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ANTICIPATING THE EFFECTS OF THE NATIONAL VOTER
VOTER REGISTRATION ACT OF 1993

Benjamin Highton and Raymond E. Wolfinger

Unlike other democracies, the United States requires its
citizens to bear the burden of registering to vote, a practice
that contributes to our exceptionally low rate of electoral
participation. The National Voter Registration Act (NVRA) of
1993 was intended to lighten this burden by incorporating
registration into dealings with government offices that citizens
have in the course of their ordinary lives. Transactions with
state motor vehicle bureaus are the most common example of such
bureaucratic encounters, hence the "motor voter" nickname.

Predictions of the consequences have been diverse. Richard
Cloward, a member of the coalition that lobbied for enactment of
the motor voter bill, estimated that on its enactment "turnout
would go up 10 to 12 percentage points." (quoted in Schwartz and
Yang, 1990) Thomas E. Mann, a former chairman of the Board of
Overseers of the National Election Studies, put the likely
increase at five percent (Wines, 1993). Republican aversion to
the NVRA is so profound that Representative Bob Stump’s (R-Ariz)
bill to repeal it, H.R. 370, attracted 170 co-sponsors within
three months of its introduction in 1995. On the other hand, one
experienced Washington observer (Schneider, 1995) titled his
early assessment "Democrats Face Motor-Voter Backfire."

Waiting for the first experience with the Act may not shed
much light on its effects. Variations in national turnout from
one presidential contest to the next, while perhaps a consequence
of the NVRA, could also reflect some time-specific event.
Moreover, all of its sections will be implemented at the same
time, making it impossible to assess the effect of any single
provision. Even so, its full effects will not be felt as early
as 1996 because the most important transactions it links to
registration are periodic. Driver’s licenses, for example, are
renewed every four years in most states. '

Another evaluation approach would exploit state-level
variations in registration procedures. Even before 1992 many
states had adopted some form of one or another NVRA provision.
Representative Al Swift (D-Wash), its principal author, observed
that "There is nothing in this bill that isn’t working well
somewhere in the country already." (quoted in Sammon, 1993a)
Ideally, researchers could anticipate the effects of the NVRA by
isolating the effect on 1992 turnout of those provisions of the
national law that already were in force in some states in that
year.

Information on state registration procedures is available in
various sources. Thinking it prudent to investigate further, we
discovered that Swift’s remark says more about the NVRA’s




feasibility than about either the number of genuine state
counterparts or the length of time they had been in force.

For example, although dozens of states made some connection
between driver’s licenses and voter registration (and were
classified as motor voter states in the usual sources), only a
few did so in any manner resembling the NVRA’s provisions; most
of those had started too late to have any significant effect on
1992 turnout. The scarcity of state counterparts was even more
severe for NVRA "public agency" requirements concerning offices
primarily serving the poor.

In short, direct estimates of the effect of the NVRA were
difficult due to the paucity of state programs that truly
resembled any NVRA provision and had been in place long enough to
provide a fair trial in 1992. Our evaluation of motor voter is
based in part on analysis of one state that had an adequate
counterpart to the NVRA. We also simulated motor voter with
other state laws that seemed to create a similar unrestrained
opportunity to vote. These analyses were supported with data on
the age profile of driver’s license holders obtained from the
U.S. Department of Transportation. Taken together, they permit a
fairly confident estimate of the likely consequences of motor
voter, particularly with respect to the kinds of people most
likely to be affected. On the other hand, public agency
reglstratlon remains something of a wild card

our major source of individual turnout and demographic data
is the 1992 Voter Supplement of the Current Population Survey
(CPS) . The CPS is invaluable for state-level analysis because
its enormous sample provides an adequate number of cases in every
state. In 1992 the smallest number in any single state was 843
cases. Our use of the CPS is discussed further in the appendix.

The NVRA assumes that making registration.easier will
increase turnout overall and have a greater effect on less
educated people. This premise is based on nearly thirty years of
research (Kelley et al., 1967; Leighley and Nagler, 1992;
Mitchell and Wlezien, 1995; Nagler, 1994; Rosenstone and Hansen,
1993; Rosenstone and Wolfinger, 1978; Telxelra, 1992). There is

IThe CPS is the source of the studies of registration and
turnout publlshed after each national election by the Bureau of
the Census in its P-20 series. Unlike the Census Bureau, we omit
noncitizens from our tabulations and also exclude all cases where
information on registration or voting was not ascertained. The
Census Bureau treats these cases as nonvoters.

et us get some possible distractions out of the way.
Demonstrating that more demanding registration procedures reduce
turnout has nothing to do with explaining why turnout fell from a
modern high of 62.8 percent of the voting-age population in 1960
to a modern low of 50.1 percent in 1988. Nor do registration



no scarcity of newspaper and magazine articles attempting an
early evaluation of the NVRA by reporting the number of new
registrations since it was implemented on January 1, 1995 (e.g.,
Bowers, 1995; Earle, 1995; Schneider, 1995). Tabulating
registrations is not a good way to evaluate the NVRA. For one
thing, there is no way of knowing how many people who were likely
to register regardless of the NVRA took advantage of the
convenience it offers. What is more, people registered through
motor voter may be less likely to vote than those who did it the
old fashioned way. This was the experience in the District of
Columbia’s 1990 mayoral election, in which 30 percent of motor
voter registrants voted, compared to 48 percent of those who
registered by other means (Fremaux, 1992).% On the other hand,
once registered, 74 percent of respondents who professed little
or no interest in politics voted in the 1980 election (Squire et
al., 1987). 1In short, there are findings to fuel varying
speculations, which is why we consider it wiser to base our
estimates of the Act’s likely effect on voting rather than
registering.

The NVRA has four major provisions: motor voter, public
agency registration, universal mail registration, and a
prohibition of "purging for not voting." We describe each
provision in the federal law and its state counterparts. Where
possible, we give our estimate of the provision’s likely effect.
Then we propose amendments that would simultaneously do a better
job both of preserving the voting eligibility of people who move
during an election year and maintaining accurate registration
records.

Motor Voter
What the NVRA Says

Whether written by professors or journalists, descriptions
of the signature section of the NVRA often said that it "would

requirements explain more than a part of the turnout gap between
the United States and other democracies. Both points are
illustrated by turnout trends in North Dakota, where registration
is not required. This provides citizens of that state the same
ease of voting enjoyed by residents of most European countries,
where registration is automatic. As Stephen Bennett (1990, pp.
166-67) observed, turnout there "fell from 78.5% of the state’s
voting-age population in 1960 to 61.5% in 1988."

3cain and McCue (1985) found that those residents of lLos
Angeles who were registered by groups voted fifteen percentage
points less in the following election than did those who
registered by other means, generally on their own initiative.




allow a person to register to vote when applying for a driver’s
license" (Wines, 1993)% or--closer to the mark--"would require
states to allow citizens to register to vote when they apply for
driver’s licenses." (Sammon, 1993b) In fact, this was already
done by dozens of states, although in some cases merely by making
registration postcards available, in much the same way that
public libraries and post offices did. What the NVRA really
required went far beyond such feeble steps, as can be seen from
its Sections 5(a) (1) and 5(c) (1):

Each State motor vehicle driver’s license
application (including any renewal application)
submitted to the appropriate State motor vehicle
authority under State law shall serve as an application
for voter registration . . . unless the applicant fails
to sign the voter registration application.

Each State shall include a voter registration
application . . . as part of an application for a State
motor vehicle driver’s license. (107 Stat. 78, 1993)

Whether the two applications had to be accomplished with a
"single combined form" was left unresolved by this language,
although the House committee report did observe that a single

form
. . . wWill be both more effective and more cost-

efficient over the long term, and encourages
responsible officials to use such a combined form.
However, where two forms are used, it is expected
and intended that such forms will be used
simultaneously as part of a single, integrated
application process. All applicants . . . must be
given an application that includes both forms.
(Committee on House Administration, 1993, p. 9)

Motor voter is designed to reduce the cost of voting by
incorporating registration into a transaction with a public
agency that citizens initiate for another purpose with a higher
priority.

If it hadn’t been for the voter registration form
attached to the end of the application for a learner’s
permit to drive, LaWanda Jones probably would not be a
registered voter.

"To tell you the truth, I wouldn’t have really
thought about it," said Jones, 18, a Howard University
sophomore who lives in Northwest Washington. "But the

‘“For a similar description by a political scientist see
Radcliff, 1994, p. 259.



application was right there and I said, ‘I might as
well go ahead now, because I doubt if I’1ll come back
down here just to do that.’"™ (Nelson, 1990)

Unlike Ms. Jones, most Americans get driver’s licenses
before thay are old enough to vote; the driving age is sixteen in
most states. This is particularly true of young men, two thirds
of whom have their licenses before their eighteenth birthday
(U.S. Department of Transportation, 1994a, p. 8). Other than
people in their first years of driving eligibility, most
applicants for a driver’s license are newcomers to a state, who
amount each year to less than three percent of the adult
population. (Wolfinger and Highton, 1995, p. 46) Therefore
those department of motor vehicles (DMV) transactions most likely
to affect voter registration under the NVRA are not de novo
applications for a driver’s license, but license renewals, which
are usually on a four-year cycle, and change-of-address reports,
which the NVRA provided "shall serve as notification of change of
address for voter registration . . . ." (107 Stat. 80, 1993)

Despite the difference between the minimum ages for driving
and voting, motor voter seems particularly suitable for young
people, who are indifferent voters but enthusiastic drivers.
Figure 1 displays the broad disparity between the proportions of
young people who were licensed to drive in 1993 and those who
voted and who were registered in the 1992 presidential election.
For example, 94 percent of people aged 25 to 29 held licenses,
compared to just 68 percent who were registered and 58 percent
who reported voting. Another reason to expect motor voter to be
particularly beneficial to young people is their tremendous rate
of residential mobility, which has a strong negative impact on
turnout (Squire, et al., 1987). By their early twenties, young
people are extraordinarily frequent movers. 1In 1992, less than
40 percent of Americans aged 23 to 27 had lived at the same .
address for more than two years. But by age 24, 99.8 percent of
all men and 96 percent of all women are licensed to drive (U.S.
Department of Transportation, 1994a, p. 8).°

(Figure 1 about here)

5 We have seen no indication that these data on license
holding by the young were ever discussed by advocates or critics
of the NVRA or its precursors. Saying that blacks were less
likely to own cars or to hold driver’s licenses, some civil
rights leaders attacked motor voter as essentially a middle-class
benefit that would actually be a setback for their constituents.
Although the Department of Transportation data do not include
classification by race, the nearly universal rate of license-
holding by the young suggests the limits of this indictment.




Once issued, driver’s licenses must be renewed, in almost
all states on a four-year cycle (U.S. Department of
Transportation, 1994b, pp. T8-9). At least once every four
years, then, license renewals will register movers at their new
address. Reporting address changes between renewals, although
generally required, doubtless is overlooked by many people. On
the other hand, to the extent that driver’s licenses are the
identification of choice for check-writers, awkwardness might
result if the same address did not appear on both the check and
the license. Moreover, a belief that traffic violators will be
less harshly treated with up-to-date licenses might encourage
compliance with the law. In short, obtaining a license should
put citizens in a system that updates their voter registrations
automatically.

State Motor Voter Programs

The number of state programs in the 1980s led to a
Congressional Research Service study that reached this
conclusion: ". . . from 1972 to 1988, seven of the ten States
with motor-voter registration systems display declines in voter
turnout in Presidential election years after the introduction of
motor-voter registration procedures." (Crocker, 1990, p. 41)°¢
The Federal Election Commission reported that two dozen states
had some sort of motor voter program at the beginning of 1992
(National Clearinghouse on Election Administration, 1992). By
midyear, "thirty states already have motor voter programs . . .
(and] motor voter states have higher turnout than states without
the program." (Cloward and Piven, 1992)

Any analysis of pre-1995 state motor voter programs intended
to anticipate the effects of the NVRA should take into account
the extent to which state programs resembled the federal law.’

As we will see, although thirty states might have adopted some
semblance of a motor voter program by the fall of 1992, very few
had implemented programs similar to the NVRA in time to have much
effect on participation in that year’s general election. Among

‘Two years later, these findings were cited by Senator Mitch
McConnell (R-Ky), the leading Senate opponent of the NVRA
(Krauss, 1992). They also have been accepted by some scholars
(e.g., Calvert and Gilchrist, 1993, p. 697).

"Teixeira (1992, p. 120) believed that the differences
between state practice and the NVRA were so great that the
effects of the federal law "cannot be properly modeled with
existing data."



the necessary points of similarity are these:®

1. Using license renewals and change-of-address notices for
purposes of voter registration;

2. doing so for at least most of one renewal cycle before
the election;

3. how closely voter registration is integrated in the
driver’s license procedure.

As we have seen, the NVRA requires that the procedures be
simultaneous and intertwined, although stopping short of
requiring use of a combined form, which a few states did by 1992.
A second group of states had active programs, which had two
variants. One variant used separate forms but included a
gquestion about registration on the DMV form, applicants who
checked the appropriate box were to be given a registration
application. The other variant had DMV officials asking license
applicants if they would like to register, with those who said
"yes" to be given a registration form. Finally, some states
merely displayed registration applications more or less

conspicuously without providing any prompting during ordinary DMV

transactions.

Information about each state’s motor voter program, if any,
is available from several sources, including the League of Women
Voters. Thinking it advisable to investigate the subject
ourselves, we interviewed officials in motor voter states, often
more than once, and obtained copies of the relevant forms that
these people kindly sent us. We had the inestimable benefit of
two long conversations with Jo-Anne Chasnow of HumanSERVE, whose
encylopedic knowledge of voter registration procedures helped us
understand what happens on the ground of day-to-day bureaucratic
encounters.

The interviews led us to remove the "motor voter"
designation from some states classified that way in the published
sources. For example, Texas, coded as an active motor voter
state by the League of Women Voters, had implemented its program
only in September 1992, too late to have much effect on the
presidential election in November. Iowa is described by some
sources as a single-form state, which is true as far it goes. A
single form is used only for initial applications, not for
renewals or address changes; most of the people who got the form
were sixteen or seventeen and therefore unable to take advantage
of this easy registration method. 1In all of 1994, just 400

!Another consideration is the trend in turnout nationwide
compared to that in the states selected for analysis. One
problem with Crocker’s method is simply that the national
official turnout declined over five percentage points from 1972
to 1988.




Iowans registered with the combined form. We do not classify
Iowa as a motor voter state.’

By far the most important use of the interviews was as a
guide to the realities of implementation in the putatively active
states, which sometimes led us to classify them as passive. 1In
Nevada, for example, DMV employees were supposed to ask everyone
who appeared at the counter if they wanted to register. Often
the question was not asked, reportedly for reasons as simple as
laziness. Sometimes the issue seemed to be asking officials to
do something they considered beyond or beneath their job
description. West Virginia’s motor voter law prescribed a
license application with a box to be checked by applicants who
wanted a registration card. Budget problems caused state
troopers to be pressed into service as clerks in motor vehicle
bureaus. Displeased with this arrangement, they were said to
ignore the checked box frequently. A Federal Election Commission
study reported that "Ohio has had the same experience with motor
voter--staff does not ask the voter registration questions, in
spite of the fact that they are statutorially mandated to ask
specific voter registration questions of every applicant."
(Rosenfield, 1992, p. 12)%

As a result of our interviews and consultations we narrowed
the list of dozens of motor voter states down to just two that
met our specifications. Only Colorado and Minnesota had
implemented a program closely resembling the NVRA for an entire
renewal cycle before the 1992 election. But Minnesota also
registers citizens at the polls on election day, which led us to
delete it from our motor voter analysis because we could not

The Iowa Department of Transportation reported 30,403 new
registrations and address changes in the first three months of
1995, after the NVRA was implemented (Bowers, 1995).

YEven states with long histories of energetic attempts to
make voting accessible to everyone can have implementation
problems. By 1995 Minnesota had used three different combined
forms. The first one (Figure 2), used from 1987 through 1990,
seemed to work. It was abandoned in 1991 for a three-page
combined form (Figures 3a, 3b, and 3c). The first page was a
license application, the second was a carbon copy. Behind them
was the voter registration card. Much smaller in size, it was
all too easy to overlook and motor voter registration declined.
It was replaced in 1994 by the form in Figure 4.

This example suggests an important caveat to our analysis:
the possibility that the NVRA’s clear intent may be frustrated in
some states by inept or deliberately awkward implementation.



differentiate the effects of the two programs.! So we have just
one state as our prime exhibit to ascertain the effects of motor
voter. And even the Colorado program is a bit different from the
NVRA, which requires that every applicant be given a voter
registration application, either in the license application or
accompanying it. Beginning in July 1985, applicants for a
Colorado driver’s license were to be asked if they wanted to
register to vote. Those saying "yes" were to be given a combined
form (Figure 5); the others received an application only for a
license. Applicants who were not asked about registration did
not receive the combined form. Unlike the NVRA, which does not
so depend on the cooperation of DMV staff, the old Colorado law
made it possible to miss applicants who were not asked the filter
question. Our consultant was concerned about the potential for
abuse of official discretion, while our Colorado informant
assured us that failures to ask were infrequent. Applications
for renewal and change-of-address notices were applied to voter
registration.

(Figure 5 about here)

Turnout in Colorado Before and After Motor Voter

Another skeptic about the Colorado program was Curtis Gans,
who frequently observed that between 1984 and 1988 the state
"experienced a 13 percentage point increase in unadjusted
registration and only a 0.1 percentage point increase in
turnout." Gans, 1990, p. 176) We assume that the turnout
measure Gans used is the familiar estimate obtained by dividing
the total vote for presidential candidates by the voting-age
population, which we term the "official turnout." According to
the Statistical Abstract of the United States, Colorado’s
official turnout actually increased from 55.1 percent in 1984 to
56.2 percent in 1988, a gain of 1.1 percentage points, while
national turnout declined from 53.1 percent to 50.1 percent (U.S.
Bureau of the Census, 1992, p. 272). In other words, turnout in
Colorado was two percentage points above the national figure in
1984 and 6.1 points higher after four years of motor voter. The

lwith election-day registration at the polls since 1976,
Minnesota, like Wisconsin, is exempt from the NVRA. Wyoming is
exempt because, prior to March 11, 1993, it enacted election-day
registration that would take effect if the NVRA were to be
enacted. North Dakota is exempt because it does not have voter
registration. Election-day registration at the polls is not
universal in Maine, which therefore is subject to the NVRA.
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Current Population Surveys for these years indicate that the
proportion of citizens in Colorado’s voting-age populatlon
declined a bit more than that of the entire country. Using these
numbers to adjust the aggregate turnout figures yields a more
precise comparison. Colorado turnout increased 2.1 percentage
points from 1984 to 1988; national turnout declined 2.6 points.
By this measure, turnout in Colorado was .7 percent higher than
the national figure in 1984 and 5.4 points higher in 1988. A
similar calculation for 1992 shows that Colorado’s turnout
remained higher than the national average by the same amount, 5.3
percentage points.

Table 1 contrasts changes in turnout from 1984 to 1988 by
people of different ages, races, and educational attainment, in
Colorado and the rest of the country. Our expectation that motor
voter would have the greatest effect on young people was
confirmed.!? All across America the turnout of citizens under the
age of thlrty fell by five percentage points from 1984 to 1988--
except in Colorado, where it increased by four points; the net
shift was nine points. As predicted, the effect of motor voter
declined as age advanced, except for Coloradans in their sixties,
whose turnout jumped eleven percentage points, against a national
decline of one percent. This is the probable explanation:

People in this age group ordinarily are turnout champions, as can
be seen in three of the four relevant columns of Table 1. The
exception is the 1984 cell for Colorado, which shows citizens
aged sixty to sixty-nine with lower turnout than either their
elders or people aged forty-five to fifty-nine. We believe this
underestimate is responsible for the anomalous finding.

(Table 1 about here)

Table 1 also shows that motor voter was associated with an
increase of six percentage points in black and Latino turnout,
compared to eight percent for whites. We are reluctant to attach
much meaning to this difference.

Viewing motor voter as a way to reduce the cost of voting
for those who otherwise might not take the trouble to register
and stay registered, we were surprised to see that it had the
least effect on Coloradans without high school diplomas, an

2Inh the first seventeen months after the District of
Columbia adopted motor voter, two-thirds of those who registered
this way were under thirty-five (Fremaux, 1992).
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ideal target group.? On the other hand, the more modest effect
on college graduates is unsurprising. Their eighty-seven percent
turnout in 1984 indicates less need for motor voter and also less
room for an improvement.

This comparison of changes by Coloradans and all other
Americans is no more than suggestive. There are some anomalous
findings and we are reluctant to place too much reliance on a
single state when other analytic possibilities remain.

Simulating the Effect of Motor Voter in 1992

Motor voter reduces the cost of voting by removing any need
for the separate preliminary step of registering. The same cost
reduction is available in states where registration is not
requlred or can be done on election day: one can register and
vote in the same trip. Consequently we anticipate the effects of
the NVRA’s motor voter provision by estimating the turnout
effects of election-day registration, which we will call one-trip
voting." This has the great advantage of basing our analysis on
several states, thus reducing the possibility of ideosyncratic
factors. The disadvantage is that this simulation will slightly
overestimate the effect of motor voter by including all state
residents, including the approximately eight percent without
driver’s licenses or DMV identification cards, as well as those
license-holders who have moved, failed to report the change of
address to the DMV, and not yet renewed their licenses.®

Bye could not measure the effect on recent movers, the prime
target population for motor voter, because residential mobility
was not ascertained in the 1984 and 1988 Voter Supplements.

Yone-trip voting is also available in North Dakota, whose
citizens need not register in order to vote. This poses a
problem for analyzing the effect of registration laws. Rather
than code North Dakota in those registration categories imposing
the least burden on individuals, as others (Teixeira, 1992;
Wolfinger and Rosenstone, 1980) have done, we excluded North
Dakota cases from our analysis. '

150n the other hand, there is reason to expect that this
simulation may underestimate the effect of NVRA-style motor
voter. Both election-day registration and motor voter eliminate
any need to make a special trip to register in advance of
election day. But the names of motor voter registrants appear on
registration lists, a feature that should enhance their turnout.
Registration lists are the basis for direct mail campaigning and
sample ballots, as well as get-out-the-vote drives. People
registered before election day are more likely to be contacted by
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We estimate the effect on turnout of one-trip voting by
comparing the actual turnout under 1992 closing dates to the
estimated turnout if closing dates were removed. We calculated
two probabilities of voting for each individual in the Voter
Supplement sample. First, using equation 1 in the Appendix, a
predicted individual probability of voting was calculated using
demographic characteristics and the relevant state registration
laws. Then a second probability was calculated substituting the
value zero for the closing date, thus representing no need for a
separate bureaucratic encounter before election day. The
difference between the two probablllties is the estimated effect
of switching to electlon-day registration, keeping all other
variables constant.'s

Before describing our findings we digress to discuss here
rather than in the Appendix the vexing question of coding closing
dates. Previous studies (Leighley and Nagler, 1992; Rosenstone
and Hansen, 1992; Rosenstone and Wolfinger, 1978; Teixeira, 1992;
Wolfinger and Rosenstone, 1980) used a variable that indicates
the number of days prior to the election that registration books
in each state were closed. Studies of elections after 1972 coded
election-day registration at zero on the closing date variable.
We share Brians and Grofman’s (1994) doubts about this procedure
because the essence of election-day registration (and no
registration) is that a separate trip to register is unnecessary.
This distinguishes the one-trip states from those with a closing
date of even three days. Hence it may be inappropriate to treat
election-day registration as merely the end point on the closing
date continuum.

The statistical evidence supports this point. A turnout
model that includes a variable to indicate election-day
reglstratlon in addition to the usual closing date variable
results in a positive effect estimate for the electlon-day
estimator. This estimate suggests that turnout is four
percentage points higher in election-day registration states than
would be predicted by codlng election-day registration as zero on
the closing date variable.!” In other words, the difference in

party workers, an experience that has "a substantial impact" on

turnout (Wielhouwer and Lockerbie, 1994, p. 226). Registration

in advance of election day also prov1des the option of voting by
absentee ballot, another factor that increases turnout (Oliver,

1996) .

“'See Wolfinger and Rosenstone (1980, pp. 121-23) for an
extended description of this procedure.

"Even so, the estimate of the effect of the closing date
remains large and negative, 1nd1cat1ng that the relationship
between closing date and turnout is not simply a result of higher
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turnout between a state with election-day registration and one
with a registration deadline one day before the election is
greater than the difference between turnout in states where the
closing dates are a single day apart.

Rather than including both an election-day registration
indicator and the usual closing date variable (number of days
before the election), we used a single variable, the square root
of the number of days prior to the election that registration
closed. This functional form specifies the largest effect to be
from election-day registration to a one-day close, with a
diminishing effect as the closing date lengthens. For example,
using the square root treats the difference between a one-day and
a two-day closing date as equal to the difference between a
twenty-six-day and a thirty-day closing date.”® This makes sense
intuitively: each day further away from election day has a
smaller effect.

Table 2 summarizes the projected effect of nationwide
election-day registration in 1992. The left column in Table 2
reports the estimated effect of living in a state with one-trip
voting compared to living in a state with a thirty-day closing
date, the earliest deadline in force in 1992." The right column
reports the estimated turnout increase if all states had
permitted registration on election day in 1992. The result would
have been a national turnout increase of 8.7 percent. The gain
would be about eight percent in the North and nearly ten percent
in the South, where closing dates tend to be earlier.

turnout in states with election-day registration. Another way to
demonstrate this point is to estimate the effect of closing dates
on turnout after excluding states with election-day registration.
This produces an estimate for the effect of the closing date that
is virtually identical to the one produced in an equation
including all states.

"We also estimated a model that included an indicator for
election-day registration as well as the square root of the
closing date, which seemed to be the most realistic
specification. But with this specification the estimate of the
election-day indicator could not confidently be dlstinguished
from zero, which is statistically noteworthy in view of the
enormous sample size. We concluded, therefore, that using just
the square root of the closing date sufficed to express the
effect of having to make two trips to vote instead of only one
trip.

Ywell over half of all Americans live in states with at
least a four-week closing date.
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(Table 2 about here)

As expected, one-trip voting would be most important to
young people; it would lead to an increase of more than thirteen
points for those under thirty. The effect would diminish with
age, but even citizens over seventy would experience a gain of
about five points.

The projections for people with different levels of
schooling are similarly predictible, with the same exception we
‘found in Colorado: somewhat lower effects for citizens who had
not completed high school. Otherwise, one-trip voting would
produce the smallest gains for the best-educated and
progressively greater benefits as years of schooling diminish.

Public Agency Registration
What the NVRA Says

Although motor vehicle bureaus are public agencies, this
term was understood to be reserved for offices serving the poor.
Drafts of the bill were never quite this explicit, but the same
could not be said of all the measure’s most enthusiastic
supporters. Not surprisingly, this was the NVRA section most
alarming to Republicans. In the endgame, the votes needed to
defeat the last filibuster were obtained with several
concessions, including the addition of all armed forces
recruiting stations to the core list of public agencies.

Section 7 of the NVRA requires certain public agencies to-
give their clients an opportunity to register and allows
individual states to designate other offices to do so. These
"voter registration agencies" shall "distribute with each
application for such service, and with each recertification,
renewal, or change of address form relating to such service or
assistance" a mail registration form and an offer to help fill it
out. As defined either in the NVRA itself or the Conference
Committee report, "voter registration agencies" include all
offices administering any of these programs: food stamps;
Medicaid; Special Supplemental Food Program for Women, Infants,
and Children (WIC); Aid to Families with Dependent Children; aid
to the disabled; and armed forces recruiting. These offices are
required to offer registration. States may designate any other
state, local, federal, or nongovernmental offices as voter
registration agencies. The NVRA says that these might include a
variety of places, including libraries, schools, offices of city
and county clerks, and unemployment compensation offices.

Unlike motor voter, where registration is to be incorporated
more or less seamlessly into DMV transactions, public agency
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registration is a cumbersome and self-conscious business.?® The
NVRA’s procedural requirements can best be described by quoting
from its instructions about how to treat each client who has not
declined in writing to register. Along with a mail registration
card, the agency will:

(B)provide a form that includes--

(i) the question, "if you are not registered to vote
where you live now, would you like to apply to register to
vote here today?";

(ii)if the agency provides public assistance, the
statement, "Applying to register or declining to register
to vote will not affect the amount of assistance that you
will be provided by this agency.";

(iii)boxes for the applicant to check to indicate
whether the applicant would like to register or declines to
register to vote (failure to check either box being deemed
to constitute a declination to register for purposes of
subparagraph (C)), together with the statement (in close
proximity to the boxes and in prominent type), "IF YOU DO
NOT CHECK EITHER BOX, YOU WILL BE CONSIDERED TO HAVE
DECIDED NOT TO REGISTER TO VOTE AT THIS TIME.";

(iv)the statement, "If you would like help in filling
out the voter registration application form, we will help
you. The decision whether to seek or accept help is yours.
You may fill out the application form in private."

The NVRA’s public agency provisions were developed to help
people too poor to have driver’s licenses, who were believed to
be largely nonwhite. The size of this pool of potential
registrants is unknown. One writer estimates that "There are
approximately 20 million recipients of public assistance at any
one time." (Earle, p. 26) The number of such clients is

considerably greater over any appreciable time period. Moreover,

there is no way of knowing how many unpoor people also will have
bureaucratic encounters that provide an opportunity to register.
Most such people, and most welfare clients, for that matter,
probably also have reason to use the services of motor vehicle
bureaus; as we have seen, more than ninety percent of the adult
population have driver’s licenses or DMV identification cards.
In short, we cannot estimate the extent to which agency
registration expands opportunities to register beyond those

%70 be sure, a state determined to sabotage motor voter
could make the registration aspect of any DMV transaction
somewhat more separate. Our point is that the federal law
requires a far greater degree of self-consciousness in agency
registration.
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provided by motor voter.?

State Public Agency Programs

State motor voter programs often were adopted amid talk of
efficiency and easing the registration burden; in a word, their
inception seemed nonpartisan. The same is true of a variety of
state and local outreach programs, e.g., binding mail
registration postcards in state income tax forms, adding
questions about registration to marriage license applications
(Rosenfield, 1992, pp. 8, 34). For the most part, however, public
agency registration had explicitly ideological goals: altering
the political balance by bringing millions of poor people to
electoral politics. 1Initially conceived as an issue around which
"rallies, demonstrations, and sit-ins" might "dramatize the
conflict" (Cloward and Piven, 1983, p. 13), agency registration
had a tumultuous and largely frustrating history in many states.
For example, in 1984 New York Governor Mario Cuomo issued an
executive order for public agency registration that

. . . has no enforcement provision and no funding. The
State has had difficulty enforcing the amending of
agency intake forms to include voter registration
guestions and had to discontinue the providing of
postage-paid registration forms for lack of funds
(Rosenfield, 1992, p. 6).

As was the case with putatively active motor voter programs,
successful implementation requires the cooperation of agency
staff, which was by no means guaranteed. In her review of state
public agency programs for the Federal Election Commission,
Margaret Rosenfield reported a conclusion from one state that
typified her findings:

A 1988 California evaluation of active agency voter
registration programs revealed that the incorporation
of a mandatory question on voter registration into the
agency intake forms was necessary or the agency program
was in reality passive. If the agency depended on its
staff to ask clients orally about voter registration,
the staff simply did not do so (Rosenfield, 1992,

p.- 12).

Zllpagency registration might be more effective at updating the
registrations of people who move. Incentives to keep a public
agency informed of one’s whereabouts would be stronger where this
might contribute to keeping the benefits flowing, a consideration
lacking with motor voter.
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only one state had what seemed to be a genuinely active
agency registration program in 1992. Unfortunately for our
inquiry, it was Minnesota, which also had a combined-form motor
voter program and election-day reglstratlon. Nine other states
had programs that we considered pass1ve, in which registration
forms were available at public agencies. The estimated
coefficient for these nine states in our logit equation could not
confidently be distinguished from zero, i.e., these programs had
no discernible effect on turnout in 1992.

We conclude that agency registration is unlikely to have
much effect on turnout. For one thing, the increment in coverage
that it could add to motor voter registration is modest. 1In the
second place, implementation of agency registration, being less
integrated into the agency’s normal procedures than is the case
with motor voter, is much more suspectible to staff resistance,
whether motivated by laziness or lack of sympathy. And in the
third place, we suspect that the cumbersome procedures required
by the NVRA will be off-putting to many clients whose interest in
voting may be insufficient to the challenge.

Mail Registration

Five states permitted mail registration in 1972. Without
regard to requirements that the postcards be notarized or
witnessed, Wolfinger and Rosenstone (1980, pp. 76-77) found that
this innovation had no effect on turnout. Twenty years later
most states permitted mail registration, in many cases with no
need either for a witness or the services of a notary public.
The same type of mail registration is required of all states by
the NVRA. Our analysis found that the availability of either
sort of mail registration had a small negative effect on turnout
in 1992. We have no explanation of this surprise and conclude by
noting the possibility that mail registration was a significant
aid to voting only in places where organizations distributed the
postcards, in much the same way that party activity greatly
enhances the effect of absentee ballots (Oliver, 1996).

"Purging for Not Voting"

Nearly a third of all adult American citizens move at least
once in any two-year period. Because few of those who are
registered tell election officials that they have departed, the
others’ names remain on the registration lists at their old
addresses. This "deadwood" inflates the costs of administering
elections and of campaigning. It also is the principal raw
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material for vote fraud.? Until recently the only remedy for
deadwood used by any state was based on the assumption that
failure to vote was a good sign that the individual .had moved.?
Most states act on this assumption by removing the names of
nonvoters; all but five of them send notices to the affected
individuals, giving them a chance to remain registered if they
have not moved.

Election officials prefer to call these procedures "list
maintenance" or "list cleaning," To most other people they are
"purging for not voting," a particularly sensitive issue for
blacks. In part this reflects the tradition that "registration
drives are an emotionally charged and even revered component of
southern black politics." (Vedlitz, 1985, p. 644) Groups that so
valued putting names on registration lists understandably were
cool to any method of taking them off. Beyond emotion was the
plain fact of selective purges of blacks, particularly but not
exclusively in the South (Barber et al., 1988, pp. 487-97;
Kimball, 1972, p. 251). Some civil rights activists also
believed that poor mail service in minority neighborhoods and
lower levels of functional literacy and bureaucratic skill would
keep African-Americans who had skipped an election from receiving
or responding effectively to confirmation notices (Cunningham,
1991, pp. 393-96).

Part of the Washington civil rights community opposed the
purging section in the first motor voter bill, delaying its
passage from committee to the House floor for seven months in
1989 and 1990. These groups’ influence expanded once House
Democrats decided in 1991 to abandon their previous efforts to
draft a bipartisan bill. The NVRA’s list-cleaning provisions
reflect these organizations’ concerns about their constituents’
vulnerability to over-zealous purging.

What the NVRA Says

The purging section of the NVRA is scarcely shorter than the
motor voter, agency registration, and mail registration sections

ZRepublicans often express concern about fraud when measures
to ease registration are discussed. A former Republican
congressman, recalling cloakroom conversations, reported that
much of this is hypocrisy (Buchanan, 1990). Civil rights
activists, however, appear a bit cavalier in dismissing the issue
as "outmoded" (Cunningham, 1991, p. 397).

BIt might indicate a death, but dead people do not
contribute much to deadwood. Death certificates usually are
reported to election officials and in any event the mobility rate
far exceeeds the death rate.
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combined.? This complexity reflects the drafters’ attempts to
strike a balance between two goals: 1) "a general program that
makes a reasonable effort to .remove the names of ineligible
voters from the official lists of eligible voters" but 2) not
"by reason of the person’s failure to vote." (107 Stat.83) A
failure to vote cannot be the occasion for initiating a procedure
to purge an individual.?

The NVRA provides that a name cannot be removed from a list
unless the registrant has confirmed in writing a move outside the
registrar’s jurisdiction or has failed to respond to a written
notice and then has failed to vote in two consecutive federal
general elections after the date of the notice. The notice in
question contains a postage-paid return card that is sent by
forwardable mail. People who fail to return the card and then
show up to vote must confirm their address.

The question is how registrars determine who gets a notice
that initiates a process that might take effect in four years. A
nonforwardable first class letter could be sent to all
registrants (this would be expensive), or to those who registrars
reasonably believe have moved. This might include people to whom
sample ballots or jury duty notices could not be delivered. The
key point is this:

. . . targeting those who have failed to vote may
disproportionately affect minority groups, the poor,
and illiterate. Thus if States rely solely on "failure
to vote" as the trigger for confirmation mailings, they
may run afoul of the non-discriminatory provisions of
the National Voter Registration Act as well as of
Section 2 of the Voting Rights Act (National
Clearinghouse on Election Administration, 1994, p. 5-
23).

The NVRA provides one alternative to its somewhat daunting
list-cleaning procedure: states may identify movers with the
Postal Service'’s computer file of address-change information,
known as the National Change of Address (NCOA) program. About
forty million permanent change-of-address notices are filed each
year with the Postal Service. The NCOA file is updated daily and

XIf motor voter and agency registration work as intended,
license renewals and reports of new addresses will clean up much
of the deadwood, leaving many fewer names to be purged. Indeed,
we believe that driver’s license renewals probably will be the
single most effective provision in the NVRA with respect both to
turnout and list cleaning.

BThe exceptions are people who die and purging "by reason of
criminal conviction or mental incapacity."
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each change is kept for three years. This information has a
variety of commercial applications and can be obtained from two
dozen licensed vendors who pay an annual fee for the right to
distribute customized NCOA datasets. The NVRA requires that
people purged by NCOA who move inside the same county (about
sixty percent of all movers) be automatically reregistered at
their new address.

Finally, the NVRA requires various "fail-safe" voting
procedures. These direct states to allow voting, at either their
old or notional new precincts, by people who have stayed put but
are recorded as having moved or who have not responded to
attempts to confirm their whereabouts. By the same token,
registrants who move can vote at their old or new locations,
subject in some cases to state law.

State Purging Programs
In 1992 Kentucky and Louisiana used NCOA to purge movers, with no
reregistration involved (Mullins, 1992). In the same year
counties in California with about half the state’s population
used NCOA both for purging movers and reregistration of
intracounty movers (Wolfinger and Highton, 1995). Forty-one
states purged registrants who had not voted. Some did this if no
vote had been cast in a two-year period; others waited longer, in
some cases as long as eight years.

Past multivariate research shows that purging has, at most,
a modest effect on turnout.?® Wolfinger and Rosenstone (1980, pP.
76) found that variations in purging laws were unrelated to
voting in 1972. On the other hand, Teixeira (1992, pp. 112-13)
and Mitchell and Wlezien (1995) both found that turnout was as
much as two percentage points lower in the presence of purging.
Our own analysis of the 1992 Current Population Survey produced
similar results: turnout was two points lower in the states that
purged for nonvoting, compared to the states that did not purge
and the three that used NCOA. Neither the number of years of
missed elections nor notification had any effect on this
relationship.

The same analysis found no differential racial effects;
whites, Latinos, and blacks were similarly affected by purging.?

®This is to be expected, given what is known about the high
rate of residential mobility and high turnout of the registered.

A report that purging disproportionately affected
minorities was widely circulated in the voting rights community.
The evidence consisted of a study of New York City assembly
districts showing that application of state purge laws would
affect eleven percent of the registrants in white districts and
fiften percent of those in minoritiy districts (Lichtman, 1989).
More than anything else, this reflects a level of residential
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The likelihood of being purged is primarily a function of
residential mobility. In the country as a whole, blacks and
Latinos are very slightly more mobile than whites. The more
interesting difference is the extent of their moves: minorities
are more likely to move inside the same county (Wolfinger and
Highton, 1995), making them more eligible to benefit from the
NCOA option, which requires automatic reregistration of
intracounty movers.

A conclusion about the likely effect of the NVRA’s purging
provisions is elusive. Allowing a person to vote for four years
after failure to respond to a confirmation notice is pretty close
to no purging at all. We would expect, then, that this would
glve turnout a modest boost. The potential for the NCOA option
is more promlslng, but also highly condltlonal for reasons to be
discussed in the next section of this paper.? There appears to
be no reason why states could not decide at any time to adopt the
option. The NVRA’s authors expected that it would become
increasingly popular, if only for cost considerations. The cost
depends on the extent to which a state’s records are in machine-
readable form. If they are, the NCOA option involves a simple
computer interaction that produces at llttle cost a list of the
names and new and old addresses of movers.”® Making registration
records machine-readable requires some extra expense, but also
has advantages for various other purposes, of which perhaps the
most obvious is detection of duplicate or illegal registrations.

Improving the National Voter Registration Act

The NVRA embodies two important general principles. First,

mobility among New York minorities that is not common nationwide.
Analysis of the 1980 Current Population Survey discloses that
thirty percent of the adult minority citizens had moved within
two years, compared to just twenty-three percent of white New
Yorkers.

Bpxperience with NCOA in California, Kentucky, and Louisiana
showed that its drawbacks were largely a result of "patron
error": 1)Some individual movers mistakenly checked the box on
the change -of-address notice indicating that the entire family
was moving, thus purging relatives who had not left home; and
2)people planning only a temporary absence sometimes indicated
that their move was permanent.

®In states with registration by party, that information is
also avallable, an important but by no means essential
consideration in the use that parties have been making of NCOA
data since the late 1980s.
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it exploits, for purposes of voter registration, contacts with
public agencies undertaken for another purpose that has a higher
prlorlty for the individual, e.g., renewing a driver’s license,
qualifying for food stamps, getting a library card. Second, it
recognizes that any step to maintain the voting eligibility of
registrants who move will purge them at their old address.
Exploiting movers’ bureaucratic encounters satisfies both the
goal of maximal participation and that of efficient and honest
election administration. Any step to make this exploitation more
efficient should appeal alike to advocates of easier access to
the ballot box and those whose greatest concern is clean
elections.

These observations introduce the postponed report of our
study of how NCOA affected turnout in California: We could not
evaluate NCOA’s effect on turnout because list cleaning in
California, by whatever method, is done in January. Names can be
added to the list until twenty-nine days before the primary, and
again until twenty-nine days before the general election. But
the "general program that makes a reasonable effort to remove the
names of ineligible voters" required by the NVRA takes place in
January.’*® Fourteen percent of the Californians in the November
1992 Current Population Survey said that they had moved in the
past six months (Wolfinger and Highton, 1995, p. 31). Purging by
either method used in 1992 and reregistration through the NCOA
missed all these people.

Californians’ moving patterns are not unique. Seventeen
percent of all adult American citizens moved within a year of
November 1992; fully 12 percent had done so within six months.
This is nearly three-quarters of everyone who moved within the
past year. The basic point, of course, is that most people move
in the summer, the best time with respect to the school year.
This rhythm guides not only parents of school-age children but
also numerically significant groups like teachers and university
students. This homely--and generally overlooked--fact leads to
an obvious conclusion: list-cleaning and reregistration should
be scheduled to reflect the way most people live.

This standard is met by most of the NVRA provisions that
prescribe methods of keeping movers registered and purging them
at their old address: driver’s license renewals, address-change
reports to DMVs and public agencies, and mail registration
postcards. As a general rule, states must accept and act upon
notices produced by all of these methods up to five days past
their closing dates for voter registration. But the NVRA sets
very different limits for information obtained pursuant to the

¥We do not mean to suggest a connection between the NVRA and
the timing of list cleaning in California, which has been
mandated for the beginning of the year for quite some time. This
timing is not in conflict with the NVRA.
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two methods prescribed in Section 8 for conducting a "general
program . . . to remove the names of ineligible voters [emphasis
added]." Such programs must be completed "no later than 90 days
prior to the date of a primary or general election for Federal
office . . . ." Unlike other methods of maintaining movers’
eligibility to vote and, inevitably, purging the old-address
registration, achieving the identical goal under the purging
rubric is subject to a ninety-day closing date.

This disparity evidently is a result of the NVRA’s
classification of NCOA as a purge technique rather than a way to
keep movers registered. Purging is a suspect category to the
civil rights groups that were the NVRA’s most fervent
constituency, hence any procedure deemed to be purging was to be
restricted. But the Act’s "fail-safe voting" procedures amply
protect people who might not reregister soon after moving.
Therefore we believe that the ninety-day limit in Section 8
should be amended to put information obtained through "general
programs" of list cleaning on the same basis as that resulting
from individual initiatives. Moreover, we recommend that
Congress consider legislation to require states to conduct
general list cleaning within a reasonable time prior to each
general election for federal office. Finally, we believe that
federal incentives to encourage statewide computeriztion of
voting records would go a long way toward making election
administration more efficient, economical, and timely. People
genuinely worried about vote fraud should welcome this step.

The Political Consequences of the NVRA

A Republican President vetoed the NVRA and his Democratic
successor signed it. After February 1990 neither the NVRA nor
its precursors received more than a trivial number of Republican
votes on either side of the Capitol.¥ Representative Stump’s
bill to repeal the NVRA is co-sponsored by the majority leader
and majority whip and at least nine full committee chairmen. The
governors who refused to implement the NVRA until they were
required to do so by court orders are all Republicans. On the
assumption that successful politicians are good judges of their

3iThose few Republican votes, however, were essential to
defeat of the filibusters led by their party’s Senate leadership
in 1992 and 1993.

The earliest version of the NVRA, H.R. 2190, was the product
of a genuine bipartisan collaboration. It was co-sponsored by
much of the House minority leadership, including Newt Gingrich,
and passed with the votes of almost all Democrats and a third of
the Republican membership. Its Senate counterpart was blocked
that fall by a Republican filibuster.
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own interests, it appears that these leaders share the conclusion
of Michael Avey (1989, p. 117), a decidedly non-Republican
political scientist: "Nonvoters are overwhelmingly likely to
vote Democratic. . . . If turnout were substantially increased,
the Democrats would likely win overwhelming victories in nearly
all elections."*

There is no doubt that most observers agree with the
politicians and ideologues. Standing on the other side are
almost all empirical researchers, whose number crunching
invariably produces the same result:

The conclusion seems inescapable: registration reform,
under virtually any conceivable scenario, will have
negligible partisan impact. The Democrats will not be
significantly helped and the Republicans will not be
significantly hurt. The tremendous partisan concern
about the impact of registration reform is therefore
profoundly misplaced . . . . (Teixeira, 1992, p. 143)

We share Teixeira’s reading of his own and other scholars’
work, and will report similar conclusions shortly. First,
however, we tackle directly the commonsense rebuttal to findings
like Teixeira’s: "How can getting a lot more people to vote fail
to help the Democrats when everybody knows that most of the
people who don’t vote are Democrats?" Walter Dean Burnham (1982,
p. 237) concisely sums up this conventional wisdom: "Evidence
is overwhelming that nonvoting is concentrated in the lower half
of the American social structure." Beginning with the belief
that nonvoting is concentrated among the lower classes, how could
one escape the conclusion that more voters equals more Democratic
votes? Those of us who reach a different conclusion after data
analysis usually say (or think) something like: "Well, it may
seem strange, but that’s what the data show, so have a little
respect for science and accept what we’re telling you."

We can make these findings more credible by using the
Current Population Survey to describe those citizens who did not

A more careful formulation of Avey’s proposition would take
account of the possibility that the method by which higher
turnout was achieved might have something to do with the partisan
consequences of more people voting. This explains, for example,
Republican insistence on adding recruiting stations to the list
of public agencies required to offer an opportunity to register.

We do not assume that enabling more people to vote is likely
to alter their policy preferences. In this we differ from the
argument that "the same processes that draw people into the
system may encourage a greater appreciation of what one’s
interests are and which party best serves those interests."
(Radcliff, 1994, p. 271)
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vote in 1992. Contrary to Burnham’s assertion, the largest
group, amounting to 43 percent of all nonvoters, were people who
had lived at their current address for no more than two years.
The second-largest group, 34 percent of all nonvoters, were less
than thirty years old. Only in a near-tie for third place do we
find the kinds of citizens who are usually considered reservoirs
of potential Democratic votes: people had not graduated from
high school (31 percent) and those with incomes below the poverty
line (30 percent). Just 22 percent of nonvoters were minorities,
including Latinos. Here, then, is an explanation for the
finding, widely accepted only in the empirical research
community, that registration reform will not be a Democratic
bonanza: the largest categories of nonvoters are not individuals
who can be assumed to like Democratic candidates, but the
residentially mobile and young people, neither group has
identifiable partisan inclinations.®® These are also the most
likely targets for the NVRA in general and its motor voter
provisions in particular.

With these preliminaries out of the way, we turn to the 1992
National Election Study to examine more directly the likely
political consequences of the NVRA.* We measure partisan
affinities two ways: 1)collapsing the familiar NES seven-point
party identification scale into a three-point measure with
partisan Independents allocated to the parties they say they are
closer to; and 2)excluding those who insist on their neutrality
between the two parties and computing the percentage of the
remainder who have Democratic inclinations.

(Table 3 about here)

Respondents under thirty, just 22 percent of the NES sample,’

accounted for 35 percent of the nonvoters. Among voters, they
are more Democratic than anyone else except those who have

%The major exception in recent historical experience came in
1972, when George McGovern won the votes of 47 percent of people
under the age of thirty while barely exceeding the 30 percent
level among older people. Otherwise, young voters’ weaker party
identifications make them somewhat more inclined to vote for
third-party candidates. The residentially mobile, a group only
in the categorical sense, seem to think and vote like the more
settled two-thirds of the population (Squire et al., 1987).

¥Readers will notice that the NES ‘and CPS demographic
percentages sometimes differ. We believe this reflects the
greater sampling variability resultlng from the much smaller NES
sample (2485 respondents).

-
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reached the age of sixty. The story is very different for
nonvoters, where the twentysomethings are less Democratic than
their counterparts who voted. 1In every other age group the
nonvoters are more Democratic than the voters. Reading down the
column of Democratic affinity, it is difficult to escape the
conclusion that, ceteris paribus, registering more people thirty
or older might help the Democrats, but bringing more younger
people to the polls probably would not do so. If votes for Ross
Perot are any guide, the most obvious beneficiary of higher
turnout by young people would be almost any third-party
contender.¥

On the other hand, Table 3 suggests that getting more
residentially mobile people to the polls would be a wash in
partisan terms. Whether across rows or columns, the differences
in Democratic sympathies are modest and generally statistically
insignificant. The same is true of voting for Perot.

The poor, although contributing less to the nonvoting
population than the young or the transient (according to the more
reliable CPS), nevertheless are indeed light voters. Unlike
those other two groups, they are mostly Democrats, therefore
registering more of them would help Democratic candidates.
Although poor people would benefit from motor voter, we are
unsure about the effect, if any, of public agency registration,
the NVRA provision tailored for their needs. 1In every income
category from poor to affluent, the proportion of partisans
identifying with the Democratic party is greater among the
voters, in some cases by more than ten percentage points. We are
unsure what to make of this. The same is true for Latinos and
blacks. In their case small sample size may be a factor.

Independents are more than twice as numerous among the
nonvoters in the entire NES sample. More noteworthy is the
repetition of this ratio in every comparison of voters and
nonvoters in Table 3 with the exception of respondents at least
sixty years old. This suggests that a note of caution should
permeate all expectations of the partisan implications of higher
turnout. More Independents in the mix of previous nonvoters
brought to the polls by the NVRA would bring more volatility
about the partisan outcome but also, as in the case of young
voters, more openness toward third-party candidates (Keith et
al., 1992, p. 68).

%In 1968 young voters were the most sympathetic of any
Americans to civil rights laws, but also the strongest supporters
of George C. Wallace, known primarily for his hostility to those
measures (Converse et al., 1969, p. 1103). We interpret this as
evidence of the positive relationship between age and strength of
party identification, which inclines youthful voters toward
support of third-party candidates.
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Conclusions

We would expect that any even-handed program to raise
turnout would have its greatest effect on groups with low rates
of participation. The consequences for aggregate turnout
would, of course, depend on the size of each affected group.
This consideration is one explanation of our emphasis on the
young and the transient. Not only are they the largest
categories of nonvoters, their nonpolltlcal behavior makes them
particularly susceptible to the NVRA provisions likely to have
‘the greatest effect: motor voter and NCOA updating of
registrations. The young, especially in their mid-twenties, are
the most transient part of the population. But Americans of all:
ages have a propensity to move that is seldom matched elsewhere;
the experience has about the same dampening effect on turnout
irrespective of age. Young people are also such a potential
target for the NVRA because of the wide gap between their near-
universal possession of driver’s licenses and their puny turnout.
Like other tran51ents, they stand to benefit from the various
NVRA prov151ons that should come close to erasing the depressive
effect of moving on turnout.3

our focus on reducing the costs of voting, which are
primarily the costs of registering, has bypassed any concern for
motivation--why anyone would want to vote. If voting were
costless, then motivation would be the sole determinant of
turnout. Of the low turnout groups we have identified, people
with the least schooling have the weakest interest in politics
and least concern about election outcomes. This might explain
why, in both Colorado and our simulation, motor voter seemed to
have rather modest effects on the turnout of those without a high
school diploma. The residentially mobile, on the other hand,
display as much political interest as people who have stayed put
for more than two years (Squire et al. 1987; Wolfinger and
Highton 1985). This provides another reason for thinking that
this politically neutral group will be the most important
beneficiaries of the motor voter act.

To conclude, the turnout of those who take little or no
interest in the political system will be mostly unaffected by
attempts like the NVRA to reduce the costs of voting. Similarly,
small effects will be observed among the highly motivated.
Little deterred by registration laws by registration costs, they
already vote heavily. Laws like the NVRA ought to have their
greatest impact on individuals with moderate levels of
motivation, as these are the people for whom a change in costs
matter most.

%This is particularly the case should the NVRA be amended to
reverse its present bias by deleting the ninety-day restriction
and requiring list cleaning closer to election day.
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Appendix
Multivariate Estimation

I. Coding of Variables Used in Logit Analysis of Current
Population Survey

A. Demographic and Regional Variables

Four demographic and one regional variable were used in the
analysis. Previous research (especially Wolfinger and Rosenstone
1980) shows diminishing effects of both age and income, which we
model in the multivariate analysis by using the square root of
each of these variables. For the estimation reported in Table A2
all of the variables were scaled on a 0-1 interval. The codings
for the variables, before being transformed and rescaled, are
below.

age: age in years

education: 0-8 years=0; 9-11 years=1l; 12 years=2; some
college=3; bachelor’s degree=4; advanced
degree=5.

family income: less than $5,000=0; $5,000-7,499=1; $7,500-
9,999=2; $10,000-12,499=3; $12,500-14,999=4;
$15,000-19,999=5; $20,000-24,999=6; $25,000-
29,999=7; $30,000-34,999=8; $35,000-
39,999=9; $40,000-49,999=10; $50,000-
59,999=11; $60,000-74,999=12; $75,000 and
over=13.

length of time at current address: :
(residential stability) less than 7 months=0;

7-11 months=1;

1-2 years=2;

3-4 years=3;

5 years or more=4,

south/nonsouth: other=0; 11 Confederate states=1.

B. Registration Laws

We constructed a set of variables to indicate the specific
laws to which each respondent was subject. With the exception of
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the registration closing date, all the variables are coded 0 or
1, with 1 indicating that an individual lives in a state with a
particular law. The closing date was coded as the square root of
the number of days prior to the election that registration books
closed (see text for further explanation). For the estimation,
this variable (like all the others) was rescaled on a 0-1
interval. Table Al reports our coding of all the state
registration laws for the estimation reported in table A2. The
variables are described below.

registration closing date: square root of the number of
days prior to the election that registration books close.
Election day registration is coded 0.

DMV registration:

Ideally we would have estimated the effects of different
types of active and passive programs, taking into account the
length of time they had been implemented. However, our phone
interviews led us to believe that such attempts would be
fruitless. Two states with nearly identical laws might
experience very different turnout effects due the way the program
was implemented. Rather than drawing dubious distinctions, we
therefore employed a quite crude classification system. One
variable, passive, designates laws which specify that
registration applications merely be displayed, more or less
conspicuously, without providing any prompting during ordinary
DMV transactions. The other, active, refers to laws that provide
more integration of voter registration into application, renewal,
and change-of-address transactions (see text for descriptions of
the ways this was attempted).

We coded five states that had some form of motor voter
programs as non-motor voter states. Texas and Mississippi
implemented their programs in the summer of 1992, too close to
election day to have much effect. Connecticut had a passive law
on its books, but the Secretary of State was never given money to
fund the program. Iowa’s unified form applied only to initial
applications. Louisiana had a pilot program in effect in a few
parishes.

Mail registration

We distinguish two types of mail registration laws. One
requires that the mail registration applications be either
notarized or witnessed, or both. The other specifies no such
requirements. We termed these hard and easy programs,
respectively.

Purging

As discussed in the text, we found that the key distinction
is between states that remove individuals from registration lists
for nonvoting and states with no provisions, except NCOA, for
purging nonvoters from the registration lists. That is, the
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number of missed elections and the provision of a notice before
purging had no effect. We coded individuals living in a state
without a purge law or in a state which employed NCOA as 0.
People in states with other purge laws were coded 1.

Agency Registration

Oonly one state, Minnesota had an active agency registration
program. Basing an estimate for the effect of active agency
registration on a single state is not advisable, especially when
the state also permits election-day registration and has an
active motor voter program. Consequently, we grouped Minnesotans
with people in states with laws that specified only that
registration forms be available at public agencies. These people
were coded 1 on the agency variable. Others were coded 0.

Registration Offices ~

Two variables were used to describe registration office
operations. One indicates whether an individual lives in a state
where offices are open regularly for at least forty hours per
week. The other indicates whether offices are open on evenings
and weekends.

II. Weighting

Because the variables of primary interest in our analyses
are state level, we recalibrated the sample weights to provide an
equal number of cases from each state. The weights were adjusted
to provide 843 cases per state. We chose this number because it
represents the fewest number of unweighted cases from any state.
Because the other states had more respondents, the reported
standard errors from the logistic regression are larger than the
true ones.

III. Estimation

As discussed in the text, we used logistic regression to
estimate the turnout equation. The estimates are reported in
table A2. Because North Dakota has no voter registration laws
respondents from this state were excluded from the analysis.



alabama
alaska
arizona
arkansas
california
colorado
connecticut
delaware
d.c.
florida
georgia
hawaii
idaho
illinois
indiana ’
iowa

kansas
kentucky
louisiana
maine
maryland
massachusetts
michigan
minnesota
mississippi
missouri
montana
nebraska
nevada

new hampshire

new jersey

closing
date

10
30
29
20
29
25
14
17
30
30
30
30
10
29
29
10
14
28
24

0
29
28
30

]
30
20
30
10
30
10
29

active
m.v.

o o o

State Registration Laws

passive
m.v.

Table A1

purge for
nonvoting
1
1

1

easy
mail
0

hard
mail

0

1

- ©o o o o o ol
b

o o o

o OO0 o o o o

evening/
weekend
0

0
0
0

40
hours
0
1

0

o o o o
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Table A1 continued
State Registration Laws

closing active passive purge for easy hard evening/ 40

date mv. m.v. nonvoting mail mail agenc weekend  hours
new mexico 28 0 1 1 0 0 1] 0 0
new york 25 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 1
north carolina 28 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 1
north dakota
chio 30 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 1
oklahoma 10 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0
oregon 20 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 1
pennsylvania 30 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 1
rhode island 30 ] 1 1 0 0 0 1 1
south carolina 30 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1
south dakota 15 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1
tennessee 30 0 1 1 0 1 0 1 0
texas 30 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1
utah 5 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 1
vermont 17 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 0
virginia 30 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0
washington 30 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 1
west virginia 30 0 1 1 0 1 0 1 1

wisconsin 0 0 0- 1 0 1 0 0 1

wyoming 30 0 0 1 0 0 0 -0 1



Logit Estimates of the Effect

Constant

Variables

Rge (square root)
Education

Family Income (square root)
Residential Stability
South

Closing Date (square root)
Closing Date * Education
Closing Date * Age

Active Motor Voter
Passive Motor Voter

Purge for Nonvoting

Easy Mail

Hard Mail

Agency

Evening/Weekend Office Hours

Office Hours 40/week

Full Absentee Voting

Table A2

33

s of Demographic Variables and Registration Laws

on Turnout in 1992

Coefficient

-2.7355

1.9543
3.8181
1.0546
.9150
-.1278
-.4624
-.7656
.2897
.1437
.1297
-.1397
-.1186
-.0599
-.0252
.0694
.0592
.0503

-2 log likelihood: 44017

% correctly predicted: 75

sample mean: 70

N: 36,176

Source: 1992 CPS Voter Supplement

Standard Error

.1839

.2087
.2293
.0554
.0381
.0357
.2029
.2579
.2377
.0391
.0373
.0384
.0351
.0343
.0392
.0295
.0308

.0377
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Table 1. Turnout by Age in Colorado and the Rest of the United States, 1984-1988

Colorado Rest of U.S.

1984 1988 cChange 1984 1988 Change Net Djfference in Change

Age
18-29 . 49 53 +4 51 46 -5 : +9
30-44 68 70 +2 68 64 -4 +6
45-59 80 81 +1 76 74 -2 +3
60-69 75 86 +11 78 77 -1 +12
70+ 78 77 -1 70 70 0 -1

Race/Ethnicit
White 67 74 +7 67 66 -1 +8

(non-Latino)

Other 54 55 +1 60 55 -5 +6
Education

0-11 years 51 50 -1 50 46 -4 +3

12 years 56 63 +7 64 60 -4 +11

1-3 years college 67 74 +7 74 71 -3 +10

4+ years college 87 90 +3 86 84 -2 +5

Source: Current Population Surveys



Table 2. The Effect of Registration Closing Dates on Turnout

Total
Education
0-11 years
12 years
some college
Bachelor’s deg.

Advanced deg.

Age
18-29
30-44
45-59
60-69
70+

Residential Stability
< 1 year

1-2 years
3-4 years
5+ years

Region
South

Nonsouth

Difference
Between 30
day close and
Election Day
Registration

10.1

14.0
12.2

10.5

Increase with
Election Day
Registration

8.7

Source: 1992 Current Population Survey and estimates from appendix.
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Age
18-29

30-44

45-59

60+

Family Income
< $13,000

$13,000-29,999

$30,000-49,999

$50,000+

Percent

of MWBMPO

22

36

21

22

19

217

26

28

Characteristics of Voters and Nonvoters in 1992

Percent of
Nonvoters

35

35

15

16

35

35

15

16

g

66

60

48

41

Table 3

-
o]
0

11

Voters

Rep D/(D+R) *
37 58

43 53

43 54

37 59

26 72

29 67

45 52

51 45

Vote
Perot

28

20

17

12

18

21

22

42

45

47

60

49

53

40

23

42

Nonvoters

Ind Rep D/(D+R)*
20 38 53
25 31 59

19 34 58

7 32 65
24 27 64

14 33 62

18 42 49

30 47 33



Percent
of Sample
esidential Mobijilit
mover 32
stayer 68
Race
White
(non-Latino) 717
Nonwhite or
Latino 23
Region
South 31
Nonsouth 69

*Democratic identifiers as a

source:

1992 NES

Percent of
Nonvoters

43

57

68

32

43

57

TOTAL

percentage of all identifiers.

52

S0

45

73

53

49

51

10

Table 3 continued
Characteristics of Voters and Nonvoters in 1992

Voters

Rep D/(D+R) *

39

41

46

17

38

42

40

57

55

49

81

58

54

57

Vote
Perot

22

18

22

12

22

19

Dem

44

48

40

59

47

45

46

43

Nonvoters
Ind mmm D/(D+R) *
21 35 56
18 34 59
21 39 51
17 24 71
23 30 61
17 38 54
20 34 58



Figure 1. Driver's License, Voter Registration,

44
and Turnout Rates by Age | :

.e® L4

percent

licensed
fegistered
50 . , turnout
18-29 30-44 45-59

T
60-69 70+

Source: U.S. Department of Transportation, 1994, p. 8, and
1992 Current Population Survey.
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Figure 2. Minnesota Motor Voter Form, vers ion 1
READ THE DIRECTIONS ON THE REVERSE SIDE BEFORE °
COMPLETING THIS DRIVER LICENSE APPLICATION Co?:;‘elo
A .
Class A B C cc Name ~FIRST MIOOLE
Drepsroronens 3 O 03 O3 | 0%etseo | Arsonnee LAST RAVE
Oowaeregue & 83 83 O3 V—
Unaer-21 O . = R STREET NO. OR RFD. SOCIAL SECURITY NO.
puscaeunaern 1 (3 [ R
[ tnswvesan peama Moped Perma ey STATE ZP CODE COUNTY
Motorcycle Endorsement Origina! D Renewal D :
¥ auptcate wry v cg;.:d MONTH _ OAY  YEAR ° ::sc
PLACE AN X" IN CORRECT SQUARE BELOW. (If answer is D
“Yes" o questions 1, 2, or 3, give details on reverse side.) VISION CHECK E
Yes Mo @ ve you ever had a comvwiswe craarger, Diack o, SUDKe. oasS. ro COLOR EYES HEIGHT WEIGHT EXAM OR ORIVER LICENSE NO.
1 D D paraiyws. drabetes. o any ainer type of mpaiment? D resinction
Pass. restnct
2 [0 [0 Surysasvmrn oy e | o comone
reason. lenses pm=---- S coecme—- -
3 D D l:vn:{ﬁcemorwmega 10 cperaze a MOtOr vetucle now under ":::'“:‘E':. : :
P :Iny state or junscicon? Where? Date ﬂeasonm N 'L o j
Do i W
4 [ e e Sor o5 on Reversa Sds
Do you wish a Medical Alert identiher on your Dnver License?
s D D (No medical mnformanon to te conecied)
Are you 3 tor a Commeraial Drivers’ Licensa? AGE VERIFICATION: 1 hd T years | % the 200kC2DON 20 Cerdly Tt the 3ge given i comect
6 D D {1f yes must answer #10 on Reverse Se) Approved By ; Parert
Apphcants Signature Date Subscribed and sworn belore me. a nOtary pubkc Sgnaase Notiry Putic
on this ay ol. ] w__
DO NOT DETACH—KEEP ALL PARTS TOGETHER
VOTER REGISTRATION CARD, Type or print in ink. OFFICE USE ONLY
X Name W P
X Last Frst Maade
Township or City of
S T 0 P X Legal Resid / [ S.D. No.
lownshup or Cay
C iete Add
COMPLETE THE REGISTRATION ot sl Resigene
' CARD ONLY IF X' fnclude street or rural Fiouse Number and Sueet or Fural Foute
1. You are eligible to vote and mail route address)
have never registered in
Minnesota. Apt. No. or Rural Box No. Cay Zp
¥ Date of Birth / / Telep
Montnh Day Year
or . .
x Address of Your
2. You have moved or changed Last Registration T R W -
your name since the last time you or Check - TR
reglstared or voted. wnone J R .
City or Townsiwp County Stale F )
Previous Name (it changed since last registration) -

1 certity

READ INSTRUCTIONS ON BACK TO DETERMINE WHETHER YOU ARE QUALIFIED TO REGISTER

that | will be at least 18 yurso!dmmmqmlu-mquMw%xmaNMssMn

above and will have resided In Minnesota for 20 days Y P g day, and that | am not under guardianship
of the person, have not been found by a court 10 be legaily incompetent 10 vole, 3nd have not been convicted of a felony without
having my civil rights restored. | understand that giving formalion %0 2 registration is 3 punishable by not

more than 5 years imprisonment and a fine of not more than $10,000 or both.

Date Legal Signakure of Voler
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For Office Use Only

Figure 3a.

READ THE DIRECTIONS ON REVERSE SIDE OF
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Minnesota Motor Voter Form, version 2, p. 1

WHITE FORM BEFORE COMPLETING APPLICATION’

Application must be printed with black ball point pen. Please press hard and do not sign until instructed.

VOTER REGISTRATION ATTACHED

MINNESOTA DRIVER LICENSE / IDENTIFICATION CARD APPLICATION ____ |

~ Class A B cc C  |Proper ID YES NO !
O Driver License 15.00 . :
Oc ial Driver Li 34.00 26.00 15.00 Doc Viewed DATE OF 1 | —
ommercial Driver License 34. . . :
MN DRIVER UICENSE OR EXAM NO. MONTH
0 Dup Driver License 450 4.50 4.50 4.50 oR No BIRTH DAY  YEAR
O Under - 21 1400 26.00 19.00 1500 | INVALIDATED B
0 Duplicate Under - 21 450 450 450 450 |DUID YES NO| ™ ARST WIDOLE TAST NANE
0O Instruction Permit 6.00 | State?
O Motorcycle Endorsement 15.00 [0 Renewal 12.00 P YES NO 1 | ]
O Moped 15.00 [JUnder21 9.00 ODup 4.50 AFFIRCTYES NO STREET NO. OR AFD. %3&?&@&.
OICard 9.00 O Senior 7.50 [J Spec Fee .50 C N 0 |
Why duplicate? VISION CHECK - Y
Passed Written Test PASS, no STATE 2P CODE COUNTY
Cuass C oK o sTS restriction 1 i ! E Ouacs
e R PASS TANK PASS, restric COLOR EYES HEGHT WEIGHT . D FEMALE
{0 corrective
mBOoP com SB/REN HAZ lenses 3
f name change, i
wp:i:::dbl'r Restrictions D ::?go ggglseale If name change, previous name
PLACE AN “X'* IN CORRECT SQUARE BELOW
IF APPLYING FOR AN ID CARD, ANSWER QUESTIONS 1, 2 AND 3. Donor Document
[\55 Ei (APPLICANT MUST BE 18 YEARS OF AGE) O 1 have made the decision to make an anatomical gitt (donor).
1 1 request that the Adult Health Care Decisions Act (Living Will) indicator be — : — :
plaged on my driver ficense or identification card as(L:lesiggnatgd under MS 171.07. § certity ‘:‘6'9':’""‘”"“"' ';: m"‘m and | am aware of the duties and penalbes required under .
2D D Do you wish a Medical Alert identifier on your license or | D card? ) T
(No medical information will be indicated on the card.) H
3D D Have you had a driver license or permit in any other state i
within the last 5 years? What state? Where surrendered? i .
It not surrendered, ! DATE ;
4D D Is your license or privilege to operate a motor vehicle now under :
denial, cancellation, suspension or revocation in any state or
jurisdiction? Where? Date? ?
SD D Do you have any medical condition that may impair your )
ability to safely operate a motor vehicle? If yes, explain: [} s under 18 ] ] and that the ven s coret
E Approved
g FEES PAID By - Retabonship (Parent, Guardian) t
SD Dooyou use insulin® APPLICATION .
7D D Do you use any medication, other than insulin, to control loss -
of consciousness or voluntary control? If yes, explain: RERGTATEMENT | Subscribed and swom belore me, 3 pouvy publc  Signasure Notary Pubhc
BD D Are you applying for a Commercial Drivers License? ENDORSEMENT ‘
Ps 331 (if yes must answer # 10 on Reverse Side) on this day o 9
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Figure 3b. Minnesota Motor Voter Form, version 2, p. 2

——

MINNESOTA DRIVER LICENSE / IDENTIFICATION CARD RECEIPT =

Class

A B cc

Proper ID YES NO

g (D:'oi::r;t:;‘er:s;ﬁ er License 34.00 26.00 19.00 15 ” Doc Viewed DATE OF ' ]
13l Vi icen: . K B
MN BXAM
O Dup Driver License 450 4.50 4.50  4.50 DRIVER LICENSE O EXAM NO. BIRTH MONTH DAY  YEAF
O Under - 21 14.00 2600 19.00 1500 | INVALIDATED { g :
O Dupicate Under - 21 450 450 450 4so [DUID YES NOJ ™ ARST WIOOE ST ANE :
O Instruction Permit 6.00 | State? !
O Motorcycle Endorsement  15.00  [J Renewal 12.00 P YES NO 1 | ! ;
STREET NO. OR RFD.
O Moped 15.00 [JUnder2t s.co [Oup 4.50 AFFIRCTYES NO ET NO. OR RFD SO SEGYRTY MO,
O Card 9.00 [ Senior 7.50 [J Spec Fee .50 c \ | \
Why duplicate? VISION CHECK |
Passed Wrilten Tests PASS, no cry STATE 2P CODE COUNTY |
Class C GK or sTS restriction D. KN n | N D MALE
PASS. restr COLOR EYES HEIGHT WEIGHT E.
M AR Fass AN fo Correcove FEMALE
MeoP com SaREN HAZ lenses F. s
vr:i::? o/'r Restrictions D glco:;'gglseate If name change, previous name

Valid for the type of license indicated above. Void if
department record shows applicant not entitled to issuance

of license. If new license is not received within 45 days

notify:

Minnesota Department of Public Safety

PS 33100-02

Driver and Vehicle Services

395 John Ireland Bivd
Transportation Building
St Paul MN. 55155

Phone 612-296-6911

Donor Document |
0O 1 have made the decision to make an anatomical gift (donor).

§ certity the information on this appfication is correct and | am aware of the duties and penafties required under
section 169.444 regarding the safety of chicren around school buses.

Applicants Signature

DATE
FEES PAID
B
VALID ONLY WITH STAMP

————— e
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Figure 3c. Minnesota Motor Voter Form, version 2, p. 3

VOTER REGISTRATION CARD

STOP READ FORM CAREFULLY BEFORE REGISTERING
COMPLETE THE REGISTRATION CARD ONLY IF ltems Indicated By A Red X" Must Be
1. You are eligible to vote and 2. You have moved or changed Completed By The Registrant Before
nave never registered in O aioteran o et time The Registration Will Be Accepted.

I DO NOT DETACH — KEEP ALL PARTS TOGETHER
VOTER REGISTRATION CARD, Type or print in ink.

ELIGIBILITY TO VOTE OFFICE USE ONLY
You are eiigible to register and . x Name w P
vote «f you: Last First Middie
1. will be 18 years of age or older . .

. T hip or City of
at the time of the next election; : x L:;v:lsnnp oy / / S.D. No.
2. are a United States citizen and: Township or City County -
3. have resided in Minnesota for 20 Complete Address
cays. X of Legal Residence
You are not eligidle if you: (include street or rural House Number and Street or Rural Route Number
1. have been convicted of a mail route address)
felony or treason without having
your civil rights restored; : Apt. No. or Rural Box No. City Zp
2 are under guardianship of the x Date of Birth / / Teleph
person or Month Day - Year
3. have been found by a count
to be legally incompetent to vote Address of Your

Last Registration
ASSISTANCE TO HANDICAPPED x
VOTERS or check Number/Street Name or Route Box Number ApL Na.
Call your county auditor or city it NONE D . .
clerk it you need information City or Township County State Zip
about registrauon or voting Previous Name (it changed since last registration) -
9

assistance for elderly and
handicapped individuals or READ INSTRUCTIONS TO DETERMINE WHETHER YOU ARE QUALIFIED TO REGISTER
residents of health care facilities | certity that | will be at least 18 years old on election day and that | am a citizen of the United States, reside at the address shown above and will
of hospitals. Registration and have resided in Minnesota for 20 days immediately preceding election day, and that | am not uncer guardianship of the person, have not been

found by a court to be legally incompetent o vote, and have not been convicted of a felony without having my civil rights restored. | understand that

absentee insiructions can be giving false information to procure a registration is a felony punishable by not more than S years imprisanment and a fine of not mare than $10,000
mace available in large type, in or both.

Braille, or on cassette tape.

X
Date Legal Signature ot Voter
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Minnesota Motor Voter Form, version 3

Figure 4.
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Figure 5. Colorado Motor Voter Form

PRI YR LI APPLICATION FOR VOTER REGISTRATION, and:
AGE GROUP
Oorwven ticense [ inennirication cann_Cloupticate. [Tenance annress [ ciance Namesnos
TGt Namr T MIOD1 G NaNr T TAST wamt XT3
C1ASS {13
VOTER 1D NUMBER
3 N LA . .
OO A EIETO AESINEFNCE ADDNESS (Stieel and Number, Apertimani No, Spaca No. etc) _
PRECINCT NIIMBER
DAIVER LICENSE CITY/ITOWN TP CODC TXNTY
TP CITY CODE
ENDORSEMENT DATE OF BIRTH CHANGE DOR FAOM SCx WEIGIT Wt ~ [HAIRCOIOR | EYE COVOR
OUPLICATE LICENSL MUNICIPAL WARD
TYPE CURRENT LICENSE NUMBER RESTRICTIONS SOCIAI SECURITY NUMOE R DONOR _‘n:n'c'lvoc_'uus
QiYL ]
. 1) ves 1) wa | M1sCiPar PRECINCT
CURRENT LICENST NUMAER TCCRTIFY MY SIGHATURE, LINDER PENALTY OF PERJUINY, THAT THE AROVE INFONMATION IS IMI€ AND CORRECT
OMIVER LICTNSE/AD CARD APPUICANT SIGNATUNG nan LYAMINGRUCE AR SIGNATIRE SCIOOL PRECICT
PREVIOUS LICENSE NUMDER
¥ [ MUBY 8 18, U.X CIZEN AND REBIDENT REARRS
TIPIRES POBT OFFICE ADDRESS CITY/TOWN 2 CODE TELEPHON
[UXZMYAR By, [ PARTY AFFILIATION —GOLOAADO ONLY—
LN ICATION CAND O sum 1 Repwsican (O Poinical Orp manru APFRIATION
DUPLICATE 11 GAND mﬂsu s L Oo 9 u L vea Owo
[CURRENT 1D NUMOER
[FORMER RESIDENCE AODRESS CITV/IOWR STATE € [a]
PREVIOUS 10 NUMNER REBSTRAN
ADVISED
TFACS YABNING !t le @ arime 10 ewear lslosly a0 10 your qualifications fo regisies te veta | CERTIFY THE ABOVE FACTS ;E TRUE
L -ouwummlnn‘ud.o\hldmmwuu
ORIVE NO DAL ha Gatle of 1he nest on election | shal have stfsined he ol obhlun yoer8 and shell he sale of oost
daye and in my pr 60INGL 8t ke el INIAY wo deys Delore Ihe eleclion | fuithe! eweat {Of efym) that the presont m.utw-um u-'-olﬂood
plece ol resicence snd Ihatl | claim no other place a8 my lepsl reeliance
Tie OFFICF NO | VOTER REGIBTRATION APPLICANT BIGNATURE DATE OXTH ADMINISTERED BY DA
W20 e *Opnonsd DC R2204 83
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