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Introduction
Since its founding, the United States (US) has seen a pervasive debate over the extent of its democracy and the limits to the franchise. Americans of the Jeffersonian tradition want to restrict voting to a capable few, while progressives and reformers over the years have sought to increase the size of the electorate. In the centuries since the creation of the Constitution, the voting eligible population has expanded from landowning white males to include the poor, people of color and finally women. Today, the US offers universal suffrage, having extended voting rights to all citizens above the age of 18. However not all citizens utilize their voting rights. In the 2012 general election, only 58% of eligible Americans cast their votes for President (2012 November General Election Turnout Rates). This, in part, can be explained by the fact that 24% of the county’s voting eligible population is not registered to vote (Gerken, 2013). 
The US requires its citizens to first register to vote before casting their ballot. This process itself is not top-down in responsibility. Instead, the mantle of responsibility for voter registration is left to individual voters with only a few federal initiatives that aide in this process. Additionally, individual states oversee voting in the US so the process of registration and voting varies across the country from state to state. Typically, when registering to vote, a citizen must, at a minimum, relay their current address and offer some proof of identity like a driver’s license or social security number. On the surface, it is an objectively simple thing to do, but the process usually requires an individual to take responsibility for completing this step, which makes this simple procedure much more troublesome.
Most research suggests that voter registration represents the largest legal impediment to an American citizen exercising their right to the franchise. This is evidenced by analysis going back a century. In James Gimpel’s 2007 article about the responsiveness of voter registration to spikes and valleys in major events of the campaign cycle, he identifies five articles dating from 1924 to 1993 in which analyses suggest that once a voter registers then he/she is almost entirely unaffected by the usual predictors of turnout. This means that citizens with greater impediments to voting behave like those with fewer impediments once the registration threshold has been crossed. Eligible voters with fewer resources begin to vote at rates comparable to eligible voters with greater amounts of resources following registration. To illustrate the significance of voter registration further, consider a possibility of an inflexible work schedule inhibiting voting. If a potential voter has an inflexible work schedule, it may be difficult for him/her to get to the polls on Election Day. If that same voter is unregistered, then this voter now has to get off work twice, once to go get registered to vote and another time to vote.  For some on the margins, this can be enough to prevent them from voting. This scenario demonstrates how decisive a hurdle voter registration can be. 
Even though the general suppressive effect of the voter registration hurdle is concerning, it is not nearly as upsetting as registration’s targeted suppressive effect. As hinted at above in the analysis of Gimpel’s article, low resource voters are already less likely to vote than high resource voters. Voter registration compounds this problem by further inhibiting these low resource voters even more. Consider again the example of the voter with the stringent work schedule. That voter could be anyone. People with lots of resources like money, transportation and education can have stringent work schedules just like people with less of those resources. However, voters with fewer resources would objectively be hurt more by losing their job than a high resource voter. This shows how voter registration can affect some more than others. Comparatively low resource voters include the poor, working class, minorities, and the disabled. All of these demographics are inordinately affected by voter registration and are therefore hindered politically. 
To resolve the obstacles of registration and subsequent low voter turnout, many within the halls of government see Election Day Registration (EDR) legislation to be one possible solution. EDR laws remove the deadline requirement for registration and thus allow eligible voters to register and vote in the same trip on Election Day. The policy is aimed at reducing the costs of voting and therefore increase turnout.
Currently there are 17 states that have passed legislation allowing for EDR. The first states were Minnesota and Wisconsin in the mid-1970’s (Same Day Voter Registration, 2016). Of the 17, 16 have EDR in affect today. An 18th State Utah is running a pilot program to test the effects of EDR. North Carolina (NC) had its EDR legislation repealed in 2013 as part of a large voter reform package that include voter ID laws and reduced voting hours (NC Gen Stat § 163-82.6A (2012)), but the 4th Circuit Court of Appeals deemed this action unconstitutional and (NAACP v. McCrory, 2016), as of March 2017, EDR had been reinstated. The court found that the NC General Assembly had discriminatory intent when it repealed EDR and passed voter ID laws as part of a greater overhaul of the state’s voting processes. The 4th Circuit Court’s decision is the catalyst for this thesis.  Given the intense political battle over this reform this thesis seeks to determine the extent of EDR’s consequences to see if it truly merits the conflict it has engendered. 
The NC voter reform package passed in 2013 by NC Republicans that included the repeal of EDR was found by the court to purposefully negatively affect the poor and minorities, what we previously called low resource voters (NAACP v. McCrory, 2016).  This leads one to ask why Republicans passed these sweeping voter reforms? Given the Court’s opinion and those of the National Association for the Advancement of Colored People (NAACP) and the North Carolina Department of Justice (NCDOJ), the plaintiffs in the case, that NC Republicans willingly attempted to disadvantage minority voters with the seemingly obvious motivation of political gain. This is the assumed motive for all political actors and Republicans had the most to gain from the suppression of minority and low resource votes. In the 2012 Presidential Election, the Republican Presidential Nominee, Mitt Romney, won only 6% of the African American vote nationally (How Groups Voted in 2012), a statistic, which must have scared NC Republicans in 2013. NC is currently 22% Black (Black or African American alone) and thus there appears to be an obvious political incentive for Republicans to try and make it harder for Black People in NC to vote. This sort of political calculus, which appears to have be employed by NC Republicans, is likely based on an awareness of these demographics and the common American political maxim: high turnout helps Democrats and low turnout helps Republicans (Hansford & Gomez, 2010; Berinsky, 2005; Franklin and Grier, 1997; Hanmer, 2009; Knack & White, 1998). This maxim has been well known at least since the 1960’s and it represents conventional political wisdom into the present day. It explains why Democrats introduce the majority of EDR and other bills meant to expand the electorate and why Republicans predominantly introduce voter suppression bills like voter ID laws. Politicians may be so stuck on this maxim that they fail to grasp real political consequences of EDR. A study by Niehesel and Burden (2012) found, to their surprise, that a Wisconsin EDR law benefited Republicans rather than Democrats despite causing increased turnout. This study considers possibilities beyond the common political assumptions of EDR to pursue greater insight into EDR’s political affects.
This thesis will seek to study EDR’s general political effect on the two main American political parties and on voting as a whole. In a country so divided, any shift in the political fortunes could change the US political landscape. 

Background
Before assessing current research on voter registration and EDR it is necessary to first to look at the history of EDR in the context of American voting liberalization reforms as well the opposing movement towards voter suppression. Much of the pre 21st century history on this tension in American voting will be paraphrased from Dayna Cunningham’s Who Are to Be the Electors? A Reflection on the History of Voter Registration in the United States (1991). Cunningham’s book has proved to be an excellent source that explains both the history of voter reforms and the forces that have tried to suppress an expanded voting population. 

Historical Background of Voter Registration
To begin, Cunningham agrees with Rosenstone and Wolfinger’s research conducted in the late 20th century on the American electorate that suggests that in the modern American political system the poor, minorities and less educated vote at lesser rates than well-off, white, and more educated voters (Rosenstone and Wolfinger, 1980). Rosenstone and Wolfinger’s book called Who Votes (1980) in which they publish these findings, is the benchmark text on the current constitution of the American electorate. However, Cunningham claims that Rosenstone and Wolfinger’s observed electorate is actually a recent construct rather than the American norm. During the Great Depression, voting rates did not sharply decline with the rise of unemployment. When African Americans in the South were given the franchise, registered to vote, and protected after the Civil War during reconstruction, they voted at objectively high rates. Additionally, around the beginning of the 20th century, the poor and working class voted at high rates when their respective political parties effectively mobilized them. The current state of the American electorate represents a clear departure from the past state evidenced by these facts. Cunningham claims this was not an inevitable change, but the result of “continuing racial and socio-economic bias in the operation of {American} registration laws” (Cunningham, 1991). 
Before the late 19th century there was a lack of a personal registration requirement for eligible white voters (Women did not yet have the franchise and Black men were still in bondage). Registration requirements began to change in both the North and the South following Reconstruction and the Civil War but for different reasons (Cunningham, 1991).
 In the North personal registration requirements were instituted to combat fraud and the impact of existing, powerful partisan interests. Famous northern political machines in the major cities like Tammany Hall were terribly corrupt and were able to direct thousands of votes to candidates of their choice through dubious practices. Thus, in the North, personal registration requirements and the assignment of responsibility for voting to the individual was meant to castrate similar corrupt schemes and promote political individualism. However, despite the virtue of those goals, these same personal registration requirements were also an attempt to limit the power of the polyglot immigrant population in the cities. These immigrants, who were often organized by the political machines as voters for the Democratic Party, were natural targets of voter suppression in states where the wealthy and majority were Republicans (Cunningham, 1991). 
In the South, personal registration requirements were introduced as part of an explicitly racist agenda to disenfranchise recently emancipated Blacks following the withdrawal of federal troops and the end of reconstruction. These tactics also had the corollary effect of limiting the Southern poor vote. This legal discriminatory system morphed out of an irregular system that relied on outright physical intimidating to diminish the black vote and deter freedman from voting. This was the age of “Jim Crow” and measures like poll taxes and literacy tests affected both Blacks and whites. Eventually reforms evolved the law to make it less suppressive of the poor white vote. But, other than these small changes, Jim Crow laws remained in place into the Civil Rights Era. However, after Jim Crow laws were struck down in the courts, the personal registration requirements remained (Cunningham, 1991). 
In both regions, the introduction of personal registration requirements were meant as a measure to suppress the vote among targeted populations and remained in effect long after many of the more openly suppressive measures, especially in the South, were removed. Within this historical context, from reconstruction to the Civil Rights Era, one can essentially frame the conflict over registration requirements as the tension between Jeffersonians and ethno-centrists who want to reduce the electorate to a select and worthy few and those who want a more democratic and expansive electorate. Fraud certainly plays a role in the debate, as it did in the North at the end of the 19th century, but it is difficult to separate the desire to reduce the size of the electorate from arguments in favor of retaining and expanding a personal responsibility voter regime. According to Cunningham (1991), these efforts have largely been successful and have led to the current restricted status quo despite evidence that most cases of voter fraud are committed by organized efforts of election officials and not by individual voters.

Recent Attempts to Liberalize Voting/Suppress the Vote
		EDR was one of the earlier proposed reforms that attempted to expand the electorate in the some Midwestern states in the early 1970’s. However the reform did not catch on in many states and was mostly limited to liberal states like Wisconsin and Minnesota. Cunningham (1991) argues that the reason why EDR and other attempts to expand the electorate in the 20th century fell on fallow ground among leaders of both parties due to a lack of hyper partisanship. Cunningham claims that many politicians in the time before she wrote the article in 1991, were content with their set groups of constituents and their mostly equal share of the electorate. As a result, very few reforms were passed. Contemporaneously to Cunningham’s article a bill mandating EDR nationwide and a bill that allowed registration accessible though the mail both failed, which only supports her claim (Wang, 2012).
One of the few reforms passed during this period was the National Voter Registration Act of 1993, or as it is more commonly known, Motor Voter. Motor Voter required states to provide voter registration abilities at their Department of Motor Vehicle (DMV) locations so that eligible voters could register while they received or renewed their driver’s licenses (Wang, 2012). States that had EDR in effect were exempt from this law. Hence, this was seen as some encouragement on the part of the Federal Government under the Clinton Adminstration to expand EDR reforms to more states. Motor Voter was an attmept to pass a bill to expand the electorate, however slightly, after the failure nationwide of EDR some years before. Motor Voter had been vetoed by George H.W. Bush before it was signed into law in 1993 by President Bill Clinton (Wang, 2012). This law led to a second spike in states passing EDR bills in the early 1990’s. But, overall, it was still a bandaid that sought to work within the existing personal registration system. Yet, even still, Motor Voter was passed with great difficulty. It was challenged in the courts many times and some states have even been accused of and sued for not enforcing the law (Wang, 2012). By 1993, the forces against any reform to the voting regime had grown in strengh to a point of obstructionism that made even a small reform like Motor Voter an agonizing process. 
Soon after the passage of Motor Voter in 1993, the American political status quo was indelibly shaken with the the tumultuous and close Presidential Election of 2000. For the first time, Americans were given insight into voter suppression on live television as Americans watched the battle over individual votes during the Florida recount (Wang, 2012). Tova Andrea Wang in her book The Politics of Voter Suppression: Defending and Expanding Americans' Right to Vote, argues that this indelibly changed the way Americans saw the American electoral system. Americans for the first time witnessed how under-resourced, decentralized, obviously discriminatory, and suppressive the American electoral system was by 2000. As a result, the Help American Vote Act of 2002 (HAVA) was passed. The law created greater electoral centralization within each state, improved voter machines, and addressed other similar surface level issues but nonetheless did nothing to address deeper problems like with the personal registration regime, which limited turnout in one of the closes elections in American history. However, what HAVA is best remembered for is the first but very limited voter ID requirement, something that would be a flashpoint for conflict in later years (Wang, 2012). Overall, Wang declares the 2000 election as the galvanizing event that has led to greater attention given to voter reform. 
Since the 2000 election, eight more states passed EDR laws (Same Day Voter Registration, 2017). However, many more states have passed stringent voter ID laws.  These laws are explicitly defended as obstructions to fraud but are implicitly motived by a desire to suppress votes as was proved to be the case in North Carolina as declared by the 4th Circuit Court (NAACP v. McCrory, 2016). It seems that now, more than ever, in the post-2000 election political climate defined by changing American demographics and the political balance more askew than ever, the battle over votes has begun in earnest. The lack of intense partisanship in 1991 when Cunningham wrote her article has yielded to a period of hyper-partisanship in the 2000’s, which has finally resurrected this issue, but maybe not in the way Cunningham would have wanted. Democrats think that expanding the electorate will help them by extending access to the vote through reforms like EDR. Republicans think that they will be advantaged by passing Voter ID laws, opposing EDR (as was in the case with NC), and relentlessly suppressing the vote. For these reasons, this issue is more salient now than ever and the battles over the vote are only waxing in ferocity.  Given that, it is a critical time to see if one element of this debate, EDR, does in fact expand the electorate and help Democrats as many believe it does. 

Literature Review
While there is a great amount of research on the subject of EDR, most of it measures its effect on the size of the electorate rather than identifying the relationship between EDR and partisan outcomes. This existing scholarship reinforces current attitudes towards EDR, but it fails to adequately define EDR’s partisan benefits and specific consequences. Given this reality, one must often deductively analyze the existing scholarship on the topic to better understand how this previous research speaks to the partisan effect of EDR. 
To breakdown the literature and its insight into the political effects of EDR, it is prudent to look at the three potential consequences of EDR on the American electorate and the scholarship supporting each potentiality. These three possible effects of EDR on the electorate are as follows:

1. A targeted increase in the voting turnout rate among specific groups of eligible voters
2. A blanket increase in the turnout among all eligible voters
3. A shared increase that benefits all voting demographics almost equally in a way that maintains the current composition of the American voting population.

If the first possibility is true, then EDR’s partisan consequences will be determined by the preferences of the groups helped by this policy. If the second effect is true, then EDR will likely benefit Democrats most since the Democratic Party represents a plurality of the voting population. Finally, the third possibility, that EDR will increase the size of the current voting population, will result in the maintenance of the status quo political balance and will exhibit no partisan benefits. 
	
Possibility 1: EDR’s Targeted Benefits for Certain Groups
The first of these potential political outcomes, that EDR improves turnout among specific groups with similar voting behaviors, appears to have tangential support from some scholarship and existing data. Research dating back 60 years has found that the difficulties of voter registration affect varying demographics differently (Wolfinger and Rosenstone, 1980). Low resource voters do indeed vote at lower rates than high resource voters, but this observation is based solely on factors other than resources.  If one assumes that EDR ameliorates or lessens the aspects of voter registration that make it prohibitive for specific demographic groups to vote, then discerning those who are most negatively affected by voter registration can tell you which groups will benefit most from EDR. After identifying the groups most potentially benefited by EDR, one can then match these groups with the parties that they routinely support to determine the political consequences of EDR. 
 Many studies find that restrictions on registration have the greatest impact on less educated eligible voters (Downs, 1957; Wolfinger and Rosenstone, 1978). These articles suggest that when restrictions increase, the number of actual voters among this group decreases. Wolfinger and Rosenstone (1978,1980), whose research into voting in the late 1970’s is often taken as canon, are the main proponents of this theory that voting is most closely linked to education. Their data analysis of the 1972 election is usually cited as verification of this theory. If this thesis on education is true, then it would suggest that whichever party dominates the less-educated vote would reap the greatest political benefits from EDR. 
 		However, there are some theories regarding voting that compete with Wolfinger and Rosenstone’s conclusion. On such challenger is Ruy Teixeira (1992) who favors a cost-benefit model to explain voting behaviors. Teixeira points out that the costs of voting (e.g., driving to the polls, waiting in line, researching candidates, etc.), despite being minimal, do exist and that the benefits of voting often appear to be marginal. Hence, Teixeira spends most of his analysis on the benefits of voting and specifically why these potential benefits outweigh or fail to outweigh the cost of voting. Teixeira divides the benefits of voting into two categories: symbolic benefits and instrumental benefits. Symbolic benefits include the feelings of belonging that are inspired by voting. Texeira posits that one of the reasons why people vote is to feel a part of a larger group like a political party, demographic bloc, or society as a whole. Instrumental benefits are outcomes that are contingent on the interest of the individual voter and a sense that one’s singular vote matters. According to Texeira, the perception of both these types of benefits to individual voters and their ability to outweigh the costs of voting dictate whether a person will vote or not. Using Texeira’s cost-benefit model, the group of voters most impacted by voter registration are those who have a poor estimation of the benefits, both symbolic and instrumental, of voting. For these voters, having to register separately would be the straw that breaks the camel’s back inducing their personal cost-benefit analysis to swing towards not voting. This group of American voters are likely those who do not associate with any larger groups; this excludes voters who have strong group identities who are most likely to seek symbolic benefits and those who do think their singular vote or the results of the election matter. This also excludes partisan voters and ideologues who would receive obvious instrumental benefits. If Teixeira’s cost-benefits analysis is the most accurate model for predicting who votes and also who is most impacted by EDR, then EDR’s political consequences could vary widely depending on the election.
Altogether, these two theories on who votes in the United States help flesh out the possibility that EDR could help some specific groups more than others. Whether EDR is capable of removing the aspects of voter registration that make it prohibitive to these groups is not answered by the scholarship, but the fact that there is evidence for inequitable consequences of voter registration opens up the possibility that EDR can have inequitable benefits.
 
Potential Outcome 2: EDR’s blanket Increase among the Voter Eligible Population
The second possibility, that EDR mostly increases turnout among the voting eligible population appears to be mainly backed by contemporary political statistics and by only general research. Most of the research into EDR suggests that its introduction increases electoral turnout between 3-6% (Burden et al., 2010). Conventional wisdom suggests that EDR most benefits the majority party, which is currently the Democratic Party (Burden et al., 2010). This positive correlation between increased turnout and votes for the Democratic Party seems to be intuitive and has been shown to have some basis in statistical evidence at least in past decades (Tucker et.al, 1986). Taken together, these justifications appear to confirm the belief that EDR benefits Democrats more at the expense of Republicans. 
Adding weight to this simple deduction is the fact that both Republicans and Democrats across the country appear to accept the belief that EDR is most beneficial to Democrats. Paul Heyrich, the founder of the conservative Heritage Foundation, demonstrated this assumption in his ‘Goo Goo Syndrome’ speech in 1980 during a gathering of the religious right in which he said “[conservatives’] leverage in elections goes up when the voting populace goes down”. More recently, these partisan attitudes towards EDR have been demonstrated in North Carolina. As previously mentioned, in 2013 NC Republicans passed voting reform legislation in the General Assembly that included the removal of EDR and other electoral reforms that Democrats had passed in previous decades (N.C.G.S. § 2013-509). In 2016, the Fourth Circuit Court of Appeals found the entire law, including the EDR repeal, unconstitutional after the NAACP argued that the reform package was an overt attempt to disadvantage minorities and other Democratic voting blocs (NAACP v. McCrory, 2016). This conflict over voting in NC shows how both Republicans and Democrats currently view the effects of EDR as an advantage to the majority party and, by implication, an affirmation of the general research that supports the blanket turnout theory. However, the fact that the Republican and Democrat establishments support this theory of EDR’s political effects does not prove that this assumption accurately models reality. 

 Potential Outcome 3: Preservation of the Status Quo
This third possibility, that EDR will only preserve the political status quo by increasing the size of the electorate in such a way that would result in little or no change in the political balance of power, is backed by some research into the liberalization of voting procedures. Studies like those of Rosenstone and Wolfinger suggest that full liberalization of American voter registration laws would, along with increasing the size of the electorate, only marginally change its composition and thus preserve the current political status quo (Wolfinger and Rosenstone, 1980). Following this up, another study by Mitchel et. al. came to the same conclusion as Wolfinger and Rosenstone, that voting liberalization would lead to limited political changes (Mitchel et.al, 1995). However, the problem with applying these studies to EDR is that EDR does not represent a full liberalization of the registration process and so this research only offers the suggestion of this third possible consequence of EDR. 

Recent EDR Research:
All three of these potential consequences of EDR have different political effects associated with them and at least some tangential research supporting them. Any research into this subject will have to choose from among these options when trying to explain the measurable effects of EDR. That is what Nieheisel and Burden had to do when they looked at EDR’s political effects in Wisconsin following its enactment in 1976 in a first attempt to conduct directed research into the specific political effects of EDR (Nieheisel and Burden, 2012). 
Nieheisel and Burden’s study took advantage of conditions in Wisconsin that allowed them to conduct a natural experiment. In Wisconsin in the 1970’s, half the State was required to register to vote while the half did not. When EDR was introduced, it only affected the half that already had required voter registration. This allowed Nieheisel and Burden to use the unaffected half of the State as a control to better measure the effects of EDR. 
The results of the study found that, contrary to existing opinions, EDR benefited Republicans by increasing their share of the two party votes for President. Share of the two party votes means the percentage of votes cast for one of the two major American political parties in relation to the other. This directly contradicted an earlier study that credited EDR for Democrat Jimmy Carter’s electoral victory in Wisconsin during this same period (Smolka, 1977). In their conclusion, Nieheisel and Burden explained their findings in terms of the first previously stated possiblity of EDR, a targeted effect among a specific group of voters. They posit that, while registration and other voting obstacles may affect demographics that tend to vote Democratic more often, EDR does not necessarily address the factors that prevent these Democratic-leaning voters from voting. Nieheisel and Burden found that demographics like the less educated, which Rosenstone and Wolfinger (1979) found to most impacted by voter registration restrictions, were not greatly benefited by EDR. They found that most voters who took advantage of EDR tended to be higher in income and education than their fellow non-voters, both factors which are usually correlated with voting Republican. 

Conclusion:
Overall, the literatures on the specific consequences of EDR leave much to be desired. Nieheisal and Burden provide the only major attempt to define the political outcomes associated with EDR. Most previous research is tangential at best or focuses on turnout. This general research is used as evidence by the political establishment to bulwark the assumption that EDR helps Democrats. This general consensus remains unchallenged because it aligns with both parties’ ideologies. Altogether, this creates little impetus for further research into the topic and many determinedly rely on the work of Rosenstone and Wolfinger despite its 35 years of shelf life. Rosenstone and Wolfinger’s findings on a number of subjects that include EDR’s percentage increase in turnout, the effect of voter registration, and who is most affected by the registration hurdle provide the initial bedrock for most research like this study. A large chunk of research into voting looks to confirm or disprove these initial findings, rather than straying away into the more specific questions. As a result, we are left with little but tangential research to go on when researching the political effects of EDR. 

Theoretical Framework
Currently, the political conflicts surrounding EDR and registration liberalization are both frequent and bitter as North Carolina’s recent example proves. With the battle lines drawn and the conflict raging, the question still persists: is it war worth fighting? The franchise is a fundamental aspect of American democracy and so in that sense the EDR conflict is salient given its relationship to voting, but are the political motivations for this fight based in reality? Does EDR truly benefit Democrats in spite of or in the expense of Republicans, as both sides believe?
As previously mentioned, there are multiple models to explain voting behaviors and, as a result, this suggests that are multiple ways in which EDR can affect the electorate depending on which theory most accurately models voting habits. Wolfinger and Rosenstone’s theorized positive correlation between education and voting is most widely accepted. However, their research as a whole suggests that even when increasing the proportion of less educated in the electorate, the electorate itself changes only marginally in its political composition (Wolfinger and Rosenstone, 1979). Of course, this data is 40 years old and the analysis is not specific to EDR. Nevertheless, it suggests that EDR can increase turnout among specific demographic groups (possible outcome #1), while having no major political effect (the result of possible outcome #3). 
This new amalgamated outcome is also backed by Teixeira’s model (Teixeira, 1992). His research suggests that EDR would increase turnout among those whose costs only slightly outweigh the benefits of voting. For these people, EDR’s slight reduction of the costs by decreasing the time and effort associated with registering is just enough to allow them to rationalize voting in a cost-benefit sense. This, by nature, represents a non-partisan group of voters, for Teixeira actively excludes ideologues, partisans, and demographic groups with a strong sense of community from this population through his analysis of the benefits these specific groups derive from voting. This leaves a moderate group to be the most benefited by EDR. This analysis again suggests, similarly to Wolfinger and Rosenstone, an amalgamation of possible outcomes 1 and 3, that EDR can benefit a specific group but resultantly induce minimal political advantage to either of the major political parties. 
This new analysis on its surface goes against the recent findings of Nieheisel and Burden (2012), which found that EDR had benefited Republicans. However, their findings were, admittedly, specific to the State of Wisconsin and were therefore subject to a lot of the variables that were also specific to Wisconsin. For example, Wisconsin has some of the highest turnout percentages in the country and is usually a strongly Democratic state. Ultimately, Nieheisel and Burden’s conclusions were very cautious. They merely argued that the established perspective, that EDR benefits Democrats, is not necessarily true. Their finding only suggested a small increase in turnout and the Republican two-party vote share as a result of EDR and they could not say whether this could be observed in states other than Wisconsin. Their argument that EDR helped Republicans was due to the fact that EDR usually targets non-voters that look like voters demographically (whiter, higher income), which means they usually are slightly more Republican. This is opposed to “motor-voter,” a policy that allows people to register at the DMV, and other campaigns that were designed to help typical non-voters (minorities, lower income Americans) vote. However, Nieheisel and Burden acknowledge that EDR voters are more likely to be non-partisan since they have less access to partisan messaging that is distributed using voter registration rolls. This explanation may be a little naïve given the amounts of partisan messaging currently being spread on the traditional and digital news media, but it is logical that EDR voters are not enthusiastic, committed partisans. If they were enthusiastic partisans, they would probably have suffered the costs of the additional hurdle and prioritized registration. Altogether, this shows that Nieheisal and Burden’s assertions , though interesting and potentially insightful, are not ultimately conclusive or groundbreaking.  With this study being limited to Wisconsin politics, at the very least, their work needs to be replicated in other locations since there is no other study that has findings that suggest that EDR not only does not help Democrats, but also helps Republicans. 
As a result of this analysis of the existing research and the failure of Nieheisel and Burden’s article to definitively convince one that their findings are applicable to the nation as a whole, I have developed the following hypotheses to test:

Hypothesis 1: EDR increases turnout in States that pass it.
This increase in voter turnout has been established in a number of studies and thus I expect to see this same effect in this analysis. Neiheisel and Burden (2012) found that most studies put this increase at around 3-6%, and, while they themselves only observed marginal increase in turnout, they had no reason to challenge this hypothesis. Wolfinger and Rosenstone (1979) found that reducing all restrictions on registration would increase turnout by around 9%. As EDR removes the restriction of a registration cut-off date, this finding also lends weight to a causal relationship between EDR and increased turnout. Finally, for those that accept a cost-benefit model of voting like Teixeira, that too points to an increase in turnout as reducing the costs of voting as EDR such as multiple visits to register and then vote should lead to some increase in those who would now favor the idea of voting. 

Hypothesis 2: EDR does not benefit any one political party more than another.
This hypothesis positing an absence of a partisan benefit directly contradicts the findings of Nieheisel and Burden. Given the limitations of their findings and their scope of study, it is not unrealistic to believe that their results may not be replicated by a study that includes more states than just Wisconsin. This hypothesis is based on the findings of Rosenstone and Wolfinger whose research, being widely accepted, is the benchmark for most studies into voting behaviors. Their general research provides some insight into how EDR may affect political outcomes and suggests that liberalizing voter registration will not affect political outcomes. Proving or disproving this second hypothesis is the main goal of this research study. 
The numerous articles written about this subject once again influence the theory presented here. However, since there is no consensus among scholars on how to model voting behaviors or on the effect of EDR on voting behaviors and elections, it becomes necessary to analyze the research critically to formulate an informed hypothesis. 


Methodology
In an attempt to determine the effect of EDR legislation on political outcomes, this study will take the form of a cross-sectional analysis that will compare the number of partisan votes, percent share of the two party vote, and turnout percentage of states before and after the enactment of EDR laws. The independent variable in this study is a binary, whether EDR exists in the state or not. The dependent variables will be voter eligible turnout, the percentage of citizens with who are legally eligible to vote in the US who do in fact vote (VEP turnout) and the number of votes cast for the Democratic and Republican Parties (partisan vote count). With the use of a regression analysis, this study will compare VEP turnout and partisan vote count before and after states have enacted EDR legislation. The measured effects of EDR on these two dependent variables will help determine whether there is any correlation between them, which possibly can then be used to illuminate some of the effects of EDR on political outcomes. 
The data collected in this study is drawn from presidential elections from the period between 1970 and the present day. The beginning of this timeframe coincides closely with the enactment of the first EDR laws in the early 1970’s. This study focuses on data emanating from presidential elections, national elections that involve all 50 states and DC. 
Complicating this study is the existence of many confounding variables, some of which can be controlled for and some of which cannot. Variables that will be controlled for include the states’ differences in age distribution and levels of education attainment, regional differences, and the peculiarities of the individual elections. The need to control for the varying age distributions is due to the fact that different age cohorts routinely vote at different rates (Rosenstone and Wolfinger, 1980). Additionally, the need to control for education is made clear by many previously mentioned studies that closely link education to whether an eligible citizen votes or not (Downs, 1957; Rosenstone and Wolfinger, 1978). Finally, the peculiarities of each individual election provide their own interesting sets of confounding variables. The candidacy of specific candidates can work to suppress or increase turnout nationally or regionally among both parties or just one party. This is partially controlled in this study by including all 50 states plus Washington DC in this analysis. Hopefully, by looking at all of the US states over 40 years of elections will cancel out most of the confounding factors inherent in every election.

Data
The data used in this study was gathered from multiple sources. Statistics on educational attainment and age distribution were gleaned from the US Decennial Census and the American Community Survey both through the US Census Bureau (US Census Bureau). The decennial census provides data for the first year of every decade through an exhaustive process mandated by the US Constitution. Due to its very large sample size (most of the US population) and its wide acceptance, the census is a very credible data source. The American Community Survey (ACS) is a survey also run by the US Census Bureau. Although it does not survey the entire US population as attempted by the decennial census, the ACS does have a large sample size and, due to its official acceptance, is also a credible source. Data concerning the number of votes and turnout percentage was obtained through the US Election Project (United States Election Project), a database for past election data run by Dr. Michael McDonald, a professor at the University of Florida.  
Unfortunately, data was difficult to find for elections years between the decennial censuses. The ACS is a great resource for data during these intervening years and so was used as often as possible. But the ACS was only introduced in the last 20 years and so cannot be helpful when looking for data from the 1984 election for example. Given this limitation, data from years like 1984, between two censuses and before the ACS was introduced, was taken from the nearest census. In the case of 1984, the nearest census is 1980. The is an obvious challenge given that the 1980 census is the nearest census to three election years: 1976, 1980, and 1984. As a result, the same numbers were used for all three elections for some categories when no credible alternative estimates could be found. The limitations of this will be addressed in the conclusion. 

Table 1.    Current Status of EDR legislation as of January 2017

	State
	EDR in effect currently
	When EDR was in Effect

	United States
	
	

	Alabama
	no
	

	Alaska
	no
	

	Arizona
	no
	

	Arkansas
	no
	

	California
	no
	

	Colorado
	yes
	2013 -

	Connecticut
	yes
	2012 -

	Delaware
	no
	

	District of Columbia
	yes
	2010 -

	Florida
	no
	

	Georgia
	no
	

	Hawaii
	no
	

	Idaho
	yes
	1994 -

	Illinois
	yes
	2014 -

	Indiana
	no
	

	Iowa
	yes
	2008 -

	Kansas
	no
	

	Kentucky
	no
	

	Louisiana
	no
	

	Maine
	yes
	1973 - 

	Maryland
	yes
	2013 - 

	Massachusetts
	no
	

	Michigan
	no
	

	Minnesota
	yes
	1974 -

	Mississippi
	no
	

	Missouri
	no
	

	Montana
	yes
	2005 -

	Nebraska
	no
	

	Nevada
	no
	

	New Hampshire
	yes
	1993 -

	New Jersey
	no
	

	New Mexico
	no
	

	New York
	no
	

	North Carolina
	yes
	2007-2013

	North Dakota
	no
	

	Ohio
	no
	

	Oklahoma
	no
	

	Oregon
	no
	

	Pennsylvania
	no
	

	Rhode Island
	no
	

	South Carolina
	no
	

	South Dakota
	no
	

	Tennessee
	no
	

	Texas
	no
	

	Utah
	no
	Exploratory Program

	Vermont
	no
	

	Virginia
	no
	

	Washington
	no
	

	West Virginia
	no
	

	Wisconsin
	yes
	1975 -

	Wyoming
	yes
	1994 -



(Same Day Voter Registration, 2017)

Analysis
Testing Hypothesis 1: EDR increases turnout in States that pass it.
To verify existing research and add further evidence to the theory that EDR increases VEP turnout, I compared VEP turnout figures in states after they introduced EDR to the VEP turnout in the same states before EDR and to other states without EDR.  The relationship was analyzed using a linear regression model and the results are shown below in Table 2. 
For a result to be statistically significant in this study the absolute value of the p value must be less than .05 given that a 95% confidence threshold was chosen. This threshold will be standard throughout this analysis. For ease and simplicity, the absolute value of the p values are shown in this table and in all other tables in this study. 

	Table 2.  EDR and Controls vs. VEP Turnout
	VEP Turnout
	Coef. 
	Robust Std. Err.
	T value
	P value
	95 % Conf. Interval

	EDR

	.0927453   
	.0075689    
	12.25   
	0.000     
	.0752913  -  .1101993

	Bachelors +
	.0008941    
	.000743
	1.20   
	0.263    
	-.0008194  -  .0026075

	Ages 65+
	1.13e-09   
	9.00e-10     
	1.25   
	0.246    
	-9.47e-10  -  3.20e-09

	Population
	-1.38e-10   
	9.30e-11    
	-1.48   
	0.177    
	-3.52e-10  -  7.67e-11

	Constant
	.5566121   
	.0116806    
	47.65   
	0.000     
	.5296765  -  .5835477


	r squared = 0.2025

This regression analysis suggests that EDR does lead to at least a marginal increase in voter eligible turnout. The p value for EDR is less the .05, which means, for this purpose, it is considered statistically significant. With the above controls taken into account, this model suggests that the introduction of EDR correlates with around a 1% increase in VEP turnout.  The 95% confidence interval shows a narrow range around that 1% figure. It must be reiterated that this does not prove that EDR causes a 1% increase in VEP turnout, since correlation does not equal causation. But it is does suggest the possibility of causation. 
This analysis was unable to prove a correlation between the age, education, and population growth and an increased VEP turnout over time (Table 2).  None of the p values for those variables were less than .05 and thus this study can neither prove or disprove correlations. 

Table 3. EDR and Controls vs. the Number of Total Votes
	Total Votes
	Coef.
	Robust Std. Err.
	T value
	P value
	95 % Conf. Interval

	EDR

	303918.8
	22299.2
	13.63
	0.000
	254233.1 -   353604.5

	Bachelors +
	-2286.495
	2721.855
	-0.84   
	0.421
	-8351.165  -  3778.175

	Ages 65+
	.1875737
	.095071
	  1.97  
	0.077
	-.0242577  -  .3994051

	Population
	.3792024
	.0080057
	47.37
	0.000
	.3613645  -  .3970403

	Constant
	1941.523
	31536.58
	0.06
	0.952
	-68326.35  -   72209.4


r squared =   0.9963

Table 3 and the regression comparing EDR to total votes also seems to support the previous analysis suggesting that EDR increases turnout. 
Overall, this analysis seems to confirm previous research that suggests that EDR legislation can increase voter turnout among the eligible population. This appears to support the stated hypothesis regarding EDR’s effect on voter turnout. 

Hypothesis 2: EDR does not benefit any one political party more than another.
To test whether EDR affects one party more than another, this study looked at the relationship between the law and both partisan vote counts and percent share of the two party vote when controlling for the effects of states’ education attainment rates and age distribution. 
Table 4 displays the results of the application of a linear regression model to the relationship between EDR and Republican votes. 

Table 4. EDR and Controls vs. Republican Votes               
	Republican   Votes
	Coef. 
	Robust Std. Err.
	T value
	P value
	95 % Conf. Interval

	EDR

	98621.67
	22595.87
	4.36
	0.001     
	48274.93  -  148968.4

	Bachelors +
	5750.916
	6328.975
	-2.59
	0.027    
	-30508.84  -  -2305.17

	Ages 65+
	-.3189876
	.1790194
	-1.78
	0.105    
	-.7178676  - .0798924

	Population
	.2061567
	0114664
	17.98
	0.000     
	.1806079  -  .2317055

	Constant
	-39926.64
	36085.69
	-1.11
	0.294    
	-120330.6  -  40477.29


	r squared = 0.9856
 
This analysis shown in table 4 suggests that there is a correlation between EDR’s introduction and an increase in Republican votes for President. A strong p value of .001 indicates statistical significance and the coefficient shows that EDR can lead to as almost 100,000 more votes cast for Republican candidates for President in the average state. However, the 95% confidence interval suggests that the number can range from as high as 173,000 votes or as low as 80,000 given the controls of a state’s population growth, education levels, and age distribution. This is a very strong indication of EDR’s benefit to the Republican voting bloc and to the Republican Party in general. 
Interestingly, this analysis also demonstrates correlations between educational attainment and Republican raw votes. It seems that as the percentage of a state’s population that has attained at least a bachelor’s degree goes up, so does the number of Republican votes. Once again, this does not prove causation, only correlation. The coefficient is very low and therefore does not suggest a big increase in Republican votes correlated with the increasing educational attainment rates. This does not necessarily mean that the more educated one becomes, the more likely they are to vote Republican. This correlation could simply be attributable to rising rates of American educational attainment over the past 40 years coinciding with a simultaneous period of Republican success in Presidential elections. This type of caution will continually be suggested throughout the analysis of these regression models since this study can only find correlations between variables. Altogether, given the strength of the correlation between Republican votes, EDR,  and its high coefficient, this seems like a greater suggestion of causation than the correlation between the percent of Americans with at least a bachelor’s degree and Republican votes. 

 Table 5. EDR and Controls vs. Democratic Votes
	Democratic   Votes
	Coef. 
	Robust Std. Err.
	T value
	P value
	95 % Conf. Interval

	EDR

	126411.6
	21089.06
	5.99
	0.000
	  79422.28  -  173401

	Bachelors +
	4101.155
	  2476.194
	1.66
	0.129
	-1416.15 -  9618.459

	Ages 65+
	.2708557
	.0702291
	3.86
	0.003
	.1143756  -  .4273359

	Population
	.1645353
	.0052012
	31.63
	0.000     
	.1529464  -  .1761241

	Constant
	-67508.5
	36204.35
	-1.86
	0.092  
	-148176.8  -  13159.81


r squared =  0.9908
                 Table 5 shows the results of the liner regression model using EDR and the various variables in column 1 as independent variables and Democratic Party votes as the dependent variable. As with Republican votes, the absolute value of the p value describing the relationship is less than .05 and so this study seems to suggest a relationship between the two variables. A coefficient of around 130,000 seems to indicate that the introduction of EDR, given the controls, correlates with a large increase in the number of Democratic votes possibly in the ballpark of 130,000 votes. However, the number could range between 80,000 and 170,000 votes, similar to the numbers of Republican votes. While this could demonstrate that Democrats benefit more from EDR given that EDR’s coefficient using Democratic votes as the dependent variable is greater than when Republican votes is used as the dependent variable, the similar 95% confidence interval casts some doubt on that conclusion. While this regression analysis looked at in concert with the previous correlation cannot prove partisan advantage, it does strongly indicate that EDR does benefit the Democratic Party possibly to the extent of more than 100,000 votes.
Interestingly, this result disproves the idea that the previous Republican EDR coefficient could have been a result of a simultaneous increase in Republican votes. With the introduction of the first EDR reforms, Democratic votes increased as much or more in these states with EDR. 
This model also seems to suggest that when the population over the age of 65 increases as a percentage of the state’s overall population, Democrats benefit with increased votes. However, the coefficient is so small that if there is correlation, it is rather limited in scope. 
Taken together, these two regression analyses comparing EDR and the controls to Democratic and Republican vote totals in Presidential elections cannot prove one side benefits more than the other. But it does show that EDR correlates with an increase in the votes of both parties at a similar rate. For this reason, this also compares EDR to Republican and Democratic shares of the two party vote, which is shown below. Possibly these regressions can be more suggestive of a partisan advantage. 

Table 6. EDR and Controls vs. Republican Percent of the Two Party Vote
	Republican % of the Two party vote
	Coef.
	Robust Std. Err.
	T value
	P value
	95 % Conf. Interval

	EDR

	-3.943315
	1.279792
	-3.08
	0.012
	   -6.794869  -  -1.09176

	Bachelors +
	-1.664052
	.2437358
	-6.83
	0.000
	-2.207129 -  -1.120975

	Ages 65+
	. 8.36e-07
	7.17e-07
	1.17
	0.271
	-7.61e-07  -  2.43e-06

	Population
	1.79e-08
	2.67e-08
	0.67
	0.518
	-4.17e-08  -  7.75e-08

	Constant
	52.75717
	3.568007
	14.79
	0.000
	  44.80715  -  60.70718


r squared =  0.3783
When it comes to answering the question of whether one political party is given a partisan advantage as a result of EDR, the regression presented in table 6 is the closest result this study has to a smoking gun. While that is somewhat hyperbolic given the repetitively aforementioned limitations and cautions associated with this study, this is still a significant result. A value of less than .05 indicates that correlation between EDR and Republican share of the two party vote is statistically significant. The coefficient suggest that Republicans can lose around 4% of the two party votes as a result of EDR in the average state. This could even be as high as 6% or as low as 1%.  This is a very significant difference when you consider the commonality of slim margins of victory in most Presidential elections. 
Also interesting is the appearance of a correlation between increased education and a decrease in the Republican share of the two party vote. This may seem like it contradicts the earlier findings that suggest that Republicans receive more votes and Democrats receive less votes as educational levels increase. However, it must be remembered that the Democratic result was not statistically significant. It is still possible that Democrats could also gain votes as a result of educational increases. This statistically significant result in table 6 suggests that is indeed very likely. Overall, in the context of the findings of Rosenstone and Wolfinger (1980) which suggested that education is the greatest indicator of whether someone votes, this makes sense if one interprets these findings to suggest that both parties benefit in votes as education increases with Democrats receiving a greater benefit. This is a very interesting correlation given the previous research and what it suggests. 

Table 7.   EDR and Controls vs. Democratic Percent of the Two Party Vote
	Democratic % of the Two party vote
	Coef.
	Robust Std. Err.
	T value
	P value
	95 % Conf. Interval

	EDR

	-3.002495
	1.654541
	  -1.81
	0.100
	    -6.689042  -   .684052

	Bachelors +
	-.5644118
	.4124792  
	-1.37  
	0.201  
	-1.483473    .3546492

	Ages 65+
	-1.06e-07
	1.27e-07  
	-0.84
	0.421
	-3.88e-07    1.76e-07

	Population
	1.20e-08
	9.65e-09
	1.25
	0.241
	-9.47e-09    3.35e-08

	Constant
	42.58215
	1.857651
	22.92
	0.000
	    38.44305    46.72126


r squared =   0.1601

Table 7 did not have any statistically significant results and thus this cannot reinforce the regression analysis of table 6 comparing EDR to Republican share of the two party vote. However, it does not openly contradict the previous analysis; it is still possible that EDR benefits Democrats more. 
Altogether, this comparison on EDR’s effect on the Republican/Democratic shares of the two party vote seem to offer greater clarity on the political advantages of EDR than the analysis of its effect on the number of votes cast for each party. The analysis of EDR’s effect on the Republican/Democratic shares of the two party vote does not contradict the previous analysis and tentatively indicates that EDR benefits Democrats more than Republicans. This is contrary to the study’s stated hypothesis regarding partisan advantage, that EDR would neither benefit nor hurt one major American political party more than another, and seems to confirm much of the existing political zeitgeist. 

Methodological Error
For the most part the methodology chosen for this research involved comparing the effects of the independent variable, EDR, to dependent variables made up of either raw vote numbers or voting percentages. This was meant to control for methodological error and it appears methodological error was unfortunately present. The regression analyses that used raw vote numbers appear to have major problems due to their abnormally high R-values. The most likely culprit for this is the confounding effects of population growth over time, which naturally increased all vote totals over the course of 40 years. The population growth control variable was meant to limit these effects, but it seems this effort was not enough. However, for this reason this study analyzed EDR’s effects on both voting percentages and vote totals. Therefore, while the analyses involving vote totals are somewhat suspect, the analyses involving percentages are not and allow this thesis to find conclusions from the data analysis. 
A second methodological error comes from the way the major party voting percentages were collected. This research model used the percentages of votes cast for each party as a fraction of all votes cast. The denominator of the fraction, which the percentages represent, is all votes cast in the election. However, to better compare how EDR affected the two parties it would have better methodologically better to use the real share of the two party vote, which would involve using the total votes cast for the two major parties as the denominator and exclude votes cast for third party candidates and write ins. This would have been a better way of studying this topic, but it too should not affect the conclusion too greatly. Above claims that the percentages are shares of the two-party vote are misleading for it as actually the share of the total vote. If the results of the study were extremely surprising then this would be a prime reason why this analysis differed so greatly from existing research. However, since this analysis still confirmed previous conclusions regarding EDR, a fact that will be further explained below, it is likely that one can assume that this methodological error did not have a prohibitive effect on this study. 

Conclusion
Overall, this study was able to use regression models to suggest tentative conclusions that EDR benefited Democrats more than Republicans and increases turnout in the states that have already introduced the reform. The fact that EDR increases turnout was an unsurprising finding given that many previous studies have suggested that this is the case (Burden et al., 2010, Tucker et.al, 1986), however, the regression’s admonition that Democrats are most advantaged by EDR is a little surprising. 
Previously this article discussed earlier research on voting in the US and the potential voting behavior consequences of EDR. The research suggesting that Democrats could benefit most from EDR appeared subjectively weaker than the research suggesting no effect or a benefit to Republicans. However, since the research analyzed by this thesis was mostly tangential, this result does not actively detract from previous analysis. Additionally, since this result appears to validate the predominant belief that EDR benefits Democrats, this further adds weight to the sense that this result is not at all revolutionary. Because political analysts and operatives apply intense research of their own when making decisions on potentially decisive actions such as voter reforms, any research that backs up their existing perspective should not be surprising. 
Despite appearing to confirm existing perspectives on EDR, a fact that gives this result some backing, one should accept the results of this study cautiously given its limitations. First of these limitations was the inability to control for many of the different confounding variables that effect US presidential elections. This regression used three controls to try and isolate the effects of EDR on the dependent variables: education, age distribution, and population changes. Though these were important and useful controls, there are many more factors that could have been controlled for as well. Presidential incumbency, the partisan status of congressional control, being in a state of war vs. a state of peace, the nation’s economic performance, and natural disasters are all variables that can affect a presidential election and hence confound this study. The absence of these controls yields the reality that this study can only offer suggestions of an observed effect. An additional limitation of this study relates to the data used. Unfortunately, data for each individual election year was difficult to find given that the best source for this information, the census bureau, only collects this data every decade and has only recently introduced the ACS to cover the intervening years. As a result, some of the data points were repeated for consecutive elections and some of the data points were from as many as four years before or after the election they were meant to represent. The surprising absence of this seemingly significant and recent data was an especially frustrating limitation. Taken together, these limitations should not entirely discredit the conclusions drawn from these regressions, but instead should only caution one from reading too much into the results. 
The results of this study should be seen merely as indication that there are potential political advantages to be gained from EDR and other possible consequences like a positive change to voter turnout that result from this policy initiative that should be studied and researched more in the future. This study was able to assert the existence of a relationship between EDR and both turnout and partisan votes. However, given the previously mentioned limitations of the methodology employed here, other studies of EDR should be attempted to confirm or contradict the results found in these regressions. 
A more fruitful method of studying this material may include using this same methodology but with expanded number of elections studied. Including more elections such as state-wide, local, and congressional races would certainly increase the data available of EDR.  And it due turn, it would also potentially increase the impact of various confounding variables. 
Another method, which may reveal more results regarding EDR’s political effects, would be to conduct a case study of a single state before and after EDR’s passage. This is what Nieheisel and Burden did in their study of Wisconsin’s EDR law (Nieheiesel and Burden, 2012). Their methodology built upon features of Wisconsin’s voting system that allowed it to be an excellent case study. It is possible that Wisconsin’s system is uniquely capable of being studied for the effects of EDR, but it is also possible that a study of another state could be conducted with a similar methodology tailored to that state’s unique voting system. It is unclear, but this method cannot be ruled out for future study of this topic. There are challenges to this method as it requires intimate knowledge of the voting systems of individual states.
This study provides some valuable but limited insights.  Hopefully, this work is part of a larger scholarly effort to increase research studies on EDR and offers some incentive to pursue such work. The importance of voting in a democracy is obvious and cannot be understated. If EDR benefits turnout, which many previous studies assert, then those who favor greater participation in American democracy should be encouraged by the law’s effect. If the law is found to afford little or no political advantage, as a reading of the literature might suggest, then it is far more possible to pass EDR reforms, and hence potentially increase democratic participation, with bipartisan support. If the law has no effect at all then those seeking to increase voting in our democracy should not see it as a useful reform and instead look elsewhere to accomplish this critical goal.
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