Reforming Texas Disenfranchisement Laws

The most basic right of a citizen in a democracy is the right to vote and without this right, people can and will be easily ignored and even abused by their government. Texas law on voting with a felony conviction under Section 11.002 of the Texas Elections Code governs who is qualified to vote in Texas. As stated in this code, "qualified voter" means (4) has not been finally convicted of a felony or, if so convicted, has (A) fully discharged the sentence, including any term of incarceration, parole, or supervision, or completed a period of probation ordered by any court; or (B) been pardoned or otherwise released from resulting disability to vote. Ex-offenders should re-register to vote. Many states restore voting rights to individuals automatically after they exit jail or prison while others continue the bar on voting even while on probation or parole. A few permanently disenfranchise people with a past conviction or require they petition the government to have their right restored (Nonprofit VOTE, 2005). In Florida, individuals convicted of a felony now regain their right to vote upon completion of all the terms of their sentence – including prison, parole, probation and repayment of restitution or fines. The one exception is that any person convicted of a sex offense or murder permanently loos their right to vote unless granted a pardon to do so. On the other hand, in the states of Maine and Vermont, the right to vote is never taken away from individuals convicted of a felony, even while in prison. 
Texas has a terrible track records of voter suppression. A list from the Center for American Progress report some problems identified in the 2018 midterm elections that include voter registration problems, strict voter ID and ballot requirements to voter intimidation and harassment. The barriers tend to weigh heaviest on seniors, black and brown communities, and poor people (Van Cleve, 2020). One in 13 African Americans of voting age is disenfranchised, a rate more than four times greater than that of non-African Americans. Over 7.4 percent of the adult African American population is disenfranchised compared to 1.8 percent of the non-African American population (Uggen, Manza, Shannon 2016). African American disenfranchisement rates also vary significantly by State. In four states – Florida (21 percent), Kentucky (26 percent), Tennessee (21 percent), and Virginia (22 percent) – more than one in five African Americans is disenfranchised (Uggen, Manza, Shannon 2016). Despite significant legal changes in recent decades, over 6.1 million Americans remain disenfranchised in 2016. When broken down by race, it shows the disparities in the criminal justice system are linked to disparities in political representation. About 4.7 million adults who live, work, and pay taxes in their communities are banned from voting. Of this total, over one million are African Americans who have completed their sentences (Manza, Brooks, and Uggen 2004).


Literature review


In a comprehensive report entitled Expanding the Vote, Nicole D. Porter highlights State Felony Disenfranchisement Reform between 1997 and 2010. As a coordinator of the sentencing project, Nicole argues that 5.3 million persons were disenfranchised in the whole of the USA (Porter, 2016). He also explained that the overall estimates were expected to be inflated by the new felony cases during that time. The sentencing project is a nonprofit organization that strives to foster criminal justice policy elements. The report acknowledges that considerable reforms in felony disenfranchisement policies have been met at state levels due to increased public pressure, which has led to the expansion of civil rights via legislative initiatives to persons with felony convictions. The change is also due to efforts at the neighborhood level to educate and register people with felony convictions. 
Disenfranchisement Laws in Texas
Between 1997 and 2010, approximately 800,000 persons regained their voting rights as a result of the reforms.  The 1997 Texas Reformation law was signed by George Bush, who was by then the governor. Ex-offenders' voting rights were restored upon completion of their felony sentences. For instance, Texas restored the voting rights of 317,000 persons after repealing the two-year waiting that barred felonies from being eligible voters until the completion of the term (Portillo, Bearfield & Riccucci, 2020). 
Another report by Lewis Conway states the challenges that felonies go through before regaining their voting right. Lewis, a former felony, currently works with Grassroots Roots leadership to aid others grappling with criminal justice issues (Aviram, Bragg & Lewis, 2017). The last time Lewis voted was in 1992, a year he cast his vote for Bill Clinton. He would then be granted voting right after two decades of fighting for such a precious democracy. The voluntary manslaughter conviction barred Lewis from voting until February 2012. Texas does not restore the voting rights of felonies until such fellows have completed probation and parole. The process can even take several years. In 2016, the Texas Department of Criminal Justice  (TDCI) reported that 389,000 people were thwarted from voting in October 2016. The figures equate to 2.5 percent of voting –the age of Texans barred from voting. Most of the affected are Latinos and African Americans due to disparities in the criminal justice system. Texas alone has 6.2 percent of disenfranchised African Americans. 
The policy enacted by TDCJ is not sufficient because a lot of the offenders don't realize that they can participate as voters. Another biggest obstacle is that Texas is historically known as a voter suppression state and one of the most challenging states. The government has controversial voter identification laws together with antiquated voter registration practices. The Republicans have toiled for the last decades trying to find better ways of challenging Texas Voting laws. It is an arduous affair to get on the electoral rolls of Texas. The State also has restrictions about when and where voters can register (Aviram, 2017). The limits also entail comprehensive details about that personnel allowed to carry out the registration process. Voter suppression is deeply encapsulated in every corner of Texas's voting ventures. There have been efforts to enable probationers to participate in a voting exercise in Texas. One such attempt is by a group of activists who  tried in 2005 to extend voting rights to probationers. The group advocated for direct re-enfranchisement, but the chief legislative sponsor proposed allowing the probationers to carry out a petition through a court for restoration whenever they have served a third of the sentence. The Brennan Center then prepared a memorandum for the coalition. It also offered advice about the rules defining the necessary procedures needed to make such a judicial petition. 
Another bill referred to as Sefronia Thompson introduced House Bill 1419. The bill proposes that convicted felons should be allowed to vote because they are not serving incarceration (Guidry et AL., 2017). If the bill becomes law, it will enable criminals sentenced to probation, parole, and supervision or any other sentences that do not involve a jail term to vote. If enacted, it will be Texas' first policy to address felony disenfranchisement since 1997. It is prudent that felons are allowed to vote because they also contribute to Texas's development by giving millions of taxes.
Disenfranchisement laws in Florida
The laws date back to 1868 when lawmakers squeezed the policy into the Constitution. The move was part of a slice of coined actions to eliminate black voters from the voting rolls (Lewis, 2018). Other requirements included poll taxes, literacy tests, and a requirement that voters had to prove their birth date. The provision was enforced, targeting freed slaves who lacked birth certificates. By 1880, Florida had successfully eliminated nearly all blacks from the voting platform. Things looked brighter in the 1960s when most of the barriers were lifted due to the civil rights movement's persistence. Unfortunately, the ban on felon voting persisted until the Amendment4. Initially, Florida, Iowa, Kentucky, and Virginia required all felons to petition the governor to restore their voting rights. Those who would like to vote would right their case to Florida's cabinet elected members and the governor. The felons could face arbitrary and intimate questions, such as the number of children they had and their mothers.  Governor Charlie Crist redefined prisoners' voting conditions in 2007 by changing the clemency rules to give back voting rights to over 150,000 people (Lewis, 2018). 	
The disenfranchisement laws are still a bone of contention in Florida. The issue lies in the disenfranchisement of persons convicted of a felony and have completed their sentence on bail, parole, and prison term. However, it is still barred from voting because they have outstanding fees, fines, of other unsettled restitution obligations. Before the enforcement of amendment 4, people facing felony charges permanently lost their voting rights. Their rights could only be restored by the governor based on clemency, although such decisions were rare to come about. A historical change occurred in 2018, November, when nearly 67% of the Florida voters approved the fourth Amendment. 
The Amendment automatically gave people convicted of felony their voting rights after completing their respective sentences. Those who were excerpted from benefiting from the fourth Amendment were convicts on sexual and murder offenses. Things took a different turn when in July 2019, Republicans came up with Senate Bill 7066, requiring that ex-felons needed to pay any fee balances before being allowed to vote (Lewis, 2018). This is also after they have completed their terms. The policy is disadvantaged, with about 750,000 people who had outstanding financial issues. 
May 2020 ushered in good news when the federal district court judge stated that the Senate bill was unconstitutional to persons incapable of footing such financial balances. The judge also determined that the statement is unfair to those unable to trace or decide on their outstanding balances. Unfortunately, the ruling was overturned 2020 September following an appeal. The verdict has directly affected about 1.7 million people who have had felony convictions.  Over 11% of voters are sidelined on financial obligations grounds. Most of those affected are African Americans who are more likely to vote for Democratic politicians. The obstacle attracted the attention of Michael Bloomberg (a former mayor of New York City), who decided to pay fines and outstanding fees of 33,000 felons to enable them to participate in the 2020 elections. 
One of the disheartening reality is that currently, state officials lack the exact number of registered felons. They also have no reliable data on the number of offenders on the voter rolls who owe the court fines or fees capable of disqualifying them during elections. The officials have not yet removed felons from the rolls for owing fees or penalties. It is also unlikely that the officials would do so before the day of elections. The tactic is the legendary attic of voter suppression that involves the weakening of Amendment four and giving of misleading information about vote-by-mail fraud.  
A study by the Sentencing project revealed that by 2016, Florida had nearly 1.4 million felons (Wood, 2016). The figure equates to a quarter of all the disenfranchised felons in the USA. Floridians are on the receiving end, for they overwhelmingly register as Democrats. The move was engineered by Florida's governor Ron DeSantis who is a staunch ally of President Trump. The governor pushed state lawmakers in 2019 to impose fines and fees to disqualify about 800,000 felons from participating in the voting exercise. A segment of the republicans argues that a lower voter turnout would guarantee the reelection of President Trump.
Enfranchisement in Maine
Apart from Vermont, Maine has a state constitution that guarantees voting rights to all citizens, including incarcerated people from the ancient days of statehood. Maine's characteristics make voting by prisoners a less controversial issue (White & Nguyen, 2020). Incarcerated fellows can vote via absentee ballot in the place that they lived last. This means that they are not counted as the town residents that shelters a prison. This statement implies that the votes cannot sway local elections even if the prisoners vote as a block. Another element that makes voting less controversial is that unlike other states, Maine is dominated by whites; hence racial dimensions of felony disenfranchisement laws quickly defuse.  Laws that obstructed felonies from exercising their voting rights stemmed from the Southern states during the Jim Crow laws. The rules aimed at limiting the political power of blacks. In Maine, past attempts by legislators to exclude people convicted of capital crises have always failed. As of now, there lacks organized opposition in Maine to voting from the prison. Maine never disenfranchised felons due to a strong belief by law enforcement who strongly believe that individuals' continued disfranchisement after their release from prison is not a remedy for crime reduction.
If felonies are allowed to vote, it encourages civic engagement and reduces recidivism through community investment encouragement. The strategy also strengthens democratic ideals. The sentiments are echoed by research that determined that former offenders who participated in voting were less likely to be re-arrested than those who did not vote (Berg, 2016). In Maine, corrections officials encourage inmates to cast their votes. They rely on volunteers when it comes to registering inmates. The past years have seen organizations that advocate for voting; for instance, the NAACP and the League of Women Voters coordinate with the corrections department to carry out voter registration inside prisons. They always bridge the information gap by starting one-pagers with data about the political candidates. They also explain their positions on key elements (Malmberg, 2018).
Enfranchisement in Vermont
The State of Vermont also has an inherent right to vote for every individual, including prisoners. Since the founding of Vermont, incarcerated people have been allowed to vote. Jim Condos (the Secretary of State) affirmed and confirmed that Vermonters have "never had their right taken away during incarceration." (Malmberg, 2018) The Vermont Legislature tried to outlaw inmates from voting in the 1790s. The ruling was overruled in 1799 by an overwhelming decision of the Council of Censors, "a now-defunct fourth branch of government that met every seven years to decide constitutional questions." The 1793 Constitution of Vermont was interpreted to imply that voting rights could only be lost due to voter fraud.  The case was cited in the 1980s during an attempt to outlaw the voting of inmates in Vermont. The current Constitution of Vermont categorically states that every individual who is above 18 years and a legal citizen of the United States of America. "having resided in this State for the period established by the General Assembly and who is of a quiet behavior ..shall be entitled to all the privileges of a voter of this state ."
Condos once admitted that Vermont state does not keep clear records about the number of incarcerated Vermonters vote. He made it clear that voting is among the pillars of the State's democracy, and the State governed has worked hard to make sure that barriers that limit eligibility to vote are broken down (White & Nguyen, 2018). The move was to enable every sound Vermonter to register as a voter and exercise his/her democratic right to vote. Hence, everyone has a right to vote, including those in jail. It also means that prisoners can vote from prison. It is true to say that the low turnout of prisoners during registration and voting is a personal decision by the inmates themselves. Maybe they are discouraged from participating because of the possibility of enhancing political win rather than improving their welfare as prisoners.

SELECTION OF RELEVANT CRIMINOLOGICAL THEORY

Social Contract Theory
The social contract theory justifies the felon exclusion has been intuitive. This theory states that a person who breaks the law breaks the bond to the rest of the society as well as the government and should not be entitled to being civilized. According to the theory a person who cannot live up to the end of the bargain should not receive the benefits and protections of the government. The theory justifies why those who can't abide to the basic tenet of the society and values cannot should not be entrusted to participate in selection of the nation's leaders, (Schall, 2006).
The theory uses philosophical information to explain how the civilized society came about. According to this theory, the legitimate state authority, both political and police, arise via consent of the people. The theory shares the starting point of the State of the nature when there was chaos and lawlessness with society not having a define structure and organized operation. At that point everyone viewed the other one as threat to the natural resources. Later on, individuals of their society decided to put aside their personal interests and join the general public in a guaranteed equality and protection. The rules were set and whoever goes against the rules was punished. 

Today, those who break the laws are arrested and they are denied some privileges that is entitled to every citizen.  Thus, the felonies are denied the right to vote. Social contract has been used as the basis for the Constitution, with many scholars believes that social contractarian ideas were used in development of the Constitution. In many times, the legal systems have been looking at the social contract theory in exercising law and order. In felony disenfranchisement, the social contract theory sees an inmate as a person who is incapable of respecting law and order and they should not have a voice in electing the leaders as well as those who enforce our laws. It states that those who break laws should not dilute the vote of the citizens who abide in laws, (Porter, 2016).  

Social distance theory
According to blackian theory, the felon disenfranchisement comes as a result of the extreme social distance between the felon, the constituents and policy makers which bring up the moral superiority which clarifies the exclusionary laws, the aforementioned means that the laws are not rationalized by public policy justifications but social distance factors. The social distance is constructed socially and correspond to the perceived configurations of the people in social space. For instance, people from the same cultural and socio-ecenomic backgroup they perceive themselves as being socially distant. The theories states that if a certain politician is supported by felon, then he's going to be perceived as soft on crime thus not qualified to be a leader. 

Culture control theory
The culture control theory states that the new laws since the year 1970 are aligned in felons are viewed as risks that the country need to be guarded against through use of formal and informal control measures. According to the theory, the most important thing is individual safety while felon's rights and life experiences are discounted. Due to the new culture of control, the American people are rejecting the trends on felon enfranchisement. Thus, the felons have limited rights and they should not be allowed to vote the leaders of their choice. 



Cases

Richardson v. Ramirez

The case took place on June 24, 1974, in the Supreme Court of the USA. Ramirez, Gill, and Lee were denied a chance to register as voters in three counties in California after they had completed their felony sentences. They decided to file a lawsuit against the Califonia Secretary of State, including the Mendocino County Clerk (Zeitlin, 2018). The election official of Califonia relented and registered Ramirez et al. to participate in voting. The major challenge is that the case had been considered a lawsuit action; hence it would affect all the other felons in the larger Califonia. It was therefore permitted to continue through the courts. The Supreme Court of Califonia ruled that the felon disenfranchisement law of the State violated the 14th Amendment about the Equal Protection Clause.
On the contrary, the Supreme Court of the USA disagreed, stating that California's felon disenfranchisement laws were permissible constitutionally. The Supreme Court of the USA found constitutionality in California's laws on felon disenfranchisement. The only controversy involved California's legislature's Constitution amendment in May 1974, limiting disenfranchisement to people convicted of crimes "when imprisoned or on parole for the conviction of a felony."(Zeitlin, 2018 p259)


Danielson v. Dennis
The case took place in a Colorado Supreme Court in 2006. The suit aimed at challenging a Colorado law that thwarted parolees from either registering as voters or voting. It was a class-action lawsuit filed to represent over 6,000 parolees in Colorado. The case argued that the statute is a violation of the Constitution of Colorado.  Section 10 of article seven of the Colorado constitution states that "persons lose their right to vote when they are confined in a public prison as a result of a criminal conviction, but it also provides that their civil rights are restored automatically when they complete their term of imprisonment."(Allen, 2016 p389) The lawsuit argued that a released parolee has already completed his/her imprisonment term hence should be allowed to vote. Having been filed in a federal court, the lawsuit relocated to the state Court. This was after the Denver District Court rejected the argument of the plaintiff. The Colorado Supreme Court later heard it. After a lengthy hearing, the court determined that the challenged law did not violate Colorado's Constitution. The court agreed that a person serving a parole sentence has not yet completed his /her imprisonment term as envisaged in the constitutional provisions.
Madison v. Washington
The case took place in the Washington Supreme Court on July 26, 2007. The lawsuit was filed by three felons, namely; Daniel Madison, Daniele Garner, and Beverly Dubois. They filed a suit against the State of Washington, challenging its disenfranchisement law. They claimed that the law was unconstitutional and denied convicted felons still serving their sentences the right to vote (Allen, 2016). It included convicted felons who have not paid in full their LFOs (Legal Financial Obligations). All the sentenced criminals involved in this case had completed their sentences apart from the settlement of LFOs. They had established plans to settle the debt. Maddison had to pay 15 per month, and he owed the State $242.25. Dubois and Garner were on a $10 monthly payment, and they owed the State $1,805.69 and $ 360.00, respectively. The three argued that Washington's requirements that all LFOs must be settled prior to their sentence were biased against those with economic challenges. The court disagreed, arguing that "as long as all felons were treated in the same way the law could not be considered biased."(Allen, 2016 p 390) The court held that Washington's disenfranchisement scheme does not infringe on the Constitution's immunities and privileges clause. Neither does it urinate on the equal protection clause of the Federal constitution.  The Washington constitution did not grant favoritism based on economic status. It gives and disqualifies all Washington citizens the right to vote on equal terms and that they need to pay LFOs in full to restore voting rights is applied evenly to all felons.
Felony disenfranchisement laws need to be erased by the Congress


Felony disenfranchisement laws in the US face an administrative hassle based on its nature of the application. Voting is a fundamental right that shapes the direction of a nation.  Voting right is a cornerstone of the democracy of the USA, and no one should rape citizens such a valuable asset on baseless grounds (Browne-Marshall, 2016). It is prudent that such a weighty matter should not be considered a state matter. For uniformity purposes, through Congress, the federal government needs to end disenfranchisement laws, for they never serve the purpose, as evidenced in this report. The major problem lies in the fact that such laws have been left in individual states' hands. Every State plays its tune towards the voting rights of prisoners. As much as Vermont and Maine's citizens are constitutionally entitled to vote irrespective of their criminal records, other states have varied applications. In Maryland, the right to vote is restored after a prison release while in Nebraska, voting rights are retained after two years since the person's prison release date.  
Studies reveal that disenfranchisement has never achieved its objective of reducing or fighting crime.  The system lacks rehabilitative and deterrent value. Spain is an excellent example of a nation that allows prisoners to vote. If criminal records are considered, Spain has low crime rates per 1000 people than the USA with its disenfranchisement laws, with 22.35% compared to the USA with 41.19%. A quick calculation shows that the American rate is 13 times more than that of Spain. Spain was ranked 38th globally of sexually related offenses while the US was ranked 9th. Other crimes that the US outsmarts Spain include gun crimes, murder, and police brutality. Another revelation that disqualifies the value of disenfranchisement laws is the FBI's Public safety report, which places Maine and Vermont as the safest places in the USA (Klingner & Williams, 2019).  Texas was ranked at number 36 nationwide. This is despite them allowing prisoners to vote at will.
A close and thoughtful look at the disenfranchisement field is its inherent ability to serve the purpose of its formation disproportionately. The data reveal that such laws serve other ulterior purposes and not a crime. The rules are disgraceful and antiquated. Initially, disenfranchisement was engineered during the Jim Crow Era with the sole purpose of sidelining people of color from participating in the shaping of the political landscape of the USA. The laws have reflected its clear-cut intention of advancing white supremacy as it decimates the political strength due to a squashed political engagement. The strategy has fuelled Poverty cycles among the people of color and a one-sided Nation that would have prospered even further if prisoners were allowed to exercise their rights to vote. It is true to ascertain that the current disenfranchisement laws are race-neutral —meaning that they affect any prisoner irrespective of color. The only problem that sneaks into the equation is that the American criminal justice system has historically failed to serve Americans without biasness (Aviram, Bragg & Lewis, 2017).  In the USA, the race is craftily tied to criminal punishment. The network's selective nature has resulted in a high incarceration rate in the USA involving the minority people of color, especially African Americans.
Another major problem is that many states permit districts with prison facilities to count incarcerated individuals for redistricting purposes. Most of such districts are majorly white rural regions. In what is referred to as prison gerrymandering, the districts give an unfair advantage to the whites hence diluting the incarcerated communities' power.
The national government can end disenfranchisement laws by first carrying out civic education to the public.  This will enable Americans and legislators to understand that disenfranchisement laws have failed to serve the intended purpose. This can be done by the tabling of Vermont and Maine's criminal records and comparing the same to other states.  The education should also include the fact that the American Constitution scrutinizes political candidates; hence there is no chance of putting a criminal on the ballot. All voters have to choose from equally clean candidates. Vermont and Maine can still serve as a case study. The two states have historically enjoyed good leadership. Congress should then influence the Amendment of the disenfranchisement laws to allow prisoners to vote. The federal government should then make it swift for the registration of prisoners as voters (Knutson, 2019).  The public also needs to be taught that most capital offenders roam freely in the American streets due to insufficient evidence to pin them. They  also participate in the voting exercise as 'free and obedient citizens.' It is also true that many prisoners are innocently serving jail term due to a lack of better court defense and crafted victimization. It is true that the USA has a violent population. An excellent alternative would be the suppression of voting rights to prisoners who commit treason and assassination attempts. The rest should be allowed to deposit in the ballot. 


Other alternatives to end disenfranchisement policies
The federal gate pass is the best alternative to democracy for all Americans, especially concerning ending disenfranchisement laws.  However, the strategy may face opposition if not stiff objection from certain political quarters.  One such possibility that a president or other legislators might consider the move as a political suicide where if prisoners are allowed to vote, they may end their political career. It is expected that the Republicans may object to such an idea based on their restrictions culture. Such an argument has recently been reflected in President Trump's sentiments, who claimed that wider participation through vote-by-mail would reduce the possibility of a Republican from being elected. He also believed that such a strategy is expensive and marked with elements of fraud. With such concerns in mind, it is better to use the Vermont and Maine voting model at the state level before the model gains momentum to influence other American states.
Vermont and Maine voting model
As home ground examples, Vermont and Maine's states have stood the test of time to prove to the world that disenfranchisement laws are not the best remedy for fighting crime. The two states allow their citizens to vote, including convicted of felonies. The two states use the absentee ballot system as the home address of the incarcerated persons. The system entails the casting of a vote by a person who is in one way or the other incapable of reaching the polling station to cast his/her vote at the voter's registration center (Coyle.  The prison administrations brief the incarcerated individuals about the upcoming elections, including a referendum. The administration also helps them to register and cast their votes using the absentee ballots. When the rights to vote are restored, they enable felony victims to feel part of the society and community. The chance also makes them appreciate the role of the government to make them better citizens. When individuals start to believe that their contributions and voice matters, they increase their engagement also restricts themselves not to lose such rights and privileges again.
Other states should follow suit to enable citizens' full participation in the political developments of the nation.
Educating felony convictions victims about their voting rights
If not many, some states might find it difficult or untimely to let go of the disenfranchisement policies. As much as they might not be prepared, they must take the initiative of educating people with felony convictions about their voting rights. Such a task should be carried out by the officials from the electoral commission of the states. The officials need to carry out an extensive educational campaign to help them register as voters whenever they are legally fit to  register as per the states' constitutions' demands. They should also be enlightened on the details of the Constitution as pertains the restoration of voting rights after incarceration. If their rights are restored immediately after incarceration or after a certain period (for instance, two years), it should be made clear.  The states need to consider voter education and registration upon release of the victims from incarceration, the end of the probation period, and the end period of parole. Voter education should have details about the necessary procedures that should be followed to enhance the restoration of their rights. Corrections and other affiliated facilities need to automatically submit registration data for all the eligible victims to the relevant election officials. This will enable formerly incarcerated individuals a chance to opt-out. Suppose the State in question does not permit automatic registration of the persons at the end of incarceration. In that case, the State needs to designate the agency where the individual has his/her last point of contact before their legibility to vote is restored. Such final destinations that can serve as voter registration agencies include parole, probation, and corrections departments.


CRITICAL REFLECTION- 2 pages (Due 12/5)
Using critical thinking and reflection skills, provide an explanation of how the problem under investigation, your position, and alternative positions might affect the three elements of the criminal justice system; police, courts and corrections. 

Provide an explanation of how the problem under investigation, your position, and alternative positions could also affect the federal, State and local government(s).
https://www.demos.org/policy-briefs/how-end-de-facto-disenfranchisement-criminal-justice-system

https://www.commoncause.org/press-release/new-report-documents-impact-of-felony-voting-disenfranchisement-proposes-common-sense-solutions/


CONCLUSION – 1-2 pages (Due 12/11)
Use a detailed final description which ties the problem, theory, literature review, position and alternative positions together into a clear statement which addresses the overall problem.



[bookmark: _GoBack]


The only allowable Matching Percentage is 0 % t o20%. 





References 	
 AAA
Knutson, T. (2019). Debts Paid: Ending Criminal Disenfranchisement. J. Legis., 46, 81. https://scholarship.law.nd.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1701&context=jleg
Browne-Marshall, G. J. (2016). The voting rights war: The NAACPvbbb000 and the ongoing struggle for justice. Rowman & Littlefield. 
https://www.amazon.com/Voting-Rights-War-Ongoing-Struggle/dp/1442266899
Aviram, H., Bragg, A., & Lewis, C. (2017). Felon disenfranchisement. Annual Review of https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.1080/10999922.2019.1565268Law and Social Science, 13, 295-311
.Klingner, D. E., & Williams, E. (2019). Topic: Public Safety. Public Integrity, 21(2), 220-224.
https://www.nationmaster.com/country-info/compare/Spain/United-States/Crime
 Zeitlin, D. J. (2018). Revisiting Richardson v. Ramirez: The Constitutional Bounds of Ex-Felon Disenfranchisement. Ala. L. Rev., 70, 259. https://www.law.ua.edu/lawreview/files/2018/12/6-Zeitlin-259-292.pdf


Allen, J. (2016). Documentary disenfranchisement. Tul. L. Rev., 86, 389. https://scholarship.law.pitt.edu/fac_articles/27/

Aviram, H., Bragg, A., & Lewis, C. (2017). Felon disenfranchisement. Annual Review of Law and Social Science, 13, 295-311. https://www.annualreviews.org/doi/abs/10.1146/annurev-lawsocsci-110316-113558

Berg, J. L. (2016). The Case for Re-Enfranchisement. The Humanist, 76(6), 6. https://thehumanist.com/magazine/november-december-2016/up-front/case-re-enfranchisement

Guidry, S. R., Whitfield, Z. B., Walker, A. K., Williams, M., & Paris, G. (2017). Report on the Texas Legislature, 85th Session: An Urban Perspective-Criminal Justice Edition. The Bridge: Interdisciplinary Perspectives on Legal & Social Policy, 4(1), 1. https://digitalscholarship.tsu.edu/thebridge/vol4/iss1/1/

Lewis, S. A. (2018). The disenfranchisement of ex-felons in Florida: A brief history. https://scholarship.law.ufl.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1846&context=facultypub


Malmberg, A. (2018). Can Re-Enfranchisement Help Offenders Rehabilitate? Exploring the Relationship Between State Felon Disenfranchisement Laws and Three-Year Prison Recidivism Rates (Doctoral dissertation, University of California, Santa Cruz).
Porter, N. D. (2016). Expanding the vote: State felony disenfranchisement reform, 1997-2010. SentencingProject.
https://www.sentencingproject.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/01/Expanding-the-Vote-State-Felony-Disenfranchisement-Reform-1997-2010.pdf

Portillo, S., Bearfield, D., & Riccucci, N. M. (2020). The Disenfranchisement of Voters of Color: Redux. Public Integrity, 1-18. https://www.researchgate.net/publication/343346032_The_Disenfranchisement_of_Voters_of_Color_Redux

Uggen, C., & Uggen, C. (2020, October 13). 6 Million Lost Voters: State-Level Estimates of Felony Disenfranchisement, 2016. Retrieved October 26, 2020, from https://www.sentencingproject.org/publications/6-million-lost-voters-state-level-estimates-felony-disenfranchisement-2016/
Van Cleve, G. (2020, September 10). Voter Suppression in Texas: Examining The Fine Print. Retrieved October 26, 2020, from https://texassignal.com/voter-suppression-in-texas-examining-the-fine-print/
Voting Rights for People with a felony conviction. (n.d.). Retrieved October 26, 2020, from https://www.nonprofitvote.org/voting-in-your-state/special-circumstances/voting-as-an-ex-offender/
Voting Rights Restoration Efforts in Texas. (n.d.). Retrieved October 26, 2020, from https://www.brennancenter.org/our-work/research-reports/voting-rights-restoration-efforts-texas
White, A., & Nguyen, A. (2020). Locking Up the Vote? Evidence from Maine and Vermont on Voting from Prison. https://arwhite.mit.edu/sites/default/files/images/VTprison_researchnote_RR_forwebmarch2020.pdf

Wood, E. (2016). Florida, an Outlier in Denying Voting Rights. Brennan Center for Justice at New York University School of Law. https://www.outlier.org/?utm_source=paid-search&utm_medium=prospecting&utm_campaign=evergreen&utm_term=outlier&utm_content=search&gclid=Cj0KCQjwufn8BRCwARIsAKzP695zHZGFWGwXbvXrlqauM72ifY66m01Rbkyon
Schall, J. (2006). The consistency of felon disenfranchisement with citizenship theory. Harv. BlackLetter LJ, 22, 53.

