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¡  Registration	
  
§  Election	
  Day	
  registration	
  
§  National	
  Voter	
  Registration	
  Act	
  implementation	
  
§  Electronic	
  Registration	
  Information	
  Center	
  
§  Online	
  registration	
  
§  Automatic	
  registration	
  

¡  Pre-­‐Election	
  Day	
  Voting	
  
§  Early	
  In	
  Person	
  Voting	
  [EIPV]	
  
§  Voting	
  By	
  Mail	
  [VBM]	
  

¡  Election	
  Day	
  Voting	
  Centers	
  
§  Non-­‐precinct	
  voting	
  



¡ Many	
  more	
  topics	
  about	
  changing	
  election	
  
system	
  
§  Improvement	
  in	
  voting	
  machines	
  (since	
  2000)	
  
§  Age	
  &	
  replacement	
  of	
  voting	
  machines	
  
§  Ballot	
  design	
  
§  Poll-­‐worker	
  challenges:	
  Quantity	
  &	
  quality	
  
§  Pre-­‐registration	
  (16-­‐17	
  year	
  olds)	
  
§  Compulsory	
  voting	
  
§  Election	
  Day	
  as	
  a	
  holiday	
  
§  And	
  more…	
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Motivation States (MN & WI) by Statistical Approach 



¡  Applied	
  to	
  all	
  states	
  with	
  voter	
  registration,	
  
but	
  no	
  Election	
  Day	
  Registration	
  

¡  Created	
  Federal	
  Voter	
  Registration	
  Form	
  
¡ Motor	
  Voter	
  
¡  Section	
  7	
  

§  Required	
  “public	
  assistance”	
  offices	
  to	
  assist	
  in	
  
registration	
  
▪  Medicaid,	
  TANF,	
  SNAP,	
  WIC,	
  Disability	
  	
  



1)  Focus	
  on	
  “core”	
  mission	
  /	
  added	
  burden	
  	
  
2)  Unaware	
  of	
  law’s	
  requirements	
  

3)  Implemented	
  inefficiently	
  
§  Motor	
  voter	
  required	
  as	
  part	
  of	
  admission	
  paperwork	
  

4)  Disagree	
  with	
  the	
  requirement	
  

5)  Oversight	
  is	
  lax	
  



State	
  A	
  Experiment	
  
§  Southern	
  	
  
§  Republican	
  Governor	
  
§  Subject	
  to	
  Voting	
  Rights	
  Act	
  

	
  

Partner	
  
§  Department	
  of	
  Social	
  Services	
  
§  Randomize	
  timing	
  of	
  Section	
  7	
  Training	
  

August	
  2010	
  vs.	
  November	
  2010	
  



Training	
  module	
  hosted	
  on-­‐line	
  
¡  Narrated	
  PowerPoint	
  presentation	
  
¡  14	
  minutes	
  long	
  
¡  Emphasizes	
  legal	
  requirement	
  and	
  process	
  
¡  Pass	
  short	
  quiz	
  
¡  Receive	
  certificate	
  to	
  hand	
  to	
  supervisor	
  



State A
Baseline 
Model

Training 5.4*
(2.8)

Constant 20.2
(2.0)

N 120





¡  All	
  citizens	
  with	
  drivers	
  license	
  or	
  state	
  
ID	
  à	
  automatically	
  registered	
  

¡  2015	
  Legislation:	
  	
  
§  Passed	
  in	
  Oregon	
  &	
  California	
  
§  New	
  Jersey?	
  Other	
  states?	
  

¡  Effects	
  on	
  turnout?	
  
§  Possibly	
  similar	
  to	
  EDR?	
  
§  Depends	
  on	
  mobilization	
  by	
  parties,	
  
candidates	
  and	
  civic	
  organizations	
  

?	
  



¡  Online	
  voter	
  registration	
  form	
  
§  Identity	
  verified	
  by	
  drivers	
  license/ID	
  database	
  
▪  Signature	
  on	
  file	
  used	
  for	
  voter	
  registration	
  

¡  Benefits:	
  (something	
  for	
  everyone)	
  	
  
§  Convenience:	
  Easier	
  for	
  voters	
  	
  
§  Efficiency:	
  More	
  &	
  faster	
  updates	
  of	
  information	
  
§  Accuracy:	
  Fewer	
  errors	
  from	
  data	
  entry	
  
§  Cost	
  savings:	
  Less	
  than	
  handling	
  paper	
  applications	
  

¡  Effects?	
  
§  Little	
  to	
  none	
  from	
  policy	
  change/implementation	
  
§  New	
  avenue	
  for	
  voter	
  registration	
  efforts	
  
▪  Civic	
  &	
  political	
  organizations	
  
▪  Election	
  officials	
  



¡  11	
  states	
  +	
  DC	
  
§  State	
  run	
  organization	
  

¡  Data	
  Hygiene	
  à	
  More	
  accurate	
  voter	
  rolls	
  
§ Matching	
  voter	
  rolls	
  to	
  DMV,	
  NCOA,	
  SS	
  Death	
  
Registry,	
  and	
  other	
  states	
  
▪  Cross	
  state	
  movers	
  =	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  538,818	
  
▪  In	
  state	
  movers	
  =	
   	
  2,453,925	
  
▪  In	
  state	
  duplicates	
  =	
   	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  46,785	
  
▪  Deceased	
  =	
   	
   	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  131,443	
  

¡  Eligible	
  but	
  unregistered	
  à	
  outreach	
  
§  ~	
  12	
  million	
  potential	
  voters	
  





+2.6	
   +2.5	
   +1.8	
   +1.8	
  

Differences	
  are	
  not	
  statistically	
  significant	
  
6.8%	
  

N=	
  30,818;	
  evenly	
  assigned	
  



+2.4	
   +2.1	
   +1.6	
   +1.8	
  

Differences	
  are	
  not	
  statistically	
  significant	
  
5.7%	
  

N=	
  30,818;	
  evenly	
  assigned	
  





Source:	
  Michael	
  McDonald,	
  http://www.huffingtonpost.com/
michael	
  p-­‐mcdonald/a-­‐modest-­‐early-­‐voting-­‐ris_b_3430379.html	
  



•  	
  The	
  proportion	
  of	
  citizen	
  voting	
  age	
  population	
  
or	
  registered	
  voters	
  who	
  present	
  themselves	
  at	
  
the	
  polls	
  on	
  or	
  before	
  Election	
  Day	
  or	
  return	
  a	
  
mailed	
  ballot.	
  

•  	
  Voting	
  opportunity	
  turnout	
  (VOT)	
  is	
  ratio	
  of	
  
total	
  number	
  of	
  actual	
  votes	
  cast	
  to	
  the	
  total	
  
number	
  of	
  possible	
  votes	
  that	
  could	
  cast	
  on	
  a	
  
ballot.	
  A	
  voter	
  might	
  register	
  a	
  preference	
  in	
  all,	
  
none,	
  or	
  some	
  of	
  the	
  contests	
  on	
  the	
  ballot.	
  



Voting	
  is	
  completing	
  the	
  ballot	
  



Example of voter opportunity turnout measure 
in county with 5 races and 100 registered 

voters 
Race Possible votes Actual votes 

1 100 95 
2 100 80 
3 100 85 
4 100 70 
5 100 50 

Total 500 380 
	
  

VOT=	
  76%	
  (i.e.,	
  380/500)	
  



¡  Too	
  busy,	
  conflicting	
  schedule	
   	
   	
   	
  19%	
  
¡  	
  Not	
  interested	
   	
   	
   	
   	
   	
  16%	
  
¡  	
  Illness,	
  disability	
   	
   	
   	
   	
   	
  14%	
  
¡  	
  Did	
  not	
  like	
  candidates	
  of	
  campaign	
  issues	
   	
  13%	
  
¡  	
  Out	
  of	
  town	
   	
   	
   	
   	
   	
   	
  	
  	
  8%	
  
¡  Transportation,	
  	
  

	
  inconvenient	
  polling	
  place,	
  and	
  	
  
	
   	
   	
   	
   	
  bad	
  weather	
   	
  	
  	
  7%	
  

¡  Not	
  registered	
   	
   	
   	
   	
   	
  	
  	
  5%	
  
¡  Forgot	
   	
   	
   	
   	
   	
   	
   	
  	
  	
  4%	
  
Source:	
  US	
  Census	
  Current	
  Population	
  Survey,	
  2012	
  



¡  Ballot	
  fatigue,	
  too	
  many	
  ballot	
  contests	
  

¡  Incomplete	
  information	
  about	
  contests	
  

¡  Abstention	
  

¡  Protest	
  

¡  Ballot	
  design	
  



¡  Early	
  in-­‐person	
  voting	
  

¡ Mail	
  assisted	
  voting	
  
§  Excuse	
  and	
  no	
  excuse	
  absentee	
  mailing	
  voting	
  
§  Permanent	
  mail	
  voting	
  
§  All	
  Vote	
  by	
  Mail	
  (a.k.a.	
  Postal	
  voting)	
  

¡  Election	
  Day	
  vote	
  centers	
  



Potential	
  fixes	
  for	
  enhancing	
  voter	
  turnout	
  and	
  completed	
  ballots	
  
among	
  alternative	
  methods	
  of	
  voting	
  

Reasons	
  for: Abs Perm VBM EIPV EDVC
Not	
  voting
	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  Too	
  busy,	
  conflicting	
  schedule	
  	
   X X X X X
	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  Not	
  interested	
  	
  
	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  Illness,	
  disability	
  	
   X X X
	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  Wrong	
  candidates	
  and	
  issues
	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  Out	
  of	
  town	
  	
   X X X X
	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  Transportation,	
  weather,	
  location	
   X X X X X
	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  Not	
  registered	
  	
  
	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  Forgot	
  	
   X X

Not	
  complete	
  a	
  ballot
Too	
  many	
  ballot	
  contests X X X
Incomplete	
  information	
  	
   X X X
Abstention
Protest
Ballot	
  design

Mail	
  assisted	
  voting



¡  	
  Weak	
  and	
  mixed	
  findings	
  for	
  the	
  effect	
  of	
  
EIPV	
  on	
  voter	
  turnout	
  (Berinsky	
  2005).	
  

¡  EIPV	
  turnout	
  effects	
  mediated	
  by	
  political	
  
campaigns.	
  



37	
  

Increase	
  comes	
  from	
  
the	
  method	
  of	
  voting	
  
encouraged:	
  EIPV	
  or	
  
Election	
  Day	
  



¡ No	
  significant	
  effect	
  on	
  voter	
  turnout	
  	
  
§  (Patterson	
  and	
  Calederia	
  1985;	
  Richey	
  2008;	
  
Barreto	
  et	
  al	
  2006;	
  Karp	
  and	
  Banducci	
  2001)	
  

¡ Turnout	
  increases	
  when	
  candidates	
  
incorporate	
  absentee	
  mail	
  voting	
  as	
  part	
  
of	
  their	
  GOTV	
  activities	
  	
  
§  (Patterson	
  and	
  Calederia	
  1985)	
  





Average	
  effects	
  from	
  meta-­‐analysis.	
  



¡  Mixed	
  and	
  contradictory	
  findings	
  for	
  Oregon	
  over	
  
time	
  (Southwell	
  and	
  Burchett	
  2000;	
  Gronke	
  and	
  Miller	
  
2012;	
  Richey	
  2008;	
  Gronke	
  et	
  al.	
  2007).	
  

¡  Strong	
  positive	
  effect	
  of	
  VBM	
  on	
  turnout	
  in	
  a	
  limited	
  
number	
  of	
  Washington	
  state	
  counties	
  (Gerber	
  et	
  al	
  
2014)	
  

¡  Colorado	
  VBM	
  elections	
  have	
  strong	
  positive	
  effect	
  
on:	
  
§  Total	
  voter	
  turnout	
  at	
  the	
  polls	
  (Menger	
  et	
  al	
  2014)	
  
§  Proportion	
  of	
  ballots	
  completed	
  (Menger	
  et	
  al	
  2014)	
  
§  Turnout	
  effects	
  of	
  VBM	
  persist	
  over	
  time	
  in	
  the	
  presence	
  of	
  

alternative	
  methods	
  of	
  voting	
  (Menger	
  et	
  al	
  2014)	
  



¡  There	
  is	
  an	
  increase	
  between	
  1.9%	
  and	
  2.8%	
  	
  
voter	
  turnout	
  in	
  Colorado	
  counties	
  using	
  
using	
  VBM	
  elections	
  between	
  2010-­‐2014	
  

¡  There	
  is	
  an	
  increase	
  between	
  13%	
  to	
  16%	
  in	
  
voter	
  opportunity	
  turnout	
  in	
  Colorado	
  
counties	
  using	
  VBM	
  elections	
  between	
  
2010-­‐2014.	
  



¡  Significant	
  and	
  positive	
  effect	
  on	
  voter	
  
turnout	
  for	
  historically	
  infrequent	
  voters.	
  

¡  Between	
  2.5%-­‐4.5%	
  increase	
  in	
  voter	
  turnout	
  
in	
  Colorado	
  Counties	
  with	
  EDVCs.	
  

¡  	
  Significant	
  voter	
  satisfaction	
  with	
  EDVCs.	
  



¡ More	
  information	
  about	
  voting	
  =	
  turnout?	
  

§  If	
  info	
  makes	
  voting	
  seem	
  easier	
  à	
   	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  YES	
  

§  If	
  info	
  makes	
  voting	
  seem	
  complicated	
  à	
  NO	
  

Research	
  with	
  Yanna	
  Krupnikov	
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¡  What	
  happens	
  when	
  there	
  is	
  more	
  than	
  one	
  
change	
  in	
  a	
  registration	
  and	
  voting	
  system?	
  

¡  When	
  combined	
  with	
  other	
  reforms,	
  EIPV	
  &	
  VBM	
  
found	
  to	
  have	
  a	
  strong	
  negative	
  effect	
  on	
  voter	
  
turnout	
  (Burden	
  et	
  al	
  2014;	
  Richey	
  2008)	
  
§  Dispute	
  over	
  coding	
  of	
  EIPV	
  &	
  VBM	
  systems	
  

¡  Effects	
  of	
  CO’s	
  All	
  VBM	
  voting	
  reform	
  persist	
  even	
  
in	
  the	
  presence	
  of	
  alternative	
  methods	
  of	
  voting	
  
including	
  in-­‐person	
  ED,	
  EIPV,	
  SDR,	
  EDR	
  (Menger	
  et	
  
al	
  2014).	
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+2.04	
   +2.10	
   +2.13	
   +2.01	
  

Differences	
  are	
  not	
  statistically	
  significant	
  

2.71%	
  



+1.68	
   +1.74	
   +1.64	
   +1.61	
  

Differences	
  are	
  not	
  statistically	
  significant	
  
2.02%	
  



54	
  

1.  Convenience:	
  Easier	
  mobilization	
  via	
  lower	
  cost	
  process	
  
§  Choice	
  of	
  when	
  and	
  where	
  to	
  vote	
  

▪  Lower	
  opportunity	
  costs	
  
▪  Lower	
  transportation	
  costs	
  (?)	
  

2. Multiplying	
  opportunities:	
  Similar	
  mobilization	
  opportunity	
  
to	
  Election	
  Day	
  but	
  multiple	
  times	
  to	
  vote	
  
§  More	
  deployment	
  of	
  resources	
  
§  Less	
  likely	
  to	
  have	
  bad	
  luck	
  (weather,	
  etc.)	
  

3.  Substituting	
  barriers:	
  no	
  mobilization	
  opportunity	
  
§  Information	
  costs	
  replaces	
  opportunity	
  costs	
  (higher	
  barrier?)	
  
§  Transportation	
  costs	
  may	
  be	
  higher?	
  



“sweet	
  spot”	
   Lateàconcern!	
  


