked in order for a student to claim residency in the state.  A student must not intend to go back to their previous domicile.    As Indiana’s official website explains, 

“For some, but not all, college students, their permanent residence will be the address that they traveled from to attend school.  For other college students, who have no intention of returning to that address, their permanent residence will be in the community where they are attending school.” 
 

Again, while this falls short of making it illegal for college students to register in their college communities, the language clearly encourages students to consider their previous residence to be their declared residency for the purposes of voting.  The language is prejudicial:  for many if not most college students away from their parents’ place of residence for the first time, who among them can clearly, in good conscience, declare that they “have no intention of returning”?  Hence, the language of the residency law biases reasoning away from college town voting and encourages absentee voting, at best. 
Model Summary

To summarize this discussion, we offer Table 1 which presents the four models in the typology and their associated voter eligibility rules as they apply to college student voters.  It is organized simply along the two step process in voting: rules of registration and rules at the polls.  We caution that this summary falls short of being comprehensive but instead is intended to offer a reasonably detailed overview of these models.
Table 1
College Student 

Voter Eligibility Rules Models
	Dimensions of Voting
	Participatory Rules
	Constitutional Choice
	Restrictive Rules
	Vote Suppression

	Identification
Requirements
	Minimal:  

Registration: HAVA minimum: driver’s license number or Last 4 digits of Social Security number. 

Polls: No ID required. 
	Minimal:  Registration: HAVA minimum.

Polls: Non-photo ID;   student ID acceptable.  
	Multiple:

Registration:

HAVA plus -photo ID required. 

Polls – “flex” Photo ID; student ID acceptable if state issued. 
	Multiple:

Registration:

HAVA plus - proof of 
citizenship standard. 

Polls – Strict state 
issued Photo ID; 
student ID unacceptable.

	Residency

Rules
	 Clear choice in law and administrative

practice with bias towards college town voting.

	Clear Choice in law and administrative practice for college student voting.  Neutral with regard to choice.
	Discouragement in law and administrative practice of college town voting; “no loss/no gain,” “durational residency,” and “intention to stay,” principles enforced.  Absentee voting bias. 
	Deny college town voting option for out of town and 
out of state students either through law or administrative 
practice.  Absentee voting is only option.  



	Registration

Calendar Rule
	Same day as election day; or long “window” for registration. 
	 Same day as election day; or long “window” for registration.
	Short “window” for registration.
	Short “window” for 

registration.

	Absentee Ballot

Rules
	Liberal rules for obtaining ballot
	Liberal rules for obtaining ballot.
	Strict rules for obtaining ballot.
	Strict rules for obtaining 
ballot.

	Other

Practices
	 Liberal early voting calendar.

 Website responsive and encouraging college town voting.

Active state and college administrative programs for college town voting.
	Early voting.

Website responsive to college students but neutral in language regarding choice.
	No early voting.
Website non-responsive or hostile to students. Website language discourages college town voting.     
	No early voting.

Website non-responsive 
or hostile to students.  
Website language 
discourages college student  
voting.
Increase restrictions on voter registration drives.

	
	Vote by mail program.
	
	
	


The Electoral Landscape for College Students:

Variation in State Law and Administrative Practices


In the light of this typology and the four models outlines, where do the fifty states fall, given their laws, the interpretation of those laws and the likely administration of the laws and interpretations?  In brief, to answer this question, for each state, we assessed the character of all five voting process dimensions with regard to their apparent effect on a student’s ease of access to voting.  As outlined earlier, we took into account the relevant language of state statutes, administrative interpretation and relevant court judgments.
 


As Table 2 illustrates, we determined that fully thirty one of the fifty states had voter eligibility rules that place them into the Constitutional Choice category.  This means that overall these states appear to provide college students reasonable access to voting, either through college town registration or absentee ballots.  In this respect, they secure a student’s Constitutional right to a vote.  

Also, on the bright side, we found four states appearing to embrace a set of rules and practices that go a step further to encourage college student voting and have even taken some steps towards encouraging college town registration.  These states we have placed in the Participatory Rules category.

However, in this review, we classified ten states as Restrictive and five states as Vote Suppressive.  In these cases, the statutes were often explicitly restrictive and likely interpreted and administered accordingly.  The pitch towards “suppression” for five states came in part as a result of new laws, particularly regarding requirements for identification at registration and as a constant requirement at the polls.

How does this present profile of the states compare with our earlier assessments?  The “drift towards student choice” that we had observed in 2006 appears to have stalled and indeed we may be seeing an overall shift towards greater restriction and even in some cases overt voter suppression.  In 2006, we reported that thirty-eight states were Choice states with twelve states classified as Restrictive.  In the light of our recent review, this means that we see an overall shift of three to the restrictive and vote suppressive side of the ledger. 

Nationally, we are witnessing a surge of political efforts in the states aimed at tightening up requirements for identification.  In the spring of 2011, fully thirty seven states were considering bills of this nature.  While many of these bills were defeated, a number did pass and hence contributed to our placement of some states into the restrictive or suppression categories.

Still, if we use a rough comparison with the status of states that we found in 2001, the overall picture remains advanced since that benchmark.  In that study, the division between choice and restrictive was much more even with twenty-eight states judged to be choice and twenty-one restrictive.   The present ratio of thirty one to fifteen continues to place the country’s state laws and interpretation roughly 2-1 in favor of Choice.
Table 2
College Student

Voter Eligibility Rules:
State Classification

(October, 2011)
Vote





  Constitutional
Participatory
Suppression
 
Restrictive Rules       
Choice
Rules

Rules
	Alabama 

Arizona

Georgia

Indiana

Kansas 
	Arkansas

Delaware

Hawaii

Idaho 
Louisiana

Ohio

South Carolina

Tennessee

Texas
Wisconsin
	Alaska

Colorado

Connecticut

Florida

Illinois

Kentucky

Maryland

Massachusetts

Michigan

Minnesota

Mississippi

Missouri

Montana

Nebraska

Nevada

New Hampshire

New Jersey

New Mexico

New York

North Carolina

North Dakota

Oklahoma

Oregon

Pennsylvania

Rhode Island

South Dakota

Utah

Virginia

Washington

West Virginia

Wyoming
	California

Iowa

Maine

Vermont


Conclusions

This is our fourth study of college student voting since the initial study of 2001.  Although we pursued a more in depth conceptual and detailed analysis of state laws and practices, the overall observations remain consistent with the earlier reviews. First, variation in law and administrative practice continues among states regarding the treatment of college student voting rights.  While many states have clear laws or administrative practices conducive for voting in college communities, many states remain wedded to unfair restrictive laws and practices.  


However, as documented in this analysis, a new political push for more restrictive ID laws has recently occurred and has the potential of changing the overall complexion of the state systems and shifting back towards the Restricitve Rules and Vote Suppression models as more descriptive of state systems.   
Second, although this study is principally descriptive in character regarding voter eligibility rules, we believe that state laws and administrative practices seriously influence registration and voting rates of college students.  Where state law and practice promote student choice and college town voting – with voting rules tracking in the Choice and Participatory Rules models - rates of participation are likely to be higher than in states where laws and practices track closely to the Restrictive Rules and Vote Suppression models.    


Finally, in the light of these observations, our typology and participatory democratic theory, we reaffirm our earlier view that states which presently employ voting systems that fall under the Restrictive or Vote Suppression models should look to the statutes, administrative practices and participatory programs of the Participatory rules states for guidance for reform of their systems.  Indeed, the Choice states also could profit college student participation by emulating the participatory state practices as well.

Appendix A

Method for Research

In this fourth edition, our principle empirical study was focused on the overall democratic character of the voter eligibility rules as they applied to colleges students.  As discussed in the report, we then set out to investigate the states according to our typology in an effort to comprehend the overall character of each state’s rules and its present status relative to its democratic attitude towards college student voting.  


To do so, we used the following method.  First, we identified the relevant “voter eligibility rules” applied in the states regarding identification and residency requirements for registration and voting; other registration rules; absentee ballot rules; and participation rules and practices.  Second, we focused first on the identification and residency dimensions as the key “gateway” rules that determined whether states would be placed in the top two or bottom two categories.  

With these assessments in hand, we then made an overall judgment regarding the state’s status.  Part of that judgment involved a “decision rule” that at least three category judgments had to be present in order for a state to be placed in that category as an overall judgment.


For example, if a state had three Choice  dimensions but two Restrictive judgments, we would normally place that in the Choice  list, unless the character of the Restrictive dimensions was so strong that it outweighed the others as would be the case if the identification requirement was strict, a photo driver’s license but not student ID and strictly enforced.  In particular, given the paramount importance of the residency dimension, judgments regarding this dimension weighed most heavily.  


With this framework in hand, we then examined five principle sources of data and interpretation of the state rules: (1) responses to our questionnaire to all fifty states; 
(2) state voter registration websites; (3) state statutes; (4) the Brennan Center’s website and (5) the website of the National Conference for State Legislatures. 
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Endnotes








� For a detailed and thorough discussion of the legal and contemporary judicial history of the law relevant to college student voting, see Richard Niemi, et. al., “Where Can College Students Vote? A Legal and Empirical Perspective,” Election Law Journal, Volume 8, Number 4, 2009.


� As Niemi articulates this principle, “…[E]very citizen 18 and over…must be allowed to vote in public elections somewhere…[T]he choices for voting must come down to either the jurisdiction in which one currently resides, or the “prior” jurisdiction…in which one previously resided.  Ibid. page 332.


� Regarding this kind of benefit to political participation, John Stuart Mill, the 19th century British philosopher, wrote, “…Still more salutary is the moral part of the instruction afforded by the participation of the private citizen…in public functions.  He is called upon, while so engaged, to weigh interests not his own; to be guided, in case of conflicting claims, by another rule than his private partialities; to apply, at every turn, principles and maxims which have for their reason of existence the common good…” John Stuart Mill, “Considerations on Representative Government,” page 53 in Nancy Love, Editor, Dogmas and Dreams (Second Edition), Chatham House: 1998.  


� As Mill commented,  





“ …A political act, to be done only once in a few years, and for which nothing in the daily habits of the citizen has prepared him, leaves his intellect and his moral dispositions very much as it found them…We do not learn to read or write, to ride or swim, by being merely told how to do it, but by doing it, so it is only by practicing popular government on a limited scale, that the people will ever learn how to exercise it on a larger.” (Quoted in Carole Pateman, Participation and Democratic Theory, page 31.)





� Niemi, Op. cit., page 335.


� Niemi, et. al., “Where Can and should College Students Vote?  A Legal, Empirical, and Normative Perspective,” Paper delivered at the eighth annual State Politics and Policy Conference, Temple University, May 30-31, 2008, page 11.


� Although we provide no additional evidence in this study to demonstrate that these rules and practices have a significant impact on registration and voting rates of college students, we offered some plausible data in our previous reports to this effect.  Jesse Richman and Andrew Pate provide more recent and superior evidence to substantiate the conclusion that variation in these rules and practices do have a significant impact on college student turnout.  See “Can the College Vote Turn Out?: Evidence from the U.S. States, 2000-08,” State Politics & Policy Quarterly, Volume 10, Number 1, Spring, 2010, pages 51-68.  More recently still, a Brennan Center report claims that perhaps as many as five million voters may be thwarted in their efforts to vote by new state laws covering a host of voter eligibility rules.  For a brief discussion see “Huffington Post: Politics,” “Brennan Center: Millions of Voters Impacted by New Photo I.D., Citizenship and Registration Laws,” October 11, 2011.  � HYPERLINK "http://www.huffingtonpost.com/2011/10/03/report-5-million-voters-i_n_992530.html" �http://www.huffingtonpost.com/2011/10/03/report-5-million-voters-i_n_992530.html�. 


� See National Conference of State Legislatures, “Voter Identification Requirements” at � HYPERLINK "http://www.ncsl.org/default.aspx?tabid=16602" ��http://www.ncsl.org/default.aspx?tabid=16602�. 


� Ibid.  The push for voter ID at the polls appears as a national phenomenon.  As the NCSL website notes, “There are just three states--Oregon, Vermont and Wyoming--that don't have a voter ID law and didn't consider voter ID legislation this year (2011).”


� Niemi, Op. cit., page 330.   As Niemi points out further, prior to the 1972 Supreme Court decision in Dunn v. Blumstein, a “durational residency requirement” was in place for many states which in effect allowed a state to require a potential voter to show that they had been physically in residence in the state for a set period of time as a condition for being declared to be a bona fide resident.  With the Dunn decision, the Court rejected this criterion.


� See “Tennessee Secretary of State: Guidelines for Determining Residency,” at � HYPERLINK "http://www.tennessee.gov/sos/election/residency.htm" �http://www.tennessee.gov/sos/election/residency.htm�. 


� National Conference of State Legislatures, Op. cit. 


� Richman, Op. cit., pages 64 and 65.


� This reflects Weber’s concept of “ideal” type: "An ideal type is formed by the one-sided accentuation of one or more points of view and by the synthesis of a great many diffuse, discrete, more or less present and occasionally absent concrete individual phenomena, which are arranged according to those one-sidedly emphasized viewpoints into a unified analytical construct." http://www.bolenderinitiatives.com/sociology/max-weber-1864-1920/max-weber-ideal-typeMax Weber: The Ideal Type.    Gerth and Mills describe it as “the construction of certain elements of reality into a logically precise conception.” Gerth and Mills, From Max Weber  (New York: Oxford University Press), p59.   This four-fold typology is also based on the original dichotomous division between “choice” and “restrictive” state residency rules offered by Kenneth Eshleman in his early study of this issue.  See Kenneth L. Eshleman, Where Should Students Vote? The Courts, the States and Local Officials, Lanham: University Press of America, 1989.


� This discussion is based on Carole Pateman’s exploration of democratic theory in her book, Particiaption and Democratic Theory (Cambridge:  Cambridge University Press, 1970) in which she describes and criticizes what she calls the “contemporary theory of democracy” (what we have called “elite democracy”) and explores the possibilities of developing a more genuinely robust “participatory democracy” and society.


� Ibid. page 4.  


� Ibid. page 14.


� As Pateman elaborates, “…From this standpoint we can see that high levels of participation and interest are required from a minority of citizens only and, moreover, the apathy and disinterest of the majority play a valuable role in maintaining the stability of the system as a whole…” page 7.  And further, “…The level of participation by the majority should not rise much above the minimum necessary to keep the democratic method (electoral machinery) working…” page 14.  This concern over the dangers of participation is found also in the arguments of Madison as articulated in “Federalist  no. 10.”  He criticizes what he calls “pure democracy” as “spectacles of turbulence and contention” and “incompatible with personal security or the rights of property” and “short in their lives as they have been violent in their deaths.”  “Federalist no. 10,” in Nancy Love, editor, Dogmas and Dreams (Fourth Edition) (Washington, D. C.: Congressional Quarterly Press, 2011) page 43.  


� � HYPERLINK "http://www.democraticunderground.com/discuss/duboard.php?az=view_all&address=203x428116" �http://www.democraticunderground.com/discuss/duboard.php?az=view_all&address=203x428116�. 





� See Niemi, et. al., Op. cit., page 342 for a brief review of HAVA’s requirements.  However, as we develop later, again following Niemi’s line of argument, many states have raised the bar on HAVA’s foundation regarding ID which may indeed hurt student and other registrants’ ability to vote.


� National Conference of State Legislatures “Voter Identification Requirements. “ Op. cit.


� Usefully, the NCSL website provides a four tiered categorization of the developing variation among the states with regard to this political phenomenon: “No Voter ID; Non Photo ID; Photo ID and Strict Photo ID.”  Ibid. 


� For a taste of this debate see Kris Kobach, “Voter photo ID Laws are good protection against fraud” and Alisa Ulferts, “Is Photo ID Law Useless Action?” at � HYPERLINK "http://www.washingtonpost.com/opinions/voter-id-laws-are-good-protection-against-fraud/2011/07/08/gIQAGnURBI_story.html" ��http://www.washingtonpost.com/opinions/voter-id-laws-are-good-protection-against-fraud/2011/07/08/gIQAGnURBI_story.html� and � HYPERLINK "http://www.sptimes.com/2006/08/21/State/Is_photo_ID_law_usele.shtml" ��http://www.sptimes.com/2006/08/21/State/Is_photo_ID_law_usele.shtml�  respectively.


� Brennan Center for Justice, “Voter ID,” at � HYPERLINK "http://www.brennancenter.org/content/section/category/voter_id" ��http://www.brennancenter.org/content/section/category/voter_id�.  


� Niemi, footnote 85, Op. cit., page 342.


� See “Information on Voter Eligibility in Maine,” at � HYPERLINK "http://www.maine.gov/sos/cec/elec/resident.htm" ��http://www.maine.gov/sos/cec/elec/resident.htm�. 


� Ibid.


� Ibid.


� Iowa statute found at (� HYPERLINK "http://www.legis.state.ia.us/electionlaws/ElectionLaws.pdf" �http://www.legis.state.ia.us/electionlaws/ElectionLaws.pdf�). 


� See “State of Maine Voter Guide,” at � HYPERLINK "http://www.maine.gov/sos/cec/elec/voterguide.html" ��http://www.maine.gov/sos/cec/elec/voterguide.html�.  


� See “College Voter Guide Home,” at � HYPERLINK "http://www.sec.state.vt.us/TownMeeting/eligible_to_vote.html" ��http://www.sec.state.vt.us/TownMeeting/eligible_to_vote.html�. 


� As discussed more fully in the Appendix, we reviewed the text of websites with an eye towards attention paid specifically to college students.  Given our assumption that the websites are likely to be important sources of information for students, we included our assessments of website offerings as part of our overall categorizing of states in our typology.  We hasten to add, however, that much more in depth analysis of state websites could be done and would be worth the effort to improve communication with college students.


� See Brennan Center for Justice, “Student Voting Guide: California,” “Identification,” � HYPERLINK "http://www.brennancenter.org/pages/student_voting_guide_california/" ��http://www.brennancenter.org/pages/student_voting_guide_california/�. 


� Ibid. “Registration.”


� Ibid. “Residency.”


� “Secretary of State: Voter Fraud Protection Handbook,” � HYPERLINK "http://www.sos.ca.gov/elections/vfph-2009.pdf" ��http://www.sos.ca.gov/elections/vfph-2009.pdf�. 


� California Secretary of State Debra Bowen, “Frequently Asked Questions: Voter Registration,” � HYPERLINK "http://www.sos.ca.gov/elections/elections_faq.htm" ��http://www.sos.ca.gov/elections/elections_faq.htm�. 


� Brennan Center for Justice, Op. cit. “Absentee Voting” and “Early Voting.”
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� National Conference of State Legislatures, Op. cit.
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