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Voting Rights Act of 1965 Amendments
Changes in the major provision of voting rights act 1965
The voting rights Act of 1965 had the following provisions to safeguard the elections, the second section of the provisions stated that there will be no voting qualification or any necessary conditions should be made by any state to eliminate any person to participate in the election despite his/her race and color (MacCoon, 1979). The Act was made to eliminate discrimination in the electoral process of the United States and to make sure everybody participates fully in the electoral process.  In section three Attorney General may appoint people to oversee the court orders according to the 15th amendment lawsuit against the state or political subdivisions.
According to MacCoon (1979), the court has a legal right to suspend any voting qualifications that may include racial discrimination and maintain the jurisdictions of political subdivisions' qualifications rules. This provision was to make sure justice is done in cases where the election participation regulations are changing, as a result, to discriminate against others. Section four stops literacy tests to all the states in the country this is to allow everybody to participate in his or her democratic right of voting. Section five provisions need some specific jurisdictions such as the state and local governments to pre-clear the changes made in the electoral process or the U.S Department of Justice or United State district court, section 203 provides provisions of local jurisdictions to provide help in the languages that are not English so that all people can serve their democratic right.
Preclearance in section five defines the process in which the laws can be changed regarding elections with the jurisdictions identified in section five which is certain state local governments. If the jurisdictions wanted to change the electoral laws and practices that seem to be affecting people and voting processes they are expected to make the changes in the laws with the latter explaining the reasons for changes to the Department of Justice in the United States (Garrow, 1978).  The jurisdictions must prove that the changes are not aimed to deny other people the opportunity to vote or be voted to or favor other people against others depending on the race or color. Citizens are expected to submit their comments on the proposed changes to the department of justice within sixty days.  Depending on the comments of the citizens and other factors the department of justice will pre-clear or object the changes. If the department of justice objects the changes and the jurisdiction does not contend with their decision it may go to the District Court to seek preclearance (Christopher, 1965).
Those who support the federal government should have the power of pre-clearance because the provision on section five or four B was unconstitutional for allowing local governments and certain states to make changes in the electoral amendments. According to those who support the changes in Voting Rights Act it is constitutionally the work of the federal government because it governs all the states and all the states should be equal and no discrimination during the voting process by other states. They also argue that the section 5 and 4b provisions were made forty years ago and they were history and it does not apply in the current situation because the states that were affected had changed and people are enlightened (Christopher, 1965). They argue that the provisions of the section that were made changes were no longer serving the current needs of the states and people and increasing a burden on the constitutional principles of equal states.
Those who do not support the federal government to have the power of pre-clearance argue that the court that made the ruling did not follow the voting rights act 4b which requires congress to provide a new formula for any jurisdiction changes to take place in section 5. Thus the ruling was unconstitutional. They also argue that changes were made to introduce discrimination in the United State voting process. They claim that since the federal government took the power of pre-clearance the cases of discrimination against race and color have increased than the previous years (Christopher, 1965). They also claim the states that were experiencing discrimination cases during the electoral process they will continue with since the pre-clearance will be scratched out and remain the work of the federal government. The move saw the minority in the states acquire electoral seats and the many fall out of several voters due to tight regulation especially getting identification cards especially to blacks and the Mexicans.
I believe that the federal government should not have the power of pre-clearance because it led to more restrictions on the voting process of the United States especially in the affected states that were using the 1965 voting rights act. There was more restriction especially getting the identification card was a problem and during the electoral process, they are strict on the identification cards which leads to the reduction of the number of voters (Richman et, el., 2014). This was experienced in 2014 elections when the changes were implemented and it resulted in the lowest turnout of the voters with 34%elegible voters which means that many United States citizens did not participate in the election process.
According to Richman, et, el., (2014), the federal government should not have the power of pre-clearance because it does not safeguard all the voting rights of the individuals, like when the pre-clearance power was in the hands of local governments and states. This is because not all the states are the same others are faced with discrimination issues and others are not. From the 2014 midterm elections, these cases were observed with a low turnout of blacks and other ethnic groups in the twenty-two states that were affected by the changes in the power of pre-clearance.
The poor who were undocumented from the blacks and Hispanic races were allowed to participate in the voting process when the power pre-clearance was on the local governments or selected states. With the changes in the power of pre-clearance to the federal government, the strict measures of documentation make the undocumented poor United States citizen who has stayed for a long time in the country or was born in the country not to vote (Richman et, el, 2014). This was experienced in the 2014 elections where there were strict measures to have photo identification and nonphoto identification to take part in the voting process. This led to more than 6000 blacks and Hispanics not to take part in the elections reduction the number of voters to 34% from expected 41%. To pursuit, the electoral process to vote or to be voted for, I need to well document with photo identification and nonphoto identification.
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