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All of us who are paying any attention at all to the politics of the upcoming election have seen extensive 

reports on the efforts by the Republicans to not only get out their own voters, but to suppress likely 

Democratic party voters. There are also areas, largely involving Native Americans, where Democrats are also 

involved in suppressing voting. Then following the 2020 Census, both parties will start vigorous efforts at 

Gerrymandering as they attempt to carve out newly defined Congressional Districts in an effort to control the 

House of Representatives.  But before addressing these current efforts at voter suppression and manipulation, 

one needs to dig a bit into the history of such efforts, and to recognize the importance of putting this topic 

into the broader context of the nature of democracy in the U.S. And this requires us to go back to our 

founding document, the Constitution. 

 

The U.S. has for 230 years, since the implementation of our constitution in 1789, held our republic up as a 

model for how to construct a democratic republican society.  Republican in that it was designed to be ruled by 

elected or appointed representatives of the people, not by direct assemblies of the people themselves.  

Democratic in that our chief national executives, the President and Vice President, and our national 

legislators, the members of the House of Representatives and of the Senate, were to be elected by the people. 

But which people were to be allowed to vote and how were the elections to be conducted?  For more than 

two centuries we have presented ourselves to our children, and to the people of the world, as the outstanding 

model of a democratic society, to be defended at all costs and to be emulated around the world, regardless of 

the history or cultures of other societies.  Indeed this has often been presented as the very foundation of our 

foreign policy. But while we clearly have a representative national government, do we actually have a 

democratic one?  Indeed, were we designed to be democratic? If the measure of democracy is the extent to 

which every person has a meaningful voice in the political decisions that impact him or her, the answer is 

sadly, but clearly, no. 

 

Even today, is “one person, one vote” our actual goal, and have we ever come close to achieving it? Moreover, 

as we look around the world today at other societies, in Western Europe, Canada, New Zealand, Australia, 

Japan, South Korea and elsewhere, is it the case that we can hold ourselves up as the model of democracy that 

others should seek to emulate: or could it be the case that in many respects there are other societies that are 

far more democratic than we? Indeed, is it the case that we have more to learn from them than they from us, 

about the nature and practice of national political democracy?  Today, in the Trump period, these question, 

these doubts, become ever more pressing. 
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When we look at the topic of voter suppression, that is, at the effort to prevent citizens from voting, ours is a 

rather dismal record. First it must be understood that the framers of our Constitution soon realized that the 

divisions between the states over who should be allowed to vote in national elections and how those elections 

were to be conducted were so deep and bitter, that they were forced to give up on establishing national 

voting standards and left not only the conduct of national elections to the states, but also the issue of 

determining just who would be eligible to vote.  However, the signers clearly had reservations about their 

decision to leave these matters to the states. 
 

Hence Article I, Section 4 of the Constitution states: “The Times, Places, and Manner of holding Elections for 

Senators and Representatives, shall be prescribed in each State by the Legislature thereof;” The term 

“Manner” being construed to mean just who gets to vote, what are the requirements voters must meet. But 

then, after the semicolon, it goes on to state: “but the Congress may at any time by Law make or alter such 

Regulations, except as to the Places of chusing (sic) Senators.”  So at the same time as these matters were 

placed in the hands of the states, Congress was given the power to monitor and overrule the States if 

Congress chose to do so, with one exception. This last comment about Senators harkens back to Article 1, 

Section 3 which states: “The Senate of the United States shall be composed of two Senators from each State, 

chosen by the Legislature thereof…” Congress was not given the power to change how Senators were to be 

chosen. Hence the direct election of Senators had to wait 125 years, until the 17th amendment to the 

Constitution was ratified in 1913. We will come back to the topic of the composition of the Senate. 
 

The point to focus upon is that every state soon established standards for differing amounts of property, 

either land or financial, that had to be held, even by white males, if they were to be allowed to vote. So a 

white male who worked on someone else’s farm, but did not own his own, could not vote.  A white male who 

worked in a factory or shop that they did not own could not vote. So while the Constitution did not mandate 

the terms of the property requirements that had to be met for a white male to vote, all of the founders 

understood that there would be property requirements and that would be strictly enforced.  They shared a 

deep distrust of the “unpropertied masses” which many of them felt all the more strongly after the events of 

the Whisky Rebellion in 1790, which occurred just shortly after the ratification of the Constitution. 
 

We often tell our young people about the Great Compromise in that representation in the House of 

Representatives was to be based on population, while that in the Senate was based on two senators per state, 

regardless of the size and population of those states. But we rarely mention that our founders did not call for 

Senators to be elected directly by the people in each state.  No indeed, they were to be chosen by each state’s  

legislature. This provided yet another buffer against “undue” influence being gained by those who did not own 

and control substantial amounts of property and who did not exercise power locally. And Congress was 

specifically prohibited from changing this by passing a law. Instead, it could only be changed by the nation 

amending the Constitution. 
 

So, it is not until the 17th Amendment to the Constitution, 125 years later in 1913, that Article 1 is changed to 

state that Senators shall be “elected by the people thereof,” meaning by the people of that state.  But again 

which people and how should that election be conducted?  This amendment says that “The electors (for the 

Senators) in each State shall have the qualifications requisite for electors of the most numerous branch of the 

State legislatures.” So again, or still, who is allowed to vote for the Senators was to be determined by the rules 

in each state.  Property and other requirements are whatever each state says they are to be, although this was 
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limited by the terms of Section 2 of the 14th Amendment (1868), which states: “but when the right to vote…is 

denied…or in any way abridged…the basis of representation therein shall be reduced…”  But this has never 

been enforced. 

We often talk of the principle of “one person- one vote.” But historically was that the actual intent, was that 

really our goal?  Until a series of decisions by the Warren (Supreme) Court in 1962 and 1964, 175 years after 

the ratification of our constitution, the answer is a clear no.  Until then, in every state, there were massive 

imbalances between the districts used to elect the delegates to the state legislatures and to the House of 

Representatives.  Indeed there were often districts with millions of residents and others with only thousands 

in the same state, having the same representation.  So, in an example cited by Supreme Court Justice Sandra 

Day O’Connor, the district holding Phoenix, Arizona had about 2 million people, while a nearby rural district 

never had more than 10,000.  But they both had the same representation in both the state legislature and in 

the House of Representatives. It was only in 1964 (citing the Section 1 of the 14th Amendment  (1868) about 

not denying any person the equal protection of the law) that the Court held that the districts used to elect 

representatives to state legislatures and to the House of Representatives had to be of equal population, to try 

to ensure one person-one vote. But even after 1964, as the Brookings Institute put it in 2017 in their article 

entitled Misrepresentation in the House of Representatives: “Despite its name, the House of Representatives is 

not so representative.” So they cite as an example, in the 115th Congress (2017-2018), while the difference 

between the total votes for the two parties was only 1.2% (50.6% to 49.4%), the difference in the number of 

seats awarded was 10.8%. This is a function of the winner-take-all system, so if one party gets 50.01% to 

49.99% in every district, the losing party does not get a single seat. 
 

Moving on to the U.S. Senate, as we know, there is no pretense at all that there is any fair measure of 

proportionality in the number of voters electing U.S. Senators. By design, the U.S. system established by our 

Constitution awards the same two Senate seats to small and large states. So small states, such as Wyoming 

with around half a million people, has the same two Senators as California or Texas or New York. Indeed, 

California has about 66 times more people than Wyoming.  So much for one person-one vote. The structure of 

the Senate in effect suppresses the voting power of the citizens in the larger states. The structure of the 

Senate effectively suppresses the voting power of the citizens in the larger states. 
 

Let us now turn to how the President and Vice President were to be chosen, which immediately gets us to the 

issue of the Electoral College. Article II, Section 1 of the Constitution, with regard to the Electors of the 

President and Vice President, states: “Each State shall appoint, in such Manner as the Legislature thereof may 

direct, a Number of Electors, equal to the whole number of Senators and Representatives to which the State 

may be entitled…” Note that there is no mention of any election of these Electors, certainly no mention of any 

direct, public election of these electors.  No indeed, the Constitution says that each state shall “appoint” their 

electors in “such Manner as the Legislature thereof may direct…” Then these electors meet in each state and 

they vote.  At first each was to simply vote for two people, the votes were then to be totaled and transmitted 

to the President of the U.S. Senate where envelops are opened and the votes counted.  The person with the 

most votes by these Electors became President, if the total is a majority of the Electoral votes. The person with 

the second most votes became Vice President. It was not until the 12th Amendment, which was ratified in 

1804, that there are separate votes cast for President and Vice President.  So the disproportionality in 

representation that is due to the two Senators for each state structure carries forward to the Electoral College. 

Thus in 2019 each Electoral vote from California represents 718,404 people, but each electoral vote from 
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Wyoming represents only 192,920 people. So this system guarantees that the one person-one vote concept 

does not even begin to apply to the election of the President and Vice President, regardless of just how those 

Electors are chosen in each state. 

Initially, in many states, it was the state legislatures that chose the Presidential Electors, not the people, a 

practice that did not end for 70 years, until 1860. However, beginning in the early 1800s, most states moved 

to having the Electors chosen by a winner-take-all state-wide popular vote or by a winner-take all popular 

votes by Congressional districts. But recall that there was no rule that these districts have equal populations 

until the Warren Supreme Court decision in 1964, 175 years after the ratification of the Constitution. So even 

ignoring the issues of who had the right to vote, for those states that chose their Presidential Electors by 

Congressional district, the principle of one person-one vote did not apply until after 1964. Today, only two 

states, Maine and Nebraska, use the district method (with 2 Electoral votes reserved in each state to reflect 

the state-wide outcome).  And, as pointed out, given the disproportionality among the states in Electoral 

votes, the principle of one person-one vote still does not apply today to the election of the President and Vice 

President by those Electors. 

 

Then there is the issue of what has become known as “the Faithless Electors,” which could be viewed as a 

form of voter suppression, or at least voter tampering. Today, in each state, the political parties each choose 

their slates of Presidential Electors, and then the voters indirectly chose between these slates by voting for 

Presidential candidates.  But once chosen, are these Electors bound to vote in the Electoral College for the 

candidate to whom they were pledged?  In most, but not all states, they are so bound.  In a series of recent 

Supreme Court decisions, it was held that the States have the right to so bind their Electors and to even punish 

those who violate that pledge. But the State’s officials do not have the power to change the votes of those 

who nevertheless are “faithless.” In 2016, 5 Electors pledged to Hillary Clinton and 2 pledged to Donald 

Trump, changed their votes.  But this did not affect the final outcome. 

 

Some other matters need to at least be mentioned before we move on to focus on the modern forms of voter 

suppression.  As we all know, until the 14th Amendment, African American slaves were counted as three fifths 

of a person for the purpose of allotting seats in the House of Representatives. Most Americans think this 

partial counting was done at the insistence of the slave-holding states.  But in fact, it was the Northern States 

that imposed this rule because they wanted to reduce the representation allotted to the slave-holding 

Southern States in the House of Representatives.  

 

The Civil War ended and the 13th Amendment, supposedly ending slavery, occurred in 1865, but it was not 

until 1870 that the 15th Amendment was ratified. This states that: “The right of citizens of the United States to 

vote shall not be denied or abridged by the United States or by any State on account of race, color, or previous 

condition of servitude.” (Before moving on, it must be noted that this Amendment was held to only apply to 

national and state-wide elections, not to elections at the level of city or county or school district, etc. We will 

talk more about this in a minute.) 

 

 The period of Reconstruction is usually dated as extending from 1865 to 1877, 12 short years, and during this 

entire period voting by African American males occurred in most Southern States under the watchful eyes of 

Federal troops. During this period  2 African Americans were elected to the U.S. Senate and 14 to the House of 
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Representative, 795 to state Legislatures, 9 Secretaries of State,  6 Lieutenant Governors, 1 Governor and100s 

of others to local public offices.  It should be noted that African Americans outnumbered whites in 3 Southern 

States and were at least 40% of the population in 4 others. So the whites learned that the ex-Black staves 

could and would vote.  At the same time, a series of “Black Codes” were adopted throughout the 

industrialized mid-west to regulate the roles of hundreds of thousands of former slaves who migrated there, 

especially after the end of Reconstruction, and then after World War I. 

 

It is important to understand that Reconstruction ended as a result of a failed Presidential election process in 

the Hayes (R) – Tilden (D) contest which resulted in the Compromise of 1877. This agreement led to Hayes (R) 

becoming President with the connivance of the Democrats in the House of Representatives, primarily from the 

South, but also some Northerners, in exchange for Hayes agreeing to pull the last Federal troops out of the 

South.  Within weeks, Reconstruction ended and the Jim Crow period began, and slavery in the South was 

effectively re-imposed on African American males.  This was possible because while slavery was supposedly 

ended with the 13th Amendment in 1865, that Amendment included the phrase: “except as a punishment for 

crime whereof the party shall have been duly convicted.” That is, slavery was, and is still, perfectly legal in the 

U.S., even today, when it involves persons who have been convicted of a crime, any crime, anywhere.  

 

In the Southern States, during the Jim Crow period, so-called vagrancy laws were immediately passed, and 

100s of thousands of African American men were arrested.  Thousands of them were rented out to white 

owned farms, factories and mines, where they were whipped and beaten, kept in shackles, and forced to sleep 

on the ground.  (This is well documented in photographic albums.) Needless to say, these prisoner/slaves were 

not allowed to vote. More broadly, anyone imprisoned for any “serious” crime in all but a couple of states 

were and are still not allowed to vote. For comparison, prisoners in a number of other countries do not lose 

their rights as citizens to vote because they are in jail. 

 

The Jim Crow laws and rules were far broader than the vagrancy laws that primarily impacted African 

American males.  This period was marked by a broad range of laws throughout the South, but also elsewhere 

in the U.S., especially in the West, that imposed many conditions on who could vote, all aimed at suppressing 

the votes of everyone except non-Hispanic male white people.  These rules about requirements to own 

property, pay certain taxes (Poll tax was not unconstitutional until 24th Amendment in 1964), take all sorts of 

obscure examinations that were virtually impossible to pass (unless you were non-Hispanic white) were also 

widely used against Mexican and more broadly against Hispanic Americans, especially in Texas, New Mexico 

and Arizona, against Native Americans from Arizona to the Dakotas to Montana to Alaska (despite the Indian 

Citizenship Act of 1924), against  Asian Americans, especially in the far West, to include people impacted by 

the Chinese Exclusion Act (1882 to 1943), and later against Asian immigrants from Southeast and Southern 

Asia, as well as from Korea and Japan. Throughout much of the South, the implementation of a “share 

cropping “system, under which former Slaves, and sometimes  poor whites, were left with no choice except to 

farm lands owned by non-Hispanic whites under very difficult conditions, without any chance to gain 

ownership of the land they were farming. They worked under conditions where they typically were 

manipulated into ever greater debt by the value placed on the products they had to turn over to the land 

owners.  The result was that share cropper families could never earn enough to allow them to leave the land 
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being farmed. Not surprisingly, they rarely were able to vote. This system was no better, and some claim was 

far worse, than the feudal system of the middle ages in Europe. 

 

 It is important to recall that the 15th Amendment (1870) which stated that: “The right…to vote shall not be 

denied or abridged … on account of race, color, or previous condition of servitude” was held by the courts to 

apply only to voters in Federal and State-wide elections, but not to elections below the State level.  So the 

methods of electing and the qualifications for voting in elections for mayors, county supervisors, county 

sheriffs, chiefs of police, local judges, local school and utility district boards, etc. were not covered.  This gave 

the power to state and local officials to establish a wide range of conditions to determine just who could vote 

in these local elections. The impact in many states was to make it virtually impossible for anyone other than 

non-Hispanic white males to vote for these offices.  It was not until the 19th Amendment in 1920 that white 

females could vote. 

 

The case can be made that the Jim Crow period did not really end until 1954 and the Brown v School Board 

decision.  Others claim, with good reason, that it extended for another decade until the Federal Civil Rights Act 

of 1964 and the Voting Rights Act of 1965, and even the Fair Housing Act of 1968. What is widely referred to 

as the Civil Rights Era of the 1960s was indeed a turning point.  But those determined to keep minorities, and 

in some cases “poor whites” as well, from voting have never given up. Indeed one can make a substantial 

argument that they have become ever more inventive in the methods used to deny BIPOC peoples 

(Black/Indigenous/People of Color) the right to vote. 

 

Before moving to look at the modern techniques of voter suppression, it is essential to point out that the 

Voting Rights Act of 1965 played a crucial role in enabling minorities, especial African Americans, to gain the 

right to vote.  It clearly was the most significant change in voting rights law since Reconstruction ended in 

1877. To begin with, it specifically applied to voting at the state and local levels, which, as we have discussed, 

the 15th Amendment (1870) did not. It banned literacy tests. It provided for Federal oversight of voter 

registration and voting in any area where 50% of African Americans who lived there were not registered to 

vote. It allowed Federal authorities to intercede and register voters. Perhaps most critically, in states and 

counties with a history of discriminating against African Americans, it required that the state or county get 

preclearance from the Federal Court or from the Federal Justice Department before being allowed to make 

any changes in voter registration or electoral procedures.  The impact of this law was immediate and 

significant and saw a major increase in minority voting throughout the county, especially by African 

Americans, and especially in the South. The law was reviewed, strengthened and extended by Congress in 

1970, 1975, 1982 and 2006.  It was reviewed by the Supreme Court on numerous occasions and upheld, but 

was sometimes it was strengthened and sometimes it was weakened by the Court.  For example, in 1973 the 

Court held that a provision had to be shown to have discriminatory purpose, not just discriminatory effect, to 

be overturned. But then Congress in 1982 overturned that Court ruling and wrote into the law that only 

discriminatory effect had to be shown. 

 

But then in 2013, by a 5-4 decision in the Shelby County v Holder case, the conservative majority ended the 

entire preclearance procedure, holding that the offending areas had not been shown to still be discriminating, 

even though Congress in 2006 had found significant evidence to the contrary. Literally within 10 minutes, the 
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States began implementing a whole range of procedures that would have the effect of limiting the ability of 

citizens to register and/or vote. So, today, we are forced to function without the protection of that 

preclearance procedure, while state after state and county after county put into place procedures to limit the 

right of citizens, especially minority citizens, to register and vote and minorities are often forced to operate 

within districts whose boundaries are purposely designed to reduce the influence of these groups on 

elections. 

The methods currently in use to suppress voting can be sorted into some nine (9) different categories.   

1. First are the attempts to keep people from registering to vote. In this regard it should be noted that in 

many countries there does not exist any separate voter registration process. Using their social security 

and other systems, everyone who is eligible is simply automatically registered.  But in U.S. states across 

the South and in the West, citizens often have to travel  hundreds of miles to reach a site where they 

can register.  This is especially true if one lives in a small rural town or if one is a Native American living 

on tribal lands. This is the case in states as disparate as Arizona, North Dakota, Montana and Alaska, as 

well as many areas in the South.  
 

2. Then if one succeeds in getting registered to vote, in many states the conditions for getting a vote-by-

mail ballot are quite severe and limited.  The state insists that one must prove that one is going to be 

out of town on election day or that one is ill or incapacitated and cannot travel to a voting site. In a 

number of States a vote-by-mail ballot will only be sent to those who have mail delivered to a physical 

home address.  But on a number of Native American Reservations, the homes do not have street 

addresses and people collect their mail from central post offices, either from individual postal boxes or 

by claiming it by name at a desk. The States typically refuses to send out ballots to these people.  

Indeed, in some States they have refused to even register people to vote if they do not have a 

residential postal address.  As a result of a recent law suit about such a situation in North Dakota, 

addresses for Native Americans were created by a Geographic Information System at the Claremont 

Graduate School and the state was then forced to use those addresses to register voters who were 

then able to vote, but only in person, if they could get to a voting site. This has also been a major 

problem in Alaska.  Also, in Arizona, there is currently a lawsuit pending because the Navajo 

Reservation lands are almost as big as some smaller states, and mail delivery and pick up is many times 

slower than in large cities in Arizona with a similar population. This results in making it almost 

impossible to get mail ballots to Navajo tribal members and then back from them within the time 

frames established by the State. 
 

3. Purging the roles:  Many states (including Georgia and Florida) have moved in recent years to purge the 

roles of registered voters claiming that people who had died or moved or gone to jail were still listed. 

In some cases, just not voting in the last couple of elections has been the criterion used to justify being 

purged. With great consistency, the results of these purging efforts have been to reduce the number of 

African Americans, Hispanic Americans, Native Americans or other minorities deemed to be registered 

to vote, typically without any attempt to notify these persons or to give them an opportunity to 

maintain their right to vote. 
 

4. Then if one succeeds in getting registered, but one cannot get a vote-by-mail ballot, one must get to a 

voting site to vote in person during the hours when it is open. So in Milwaukee, a largely working class 

city of more than half a million people, about 30% of whom are African American, the election 
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authorities recently (just last April) closed dozens of urban voting sites, leaving open only 5, mostly on 

the edge of the suburbs and inaccessible by public transportation.  Whereas Madison, Wisconsin, the 

state capital, overwhelming non-Hispanic white and a university town, a city half the size of 

Milwaukee, had 66 voting sites. So the ratio of voting sites to population in the two cites was more 

than 25 to 1. In Texas, just this month (October 2020) on the day before early voting began, the 

Secretary of State simply announced that every county would have only one (1) “Vote Drop Box”, even 

though Harris County’s (Houston) population is 4.8 million. 

 

5. Then there is the problems caused by most states requiring in person voting to occur only at a 

designated voting site near to where one lives and is registered.  But most Americans work at least a 

half hour to an hour commute from where they live.  So, if the voting site is open from 7 a.m. to 7 p.m. 

but one works from 8 to 5, one has a very limited window during which to vote.  Why not allow folks to 

vote near where they work? Some states, but not all, have provisions for workers to be allowed to take 

time off to vote, but that time may be limited and it may be with or without pay, depending upon the 

state. 
 

6. And then, as we all know, for historical reasons that no longer make any sense at all, all Federal 

elections are on a Tuesday. This day is not set aside as a national holiday, which well it might have been 

if we really wanted working people to vote. Most democratic nations have their voting on both 

Saturday and Sunday, so that it is convenient for almost everyone to vote. 
 

7. Gerrymandering:  As we pointed out earlier, until a series of Supreme Court decisions in 1964-65, there 

was no requirement that the districts used to elect the members of the House of Representatives  have 

roughly equal numbers of residents, even though, aside from all its other responsibilities, the House 

decides who is to be President, when no one has a clear majority in the  Electoral College.  But even in 

the years since 1964, in most states, the state legislature draws the boundaries for these districts every 

10 years, after the national census. (This only started after the Reapportionment Act of 1929. Until 

then district lines were often fixed for decades, regardless of the shifts in population.)  But even after 

1964, the political party which controls a given state’s legislature has typically attempted to draw the 

district boundaries in a manner that would be likely to yield that party the most seats in both the 

House of Representatives and the State legislature.  A series of different techniques have been used to 

achieve this goal, most of which were also designed with an eye to insuring that non-Hispanic white 

folks would have the overwhelming majority of seats, while African Americans, Hispanic Americans and 

Native Americans had as few as feasible.  The techniques used for gerrymandering have been sorted by 

lawyers and political scientists into 4 groups: fragmenting, stacking, packing and de-annexation. For 

example, divide up the minority population among different districts so they are a majority in none; or 

concentrated the minority in as few districts as possible, preferably just one, so that the non-Hispanic 

whites would control all the rest; or mix different minorities into the same few districts, so that they 

would fight among themselves and allow non-Hispanic whites to form a plurality.  

 

8. In recent days, we have seen threats to use a range of techniques to either keep certain voters in 

certain areas from voting, for example by threatening to place armed police officers or private militias 

illegally near or even within voting sites (as armed poll watchers) to intimidate minority voters so they 

are afraid to go there to vote.  There have been threats to send people into the vote counting sites to 
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prevent votes from being counted or to seize ballot with the claim, unfounded, that they are invalid or 

fraudulent.  Indeed this was done by the Republican Party in two Florida areas during the Gore v Bush 

presidential election in 2000. Now President Trump has threatened to mount similar actions this year.  

Indeed, the two political operatives that organized this effort in Florida on behalf of Bush have been 

hired for the Trump campaign team. 
 

9. Finally, there has been the threat to appeal to the (about to get larger and more conservative majority 

on) the Supreme Court to block the counting of ballots in the days and maybe weeks after November 

3rd. This was in fact done in 2000 to prevent a manual recount of the votes in some areas of Florida, 

resulting in Bush being awarded Florida’s electoral votes and the Presidency. Subsequent inquires 

indicated that if a State-wide re-count had been mounted, Gore would have carried Florida and 

become President. 

 

The vast majority of these nefarious efforts to suppress voting can be structurally addressed and prevented by 

pursuing policies such as the following. Indeed many of these 16 actions have already been implemented in 

some states, like California.  Others would require a Constitutional Amendment. 

1. Registering to vote can be made easy and accessible, for example by allowing for it to occur at 

every DMV, Social Welfare and other state offices. 

2. Allow a range of voter identification systems to be used, such that every citizen has easy access to 

obtaining such proof of identity. 

3. On-line access systems can allow voters to quickly check their registration status 

4. Same day registration can be allowed at every voting site. 

5. Allow persons in jail to vote. 

6. Early voting can be allowed days or weeks before a final day of voting, including on weekends, to 

eliminate the problems caused by voting on Tuesdays and on for only one day. 

7. Vote-by-mail ballots can be sent out automatically to all registered voters, to give everyone that 

option. 

8. Allow vote-by-mail ballots to be sent to postal mail boxes and general delivery postal addresses, 

since not everyone has a separate residential address, but perhaps require such ballots to have the 

signature of the voter witnessed by a second person who also signs the outer envelope. 

9. Vote-by-mail ballots can be allowed to be submitted via the postal system, or submitted via secure 

widely accessible drop-off sites, or submitted at the voting sites any time they are open. 

10. Votes by mail can be accepted as valid if they are post-marked by the day after the final day of 

voting, to allow for votes that are deposited with the postal system late on the final day of voting. 

11. Votes by mail can be counted up to some days after the final day of voting to allow for delays in the 

delivery of those submitted via the postal system or which have to be picked up by the voting 

authorities. 

12. A “check your ballot system” can be established so that (a) voters can check the status of their 

ballots, and (b) so that election authorities can check back with voters if there are any problems 

with a vote-by-mail ballot. 

13. Vote counting can begin days, or even weeks before the final day, so there is time to correct any 

problems and so that the near-final counts are available on or shortly after the final day of voting. 
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14. Reapportionment of Congressional and state voting districts can be done, not by state legislators or 

other politicians, but by citizen commissions, made up of equal numbers of Democrats, 

Republicans, third-party representatives and Independents, who are willing to be trained and 

willing to commit the needed time, with a professional staff of demographers to advise them. 

15. The election of the President and Vice President should be changed so that they are chosen by the 

direct vote of the people, without the inter-mediation of the system of Presidential Electors and 

the Electoral College. 

16. The number of Senators representing each state should be changed so that number has some 

reasonable relationship to the population of the state, while retaining the requirement that they be 

elected on a state-wide basis and that their total number be kept small.  (For example the smallest 

states might get 1 or 2 senators, the largest states 5 or so, based on population.) 

 

If a comprehensive set of provisions such as these are not adopted, then the U.S. should simply admit that its 

claim to support a political system of democracy, with one person-one vote being guaranteed to all citizens, is 

a sham. We should then admit that we are not willing to undertake the steps needed to sustain our claim to 

be a democracy, and admit this sad fact to our children and to the world. 

 

A final issue must be addressed.  We have not so far examined the question of why, over a period of more 

than two centuries, our country has done such a poor job of ensuring that all citizens have not only the right, 

but the opportunity to vote and to have their vote be equal in weight and effect to that of every other citizen. 

In particular, why has there been a long history of suppressing the votes of those who are not non-Hispanic 

white, especially if they are poor?   Why have the many efforts to not allow BIPOC citizens of the U.S. 

(Black/Indigenous/People of Color) to vote at all, or to have their vote have equal effect, been allowed to 

continue? For the purposes of this paper,  I will set aside getting into an analysis of the various causes and 

degrees of racism, both person-to-person and structural, even though, in my view, racism is clearly one 

important cause.  Also, I will focus on the current situation, rather than again going back in history. What must 

be addressed today, and in looking to the future, is that it needs to be recognized that the U.S. is in the midst 

of an unparalleled demographic change.  

 

(The statistics in this paragraph are from the U.S. Census Bureau, the Population Research Bureau, the 

Brookings Institute, and/or the Pew Institute..).Between 2000 and 2018, the non-Hispanic white population 

fell below 50% in 138 counties scattered from coast to coast and from our southern to our northern border, 

with the exception of the upper Mid-West.   Together with the 155 counties that already had that status in 

2000, this means that 293 counties had a minority of non-Hispanic whites, which represents almost 10% of all 

U.S. counties. As of this year, 2020, six (6) states have majority-minority populations. Hawaii (which has never 

had a majority of non-Hispanic whites), New Mexico, California, Texas, Nevada and Maryland.  (The District of 

Columbia has been majority African American since the late stages of the Great Migration of ex-slaves from 

the South after World War I.)  It is projected by Brookings and the Census Bureau that four (4) more: Arizona, 

Florida, Georgia and New Jersey, will achieve the status of being majority-minority in this decade of the 2020s, 

and that the U.S. will become a majority-minority nation by 2045. It is also projected that by 2060, 22 states 

will achieve this status, and that these states together will account for about two-thirds of the U.S. population.   

That is, by 2060, two-thirds of all U.S. citizens will live in states in which non-Hispanic whites are a minority, 
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although in some of them they will still constitute a plurality. These demographic changes are caused by (1) 

differentials in birth rates, (2) the fact that a large part of the oldest population is non-Hispanic white, so 

whites are a large proportion of those dying, and (3) most immigrants are not non-Hispanic whites. 

 

One result of this demographic shift is that many cities, counties and states that have been politically 

controlled by non-Hispanic whites since the founding of the U.S., now find the population basis for that 

control coming to an end.  For those that have grown up in large urban areas with diverse populations, 

especially for those with more education, the growing diversity is welcome and even exciting, and they are 

also open to greater diversity among elected officials.  But other non-Hispanic whites find their weakening 

control over political decision making to be very threatening.  And for those who have grown up amidst far 

less urbanized, less diverse populations, for whom political control by non-Hispanic whites has simply been an 

accepted fact-of-life for generations, the changing demographics are indeed viewed as threatening and the 

potential lose of political control is viewed as something to be resisted.   

 

Especially when combined with the shift from a manufacturing/mining to a service-sector based economy, 

these demographic changes account in large part for the rise of Trump, the reconstitution of the Republican 

Party and the continuing efforts by elements in both parties to suppress the votes of minorities.   

 

On top of these changes, we see that the Board Rooms of our major corporations are still largely composed of 

non-Hispanic white males. Moreover, the extent of both income and wealth inequality has been growing 

wider for decades and is now at levels that are approaching that of the Gilded Age of the 1870s, and exceeding 

that of the Roaring Twenties, just before the Great Depression. Combined with the political effects that 

resulted from the Citizens United (2010) and related Supreme Court decisions, which held that spending 

money was the equivalent of free speech and which removed all limits on political contributions, we have 

seen a rise in the political power of the rich.  In light of all these trends, it is not unreasonable to question 

whether we can sustain the democracy we have, even with all its flaws, let alone expand it in the ways 

suggested earlier.  Indeed, the election we face, and the political struggles we will go on to confront in the 

months following, will clearly mark this nation for decades to come. 
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