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I.

Introduction
A long held tenet among varied democratic theorists, including Jean Jacques

Rousseau, James Madison, John Stuart Mill, and Robert Dahl, is that mass participation is the
lifeblood of representative democracy. While there is debate among these and other theorists
as to what „participation‟ entails, there are three core components of democracy that are
generally accepted: the legal existence of widespread political rights and civil liberties,
competition for political positions, and opportunities for participation by all citizens to elect
their local, state, and national political leaders (Norris, xii).
In the modern political environment in the United States, voting is the most common
form of political participation exercised by the citizenry. While many individuals consider
voting to be a simple process, it is a form of political participation that requires various costs
from both those casting ballots as well as the authority systems that are organizing and
managing a particular election (Haspel, 2005). In recent years, new voting programs have
been established throughout the country to not only lower the cost of voting for the electorate
and the government, but also increase the overall voter turnout by simplifying the voting
process and increasing the ease by which people vote. This new voting system involves
innovative super precincts, called vote centers.
The importance of this research is evident in that governments are always attempting
to simplify processes and reduce costs. If a new, more efficient, effective, and inexpensive
system of voting was available to the government that also garnered the support of the
electorate it should certainly be analyzed, scrutinized, and perfected because voting is central
to the democratic process. The following research will examine the new vote center system
being implemented in Wayne, Tippecanoe, and Cass counties in the state of Indiana. Initially
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there will be an examination of the history of voting processes within the United States,
theories of civic involvement, and factors leading to political activism to provide a
background on what influences individual‟s decisions to vote or not vote. An in depth
analysis of the individual and administrative costs of voting will follow so that conclusions
can be drawn later as to whether or not vote centers in Indiana reduce the overall costs of
voting.
Following the aforementioned analysis, a history of vote centers will be provided
beginning with their implementation in Colorado and their limited establishment in Indiana,
their goals and objectives, and how they differ from the traditional precinct voting system.
The examination will then focus solely on the May 2008 Primary Election and the November
2008 General Election in Wayne, Tippecanoe, and Cass counties, attempting to determine if
the new voting system indeed reduces costs for individuals and governments while at the
same time attempting to discern if the new vote center process increased voter turnout. Two
counties in Indiana currently not using vote centers, Bartholomew and Monroe counties (who
compare with Wayne and Tippecanoe counties in size and demographics) will be examined
for control purposes. Finally, survey data revealing voters‟ feelings and thoughts of the new
vote center system in Wayne, Tippecanoe, and Cass counties will be analyzed.

II.

Literature Review

The History of Voting
Perhaps the earliest example of the average citizen participating in the daily routines
of a city and helping to make important decisions is seen in the Boule of ancient Greece.
Established around 594 BC, it was composed of 400 (later 500) men of Athens who were
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chosen by lottery to make up a council of citizens appointed to run the daily affairs of the city
(Rhodes, 52-60). Because only some men were chosen to participate in city affairs, this
example does not represent mass direct democracy in practice, but it is the first known time
in history where the „average man‟ was given significant and influential decision making
powers over the operation of a societal structure. Ancient Greece was also the first to
implement a system of direct democracy as early as 508 BC. Each year Greek citizens had
what was referred to as a „negative election‟, where male landowners cast a vote for the
politician they most wanted to exile for ten years. Votes were handwritten on broken pots
and any politician receiving more than 6,000 votes was exiled (History of Voting, 2005).
Ancient Greece was, in many ways, ahead of their time. Through the generations,
other small-scale democratic processes were set up in various nations in the Mediterranean
until the coming of the Roman Empire. During the Middle Ages, there were various systems
involving elections or assemblies, although often only involving a minority of the population.
Cities in Italy such as Siena, Florence, Genoa, Pisa, and Venice had democratic forms of
government, but not all of these involved direct voting. Many had a Boule-style lottery
system while others had systems that were superfluous; where individual citizens actually
had little to no influence. Of these systems, perhaps the Medieval Venetian state had the best
example of modern day voting. The Venetians introduced "approval voting" to elect the
Great Council members. Votes were cast in favor of council members that were deemed
„acceptable‟ to serve, with the individuals receiving the highest votes gaining a seat on the
Great Council (History of Voting, 2005).
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Voting Establishment in America
According to journalist and author Ed Crews, “Among the first things the Jamestown
voyagers did when they set up English America's first permanent settlement was conduct an
„election‟” (Crews, 2007). The commanders of the 105 colonists unsealed a box containing a
secret list of seven men picked in England to be the colony's council and, from among these,
the councilors were to pick a president. In what was the first election of any kind in the New
World, Edward Maria Wingfield became the first president in what is today the United States
of America in 1607 (Wingfield, 271).
Hofstra University law professor Grant M. Hayden writes, “By the mid-1700s,
representative government had become a tradition in the thirteen colonies that became the
United States” (2002). He goes on to state that while voting was relatively commonplace,
each of the thirteen colonies pursued their own system of voting which included varying
policies, restrictions, and exceptions.1 While voting is considered “commonplace” by
Professor Hayden, it is important to note that colonials did not vote to elect the most
important and influential political figures. Before the American Revolution, most governors
of the colonies were appointed by the King of England, with most justices of the peace,
sheriffs, coroners, and clerks being appointed by colonial governors (Kerr, 2004). Colonists
could vote for legislators to the lower house of their assemblies which controlled the power
to tax and governors could not obtain funds for their initiatives, government administration,
or their salaries without a vote from the lower house. While it may be argued that colonials
1

Colonial Voting restrictions reflected eighteenth-century English notions about gender, race, financial success, as
well as vested interest. Arguments for a white, male-only electorate focused on what the men of the era conceived
of as the delicate nature of women and their inability to deal with the coarse realities of politics, as well as
convictions about race and religion. African Americans and Native Americans were excluded, and, at different
times and places, the Protestant majority denied the vote to Catholics and Jews. In some places, propertied women,
free blacks, and Native Americans could vote, but those exceptions were just that. (Crews, 2007)
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lacked significant influence over who their government officials were, they did have power
over the distribution of money (Hayden, 2002).
The idea that voting rights were widespread immediately after the American
Revolution and signing of the Constitution are misconceptions. In fact, during the colonial
period the word „democracy‟ had a very different meaning:
At its birth, the United States was not a democratic nation…The very word
"democracy" had pejorative overtones, summoning up images of disorder,
government by the unfit, even mob rule. In practice, moreover, relatively few
of the nation's inhabitants were able to participate in elections [after the
revolution]: among the excluded were most African Americans, Native
Americans, women… and white males who did not own land. (Keyssar, p 2)
Surprisingly, some of the most prominent and influential men of the Revolutionary Era were
in support of restricting voting rights to the majority of the citizens of the United States of
America. John Adams, a signer of the Declaration of Independence and later president,
wrote in 1776 that no good could come from enfranchising more Americans:
Depend upon it, Sir, it is dangerous to open so fruitful a source of controversy
and altercation as would be opened by attempting to alter the qualifications of
voters; there will be no end to it. New claims will arise; women will demand
the vote; lads from 12 to 21 will think their rights not enough attended to; and
every man who has not a farthing, will demand an equal voice with any other,
in all acts of state. It tends to confound and destroy all distinctions, and
prostrate all ranks to one common level.2
Sir William Blackstone, an English jurist and professor who produced the historical treatise
on common law called Commentaries on the Laws of England, agreed on limiting voters‟
rights:

2

Written in a Letter from John Adams to James Sullivan, May 26, 1776. Retrieved from:
http://www.historytools.org/sources/Abigail-John-Letters.pdf
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The true reason of requiring any qualification, with regard to property, in
voters, is to exclude such persons as are in so mean a situation that they are
esteemed to have no will of their own. If these persons had votes, they would
be tempted to dispose of them under some undue influence or other…If it
were probable that every man would give his vote freely, and without
influence of any kind, then…every member of the community, however poor,
should have a vote in electing those delegates, to whose charge is committed
the disposal of his property, his liberty, and his life. But, since that can hardly
be expected in persons of indigent fortunes…all popular states have been
obliged to establish certain qualifications; whereby some [are excluded from
voting]. (Crews, 2007)
Even James Madison worried about widespread voting rights using phrases such as “the
tyranny of the majority” and the notion of “mob rule” (Federalist 10). Madison was so
concerned that he went so far as to support several anti-majoritarian systems in our
constitution such as the Senate and the presidential Electoral College.
While many prominent men argued for and against the restriction of voting rights, the
eventual decision was made to only permit white male landowners to vote. Voting was so
restricted and uncommon that during the first presidential election less than 1.3% of the
population voted, with a total of 38,818 votes being cast (“1789 Presidential Election”).
The history of voting in the United States has not been characterized by a smooth and
enlightened progress toward universal political participation. It has instead been much
messier, littered with periods of both expansion and retraction of the franchise with respect to
many groups of potential voters (Hayden, 2002). In short, the history of voting in America
revolves around battles for ever-increasing voting rights. As previously mentioned, the
United States Constitution gave the states the right to decide who could vote and, by 1830, all
states had abolished property requirements to vote and all “adult white males” could cast a
ballot in any local, state, or national election (Phelps and Cengage, 2003).
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Shirelle Phelps and Gale Cengage provide a timeline outlining the most important
voting-rights legislation that has been passed in the United States. Some of the most
important and influential pieces of legislation include the following:
 1868: The Fourteenth Amendment declares that any eligible twenty-one year old
male has the right to vote.
 1870: The Fifteenth Amendment says that the right to vote cannot be denied "on
account of race, color, or previous condition of servitude," thus extending the right to
vote to former (male) slaves.
 1876: Wyoming becomes a state, and is the first state to give voting rights to women.
 1890: Southern states pass laws designed to limit the voting rights of African
Americans. Some of the laws require voters to pay a poll tax or to prove that they can
read and write.
 1920: The U.S. Supreme Court rules that since Native Americans who live on
reservations pay no state taxes, they cannot vote.
 1920: Women gain the vote when the Nineteenth Amendment declares that the right
to vote cannot be denied "on account of sex."
 1947: A court ruling grants Native Americans the right to vote in every state.
 1964: The Twenty-fourth Amendment declares that the states cannot require citizens
to pay a poll tax in order to vote in federal elections.
 1965: Voting Rights Act bans literacy tests as a voting requirement and bars all racist
voting practices in all states.
 1971: The Twenty-Sixth Amendment lowers the voting age to 18 and gives all
Americans the right to vote.
 1975: Additions to the Voting Rights Act require translations of all election materials
to be made available for non-English speaking citizens. (2003)
It is interesting to note that almost 200 years passed between the signing of the Declaration of
Independence that advocated unalienable rights of “Life, Liberty and the pursuit of
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Happiness” and the 26th Amendment, which finally gave all Americans the voting rights to
pursue just that.
Theories of Civic Involvement and Political Activism
Even though universal voting rights were granted in 1971 to all Americans, a rather
large portion of the population chooses not to vote in presidential or mid-term elections.
Since 1960, the average turnout in presidential elections is approximately 55.5 percent of the
voting age population with mid-term elections having an even lower average turnout, 40
percent (“Federal Election Commission”; “United States Elections Project”).3 To understand
the possible impact vote centers have upon voter turnout, we must first examine some
explanative theories regarding civic involvement, which researchers claim has a vital impact
upon whether an individual chooses to vote or not.
Institutional Accounts
The most obvious and, arguably, most important factor in civic participation involves
the institutional setup of a particular nation‟s, state‟s, or precinct‟s structure of opportunity
for participation. Exemplified in studies by Powell (1986) and Jackman (1987), it is argued
that electoral laws, party systems, and constitutional frameworks can account for differences
in voter turnout among varying nations. Pippa Norris, author of Democratic Phoenix:
Reinventing Political Activism, expands the arguments presented by Powell and Jackman by
adding that “Trends in participation can also be accounted for by changes in the „rules of the
game‟, such as the expansion of the franchise and reforms in campaign spending laws” (19).
It is not a stretch to theorize that within the United States voter turnout and civic engagement
3

The Federal Election Commission provided the raw voter turnout data from 1960-1998 with the United States
Elections Project providing the raw voter turnout data from 2000-2008. Data drawn from Congressional
Research Service reports, Election Data Services Inc., and State Election Offices.
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have been affected by differing election laws throughout the states governing who can vote
and the use of political capital.
Agency Theories
Another explanation for whether or not an individual chooses to participate politically
is seen in Agency Theory advocated by Rosenstone and Hanson (1993) and Putnam (1995).
In each of these studies the focus is taken away from the legal processes and governmental
establishments and directed toward activism from a social perspective. Rosenstone and
Hanson focus on the role of traditional mobilizing organizations such as political parties,
trade unions, religious groups, and non-profit organizations as the primary advocates to
recruit, organize, and engage activists (1993). Putnam, on the other hand, focuses on the
importance of social capital in the developing of social networks and information
communication, which will, arguably, cause a once inactive individual to begin participating
in political, processes (1995). He argues that organizations, such as political parties, have the
ability to bring concise information to people that may be directly relevant to their personal
interests. Being provided with this information, in turn, gives the possibility that the
individual will henceforth become more informed and active politically.
Societal Modernization and Modernization Theory
Of the countless topics to consider when discussing activism theories, one is
extremely noteworthy: Societal Modernization. Modernization theories are rooted in the
sociological classics of Max Weber and Emile Durkheim, but gained popularity with the
work of Seymour Lipset and Daniel Bell, as well as others. Lipset‟s research states that
increases in wealth, expansion of education, urbanization, and industrialization constituted
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the social foundations for democracy and for high levels of participation within the political
system (1994). Lipset‟s core thesis was denied by most after numerous democracy‟s failed
to take root in many Asian and Latin American nations that had experienced rapid economic
prosperity in the 1960s and 1970s (Norris, 20).
Despite the apparent lack of validity found in Lipset‟s work, modernization theories
gained traction in subsequent decades due to the emergence of “third wave” democracies
(Norris, 21). One of the foremost modernization scholars, David Bell, reworked the social
modernization theory to examine the transition of a nation from a traditional society to an
industrialized society. The initial studies suggested that political activism would increase
once a country transitioned from agricultural processing to industrial production (Bell, 1973).
For other researchers, including Bell, the tipping point to an increase in activism occurred
when a country reached a stage where the majority of workers had moved from
manufacturing into the service sector, which produced a more educated, skilled, and
specialized citizenry (Bell, 1973). This research suggests that Lipset‟s original thesis was
grounded in truth. However, Norris warns that while there is broad consensus that
socioeconomic developments are occurring and positively influencing many nations, their
subsequent political consequences are debatable. Norris goes on to warn that due to the
immense number of dimensions of Modernization Theory the result can be a Rorschach test,
where different theorists see whatever they want to see (Norris, 22). This claim certainly
seems plausible, with high levels of academic research showing that aspects commonly
associated with social modernization (increase in education, literacy, and rise of the middle
class) are among the greatest predictors of individual political activism while other aspects of
social modernization are proven to tug individuals in the opposite direction (individualism,
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secularization, and suburbanization) (Verba et al, 1996; Wolfinger and Rosenstone, 1980;
Dalton et al, 1985).
At the onset of her book Democratic Phoenix: Reinventing Political Activism, Pippa
Norris outlines the aforementioned theories and topics in excellent detail and then presents a
theoretical framework that combines them to predict individual political activism. She
begins by dividing the entirety of individual activism into three levels: macro, meso, and
micro. The macro level involves the aforementioned theories of social modernization and the
overall structure of the state. This level of societal modernization is dependent upon the level
of socioeconomic development in the area being studied, while the structure of the state is
dependent upon electoral laws, party systems, constitutional structures, and so forth. The
meso level of the framework involves the varying mobilizing agencies such as unions,
churches, political parties, and the media. Linking the macro and meso levels together with
the micro level of whether or not to participate politically a theoretical framework like Figure
1-1 emerges (Norris, 20).
Obviously, some individuals are more actively engaged in public life than others
despite being surrounded by the same level of societal modernization, state structure, and
access to mobilizing agencies. According to Norris, these differences in participation are the
direct result of two factors that are unequal among individuals: resources and motivation
(29). Unequal resources include differences in education, cognitive skills, parental activism,
income, job status, time, and so on (Burns et al, 2001). Inequalities in motivation involve a
sense of duty,
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Figure 1-1: Theoretical Framework of Activism
---Macro Level ---

---Meso Level ---

---Micro Level ---
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patriotism, or a view of activism as supporting and advocating the democratic system which
will lead to political activism versus mistrust in government, disbelief in the system, or a
belief that being active makes little or no difference which will inhibit political activism
(Citrin and Green, 1996).
After taking each of these aspects of the theoretical framework and weighing them
appropriately, one can determine with some accuracy whether an individual, or group of
individuals, will be active in the political realm. Obviously, no theoretical framework is
perfect. Certainly, individuals exist who exhibit all the aforementioned characteristics that
suggest an individual will be active, yet they do not participate, and vice-versa. As with any
academic research, there is opposition to these arguments in the form of several detracting
theories.
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Detractors from Mainstream Activism Theories
One of the first detractors of mainstream activism theories was Anthony Downs
(1957) who calculated that voting was an irrational act. Downs argued that a rational,
“utility-maximizing voter would weigh the cost of voting against the expected utility of a
preferred candidate winning, times the likelihood that the vote will make a difference in the
election” (Gill and Gainous, 2002). Downs went on to argue that because of the sparse
likelihood of a single individual‟s vote being the “critical decider” of an election, especially a
national election, a rational voter would abstain from voting to avoid the perceived costs of
voting (Downs, 1957).4 The primary problem with Downs‟ theory is that approximately half
of the United States population goes to the polls every four years to vote for president,5
which is problematic for the validity of his theory. Downs concluded that for so many
individuals to be politically active there must be an inherent and significant benefit to the
voter, which was the value of supporting the democratic system (Gill and Gainous, 2002).
While the theory appears to have little traction in academic literature, Downs‟ theory still
garners some merit due to the simple fact that when non-voters are asked why they failed to
vote, a frequent reply is that their single vote will make no difference.
Later research in 1965 by Mancur Olson damaged Downs‟ final argument that voters
see a benefit in voting. According to Olson, in large collective action problems there is an
incentive for people to let others decide because the probability of their own vote being
important is near zero. Further, Olson states that circumventing the perceived costs of voting
while still receiving the benefits of the elected politicians is preferable to some. These

4
5

See also: Gelman, King, and Boscardin, 1998
The individuals who chose to be politically active were later referred to as “Downsian Irrationals”
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individuals he labeled “free-riders” because they ride on the system, collecting the same
benefits of those who are active, without ever contributing or participating in the established
system (Olson, 1965).
One would notice that these two main detractors from the mainstream activism
models fall into what Norris calls the micro level of activism in her theoretical framework.
The Downsian Irrationals appear to possess a lack of motivation in their belief that voting is
unimportant, while the free-riders seem to lack the motivation to participate and choose to
not waste resources such as time and energy.
Major Factors and the Costs of Political Activism
What the aforementioned theories ignore are the major factors that can affect an
individual‟s decision to participate. Further, lacking in their discussion are details regarding
the perceived costs that the act of voting, or any other type of activism, can incur. While
these two topics were briefly mentioned in the above section, it is important to understand
them in detail so that conclusions may be drawn later to determine whether the new vote
center system works as intended. According to Norris, there are three major factors that can
strongly predict whether an individual will be politically active: structural, agency, and
cultural factors.
Structural Factors
“Structural factors,” writes Norris, “emphasize that social and demographic
inequalities –based on educational qualification, socioeconomic status, gender, and age –lead
to inequalities in other civic activities such as skills, knowledge, experience, time, and
money” (88). A study conducted by Richard Topf (1996), which involved a large sample of
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voters in several nations from the 1960s to 1990s, determined there were significant
deviations among voting age in all but one nation. According to the study, just 55 percent of
those under the age of twenty-five voted, while 88 percent of the late middle-aged cast a
ballot (Youth Voter Participation”). Multiple regression results from data collected by the
International Social Survey Programme (hereafter ISSP)6 showed age to be an accurate
predictor of voter turnout with a significance of .001, making it the most influential control
variable in the study (1996).
The earliest studies of voting behavior established that gender was among the most
important demographic and social characteristic used to predict levels of civil engagement,
political activism, and electoral turnout (Almond and Verba, 1963). Verba, Nie, and Kim
concluded in their study that “In all societies for which we have data, sex is related to
political activity; men are more active than women” (1987). Their findings were significant
even after controlling for levels of education, institutional affiliations, and psychological
involvement with political parties. In more recent decades, however, the traditional view that
women are less active than men has been questioned and, in some research, been reversed.7
In the United States, in every presidential and mid-term election year since 1980 the
proportion of eligible female adults who voted is higher than that of the eligible male adults
(“CAWP”). Evidence suggests that since the mid-1990s the traditional gap between electoral
turnout and gender has become insignificant in the United States and other post-industrial
societies (Norris, 2002). The ISSP multiple regression results failed to substantiate that
gender was a significant predictor of electoral participation, showing that overall 79 percent

6
7

See Appendix A for Regression Statistics and further information
See Christy and Carol 1987, Devaus and McAllister, 1989, and Schlozman, Burns, and Verba, 1994
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of men reported voting compared to 78 percent of women (1996). According to Norris, there
is still some evidence to suggest that older women are politically active only slightly less
than their male counterparts (2002).
The last of the structural factors presented by Norris is that of socioeconomic status.
As previously noted in studies such as Seymour Lipset‟s (1994) and David Bell‟s (1973),
income, education, and occupational class were closely associated with voting turnout and
activism in many countries. Further aforementioned studies by Verba and Nie (1987),
Wolfinger and Rosenstone (1980), and Leighly and Nagler (1992) demonstrated that
socioeconomic status strongly fostered voting in American elections. Verba, Brady, and
Schlozman show that these findings have not deteriorated over time, concluding that “Half of
those Americans with family incomes under $15,000 cast a ballot, compared to 86 percent of
those with incomes of $75,000 and over” (1996). The ISSP multiple regression results from
the sample in Appendix A confirm that education and family income were significantly
related to turnout with 84 percent of those falling into the top quintile of family income
voting, compared to 75 percent of those in the bottom quintile (1996).
Agency Factors
The impact of the previously mentioned agency factors, such as political parties, trade
unions, religious groups, and non-profit organizations, requires little elaboration. It should
be noted that these agency factors, with particular emphasis on the political parties, operate
on the behalf of the voter in three distinct ways. First, they cue voters as to the importance
and competitiveness of the election, permitting them to predict their probability of being
decisive. Second, they provide information as to the policy differences between candidates.
Lastly, they might enhance individuals‟ psychological ties to a certain group identity or
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enhance social pressures to participate (Stein et al, 2005). It is noteworthy that the multiple
regression statistics from Appendix A confirm the significance of the influence of mobilizing
agencies even when standard controls are factored. According to these results, 86 percent of
those who belonged to trade unions voted, compared to 77 percent of non-members. A
slightly higher turnout among church-goers was found with 82 percent of church-goers
voting and 77 percent of non-church goers voting. Party identification, however, proved to
be the most influential factor with electoral participation: 87 percent of those who could
name a party affiliation voted compared to 56 percent who could not.8 Party identification
was the second most influential structural factor of participation, behind age.
Cultural Factors
The cultural factors provided by Norris focus almost exclusively on individual
political interest, political efficacy, individual trust in the political establishment, and parental
influences during childhood socialization, leading to the conclusion that “if people are
interested, they will participate” (97-98).9 The multiple regression analysis presented in
Appendix A confirms there is a close association between political interest and turnout, with
91 percent of those who were “very interested” in politics casting a ballot compared to 58
percent who said they were “uninterested”. Further, the political efficacy scale, measuring
citizens‟ beliefs in their ability to influence the political system, was also significant.

8

Norris notes that the ISSP survey measured only whether people had a party affiliation, not the strength of the
party identification, which is the more standard measure used for analysis
9
Note that a relationship between political trust and voter turnout is hypothesized but highly debated due to a
lack of evidence. See (Citrin 1974, Shaffer 1981, Abramson and Aldrich 1982, Rosenstone and Hansen 1993,
Miller, Goldenburg, and Erbing 1979). One study (Timpone, 1998) found that lower trust in government
actually lead to increased turnout.
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Costs
Much of the aforementioned information has briefly referenced the costs of voting.
These costs present the final piece of the equation in influencing whether or not an individual
chooses to be politically active. Further, there are also government costs when it comes to
planning and running an election including location, personnel procurement, personnel
training, and equipment and maintenance costs.
Electoral costs concern the time, energies, and informational demands required to
register and cast a ballot (Norris, 60). Outside of simply voting, these costs are also relevant
in choosing whether or not to participate in other types of political activities such as
attending a rally or protest, participating in a county or city meeting, or educating oneself on
new legislation that will affect the community. The foremost individual cost involved in
being politically active is that of time. Joshua Dyck and James Gimpel found in a recent
study that the distance a voter must travel to reach a voting site “…strongly affects the
choices people make in choosing to vote…”(2005). Dyck and Gimpel go on to state:
When a voter goes to a…site to vote, he or she is faced by the dual constraint
of distance and time. Voters living further away will have higher travel costs
and take more time in route than those living closer. Those dual costs result in
lower turnout among those who are living more distant from the traditional
election-day location. Travel time to the site imposes an opportunity cost
because it takes away from work or leisure time that could be spent on other
activities. (2005)
In their case study analysis of voting habits by distance in Clark County, Nevada during the
2002 mid-term election, Dyck and Gimpel show the true impact that distance (referring to
travel time) to a voting site can have on whether or not an individual chooses to vote. At one
standard deviation from the precinct voting site (a distance of approximately 1.75 miles)
nonvoting increased 1.3 percent. The region 5 miles from the precinct voting site had
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nonvoting increase by 3.1 percent and at a distance of 12 miles nonvoting increased by 4.5
percent. Their research also found that “those living nearest to their [voting] site were 13
percent more likely to vote…than those who were furthest from their [voting] site” (2005).
Dyck and Gimpel‟s last noteworthy finding was that voter turnout is 31 percent lower in the
neighborhoods where the largest percentage of residents face hour-long commutes compared
to those living in neighborhoods with the smallest percentage of long distance commutes.
These findings were found after controlling for party registration, age, and years the voter
had been registered at their current location. Dyck and Gimpel conclude that “distance does
place a tax on turnout” (2005).
Another study by Moshe Haspel and H. Gibbs Knotts (2005) had similar results to
Dyck and Gimpel. In their study they examined the 2001 mayoral race in Atlanta, Georgia
with a particular emphasis on the distance and travel costs voters faced in casting a ballot and
its impact upon voter turnout. Their results showed “that distance has a statistically
significant impact on the voting decision” (2005). More interestingly, the study found that
voters in Atlanta were sensitive to even small changes in the distance required to vote,
affirming Downs‟ argument that “the returns from voting are usually so low that tiny
variations in cost may have tremendous effects on the distribution of political power” (1957).
Due to the nature of this study, it lacks somewhat in generalizability, but demonstrates the
potential significance of travelling on voter decision making.
If the simple act of driving to a precinct location to vote can reduce activism by up to
nearly five percent, one must also consider the other time consuming processes involved in
political participation. The foremost is the basic system of casting a vote. After travelling to
the appropriate location, individuals must typically stand in line, present documentation, and
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wait for a machine to be open or for a paper ballot to be handed to them. In the event that
they are voting on their lunch break or after work, an individual can expect to wait in long
lines. Further, if an individual is voting at a location using electronic voting systems, the
process may be even further delayed due to mechanical malfunctions. All of this time used
to cast a ballot that, according to Downs, has an infinitesimally small percentage of having
any impact on the election (1957).
The expenditure of an individual‟s time in the activism process does not merely
involve the costs on Election Day. In most states across the United States voter registration
ends weeks before the actual election. Thus, interested voters must make an additional trip in
order to be permitted to vote on Election Day (in most cases). Wolfinger and Rosenstone
examined the difference in turnout between those states with the easiest registration
requirements, such as North Dakota that allows registration on Election Day, against those
with the strictest. Their estimates suggest that if all states had same-day registration, the
United States would see a onetime boost in voter turnout of about five to nine percent
(1980).10 This certainly gives some perspective that the time-cost involved in registering to
vote can impact turnout, but other research calls that into question. The foremost example is
seen in a study by Craig Brians and Bernard Grofman, who point out that “the 1993 National
Voter Registration Act requires all states to make voter registration available at motor vehicle
bureaus, as well as by mail, and at various social service agencies, and it also forbids
removing citizens from the rolls simply for not voting” (1999). So while many may present

10

For a more recent study, see Mark J. Fenster. 1994. “The impact of allowing day of registration voting on
turnout in U.S. elections from 1960 to 1992.” American Politics Quarterly, 22: 74-87.
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the argument that the registration process is overly time consuming, those time costs were
reduced by the 1993 legislation.
Additional costs are somewhat minor but noteworthy. Norris notes that in any aspect
of political activism before one can act they must know what is going on (60). While the
time spent to obtain information may be relatively small for a single-issue voter and more
substantial for an individual seeking broader knowledge, in each case time is spent away
from other activities in order to educate oneself on the issues at hand and/or a politician‟s
position on those issues. Finally, one must also consider the amount of financial assistance
an individual chooses to donate to a politician, party, or non-profit organization. While some
voters choose not to incur these costs, others do (recall the previous research discussed
outlining the importance of family wealth and political activism).
The Individual Cost-Benefit Analysis
All of these aforementioned actions require time and energy that could be exercised
elsewhere, so how does an individual choose whether to vote? As Norris pointed out, the
impact of societal modernization, the structure of the state, and mobilizing agencies are key.
Further, the importance of an individual‟s resources and motivation is also evident. Political
scientists have studied the decision to vote from many perspectives, but much of the research
focuses on an individual-level cost-benefit analysis where an individual will vote when the
following inequity is satisfied: C < PB + D. A person will vote when the costs (C) are
outweighed by the probability (P) of obtaining benefits (B) added to the “satisfaction” of
performing one‟s civic duty (D) (Aldrich 1993; Downs 1957; Ferejohn and Fiorina 1974;
Niemi 1976; Riker and Ordeshook 1968; Sanders 1980).
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Empirical tests of this theory have downplayed the role of costs in the equation
(Haspel and Knotts, 2005). Aldrich argues that information and decision making costs are
fairly low (1993), Niemi writes that “many people regard voting as no more costly than many
other kinds of intermittent activities they undertake” (1976), while the cost-benefit model
advocated by Riker and Ordeshook removed the costs (C) from their equation altogether.
While no one firmly believes that all people are 100% rational, this model provides a solid
foundation to explain how individuals make their decision whether to be politically active or
not.
What we see from the research discussed thus far is that the costs associated with
political activism may in fact be significantly more important than originally thought. The
implementation of vote centers has attempted to directly address these costs of voting
through a variety of means. The following case study analysis outlining the creation and
implementation of vote centers will discuss their goals and objectives while at the same time
analyzing how they address the various costs of voting that have been discussed. Success or
failure of these goals and objectives will then be determined by cost analysis and survey data
obtained within counties of Indiana that began implementing vote centers during the 2007
election cycle.
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III.

Case Study Analysis – Vote Centers
For much of the United States‟ history, voting has remained a relatively simple

process, even while technology in other aspects of American life has become quite advanced.
Over the history of the United States, voting processes have been implemented in various
ways: verbally, by a show of hands, with ballots counted manually, and with ballots read
electronically. Use of more technologically sophisticated voting systems has yet to be seen
on a large scale. However, various locations around the country have begun implementing a
modern system of voting (the ballot is completed, submitted, and counted electronically) that
revolves around the idea of vote centers, or “Super Precincts”. This system utilizes computer
technology designed to address many of the aforementioned costs of voting at the macro,
meso, and micro levels of political activism.
Introduction of Voting Center Super Precincts in Larimer County, Colorado
The Vote Center Model was first envisioned in 2003 in Colorado by Larimer County
Clerk and Recorder Scott Doyle. In 2002, the United States 107th Congress passed the Help
America Vote Act (hereafter HAVA) which provided the new legal framework for voting
accessibility in the United States. The Vote Center Model came about in response to
implementing the new requirements of HAVA as well as a vision of a more efficient,
consistent voting system ("Vote Centers History").
There were difficulties in implementing HAVA under the traditional precinct system
of voting. Larimer County has 143 precincts, of which the vast majority would need costly
structural changes to meet the accessibility requirements of HAVA. The alternative involved
replacing many of the existing polling locations with more accessible sites, which was not
cost-effective either. Even with funding provided by HAVA, the cost of placing new voting
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equipment at each polling location (HAVA requires low-sight accessibility at each polling
location) was extremely high ("Vote Centers History").
The conclusion by Mr. Doyle and the Larimer County Elections Department was to
design and implement the Vote Center Model. This new model brought together the early
voting system, combined polling places, and streamlined costs. Rather than using 143
precinct-specific polling locations, the county would set up several large "Vote Centers"
where any voter in the county could vote, regardless of which precinct they were registered
("Vote Centers History").
The Vote Center Model‟s pilot run was during the 2003 Colorado Coordinated
Election, with Larimer County replacing the 143 polling locations with 22 vote centers. A
large-scale campaign was established to educate the public on the changes in policy and to
notify them of the 22 locations in the county where they could vote at their convenience. The
2003 pilot experience was successful, with one Larimer County official stating that:
[Despite a] record turnout, the public voted with efficiency and flexibility.
Even when lines were long, the average voter reported casting his/her ballot
within 20 minutes of arriving at a Vote Center. All locations finished
processing voters shortly after 7:00 p.m., and poll workers were able to pack
up and leave by 8:00 p.m. The efficiency of Vote Centers had met and
surpassed the expectations of its innovators. ("Vote Centers History")
In 2004, the Colorado General Assembly passed Senate Bill 153, which allowed Larimer
County to implement the Vote Center Model during the 2004 General Election. The law also
required that certain security measures be implemented into the system, namely a secure,
real-time network in order to process voters, prevent persons from voting twice, and ensuring
that the voting process retained its integrity. By 2005, Larimer County had gained a
reputation for conducting an orderly, cost effective model for conducting elections. Four
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new counties implemented the Vote Center Model during the 2005 Coordinated Election in
Colorado and four states sent representatives to examine the process for future
implementation in their own systems ("Vote Centers History").
Introduction of Voting Center Super Precincts in Indiana Counties
While data is available for the Vote Center Model in Colorado and a select few other
states, the implementation of vote centers during the 2007 Municipal Elections and the 2008
Primary and General Elections in Indiana will serve as the focus of this study. After seeing
the initial successes of the Vote Center Model in Larimer County, Indiana Secretary of State
Todd Rokita led a delegation of legislators and clerks to Colorado to observe the vote centers
during the 2005 election cycle. Secretary Rokita and the Indiana delegates were impressed
with the vote centers, and helped to pass House Bill 1011 during the 2006 legislative session
to select up to three Indiana counties to run a pilot vote center program in the 2007 Municipal
and 2008 General Elections ("Tippecanoe County, Indiana”). Of the counties that submitted
applications to the Secretary of State‟s office, Wayne County and Tippecanoe County were
selected to implement a trial run of the Vote Center Model. Of these two counties, only
Wayne County had a primary election in May of 2007 where the vote centers were
implemented. Therefore, Wayne County ran their elections with the Vote Center Model
while Tippecanoe County ran a mock election to test their equipment and operations
(Scheele, et al 2008). During the 2008 election cycle, Cass County was added as the third
Indiana county to implement the Vote Center Model.
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Explanation of the Vote Center Model: Its Goals, Objectives, Benefits, and Deficits
Before an analysis of the performance of vote centers can be undertaken, one must
first understand the details of the Vote Center Model and how it contrasts to the traditional
precinct voting system. Further, in order to gauge the vote centers successes and
shortcomings we must outline the goals and objectives of vote centers, as well as their
theoretical benefits and deficits.
In a report from the University of Virginia Center for Politics it is stated that a “one
size fits all” system of voting does not exist (2001). Indeed, each precinct or vote center
county has unique needs that must be addressed to ensure efficiency and effectiveness on
Election Day. At their core, however, traditional precinct voting locations have a similar
design as vote centers. At a traditional precinct, an individual travels to their precinct
location and waits in line to vote. Prospective voters must then present photo identification
to the county workers and be verified in the precinct‟s poll book. Once confirmed in the poll
book (which ensures they are voting at the correct location), individuals are given their ballot
and permitted to vote. In technologically advanced precincts, voters may be taken to the
electronic voting machines and cast their ballot for their precinct electronically (Scheele et al,
2008).
Even though the Vote Center Model layout was designed to streamline the voting
process, it can appear to be more complicated than the precinct voting system (“Wayne
County Election Board”; Horne, 2009). After arriving at a vote center, each prospective
voter is approached by a Greeter, who asks to see each individual‟s photo identification and
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vote center postcard11. If the prospective voter has the necessary documentation, they
proceed to the Check-In Judge, who confirms in the poll book that the individual lives within
county lines and is a registered voter. If the voter is in the electronic poll book, they move on
to the Programming Judge who enters their voter information into the electronic voting
machine. After the individual completes the electronic ballot and submits their vote, they
depart the vote center. In the event that a prospective voter fails to have the pertinent
documentation to present to the Greeter, a variety of actions may be taken. Without a valid
photo ID, citizens cannot vote and must depart the premises. If an individual has forgotten
their postcard, however, another can be made for them at the vote center and they may
continue the voting process (Scheele et al, 2008). Figure 1-2 and 1-3 help to visually explain
the normal setup of a vote center as used in Tippecanoe County, Indiana.
Figure 1-2: Generic Vote Center Layout12

Check-In
Judge

Programming
Judge

Greeter

Arrive

Provisional Ballot Team

Depart

11

Each registered voter in a vote center county is sent a postcard with their pertinent identification as well as
information pertaining to the location and functions of all county vote centers. These postcards are bar-coded
so that when a voter arrives at a vote center to cast their ballot they can be quickly checked in through the
electronic poll book.
12
Arrows designated in blue reflect the default path to vote, while the alternate path is used for voters without
postcards or in need of a provisional ballot. Source: Egov Partners, INC – Vote Center Observer Training
Presentation.
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As previously mentioned, all voting precincts and vote centers alike have slightly different
needs, serve different sized populations, and have various extraneous factors that can
influence operations. Figure 1-2 demonstrates a generic layout of the Vote Center Model
implemented in Indiana, while Figure 1-3 outlines a more specific flowchart for the voting
process that was implemented in Tippecanoe County.
Figure 1-3 – Vote Center Flowchart13

13

Again, this is a generic flowchart representing the approximate flow of a vote center. Source: Egov Partners,
INC – Vote Center Observer Training.
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Critical Differences between the Two Systems
In the United States of America, federal, state, and local governments all have
responsibilities during an election season. These responsibilities are to properly train all
individuals involved in running the election, count submitted votes, and provide a voting
system that ensures valid, reliable, and secure results. Vote centers and precincts seek to
achieve the same goals (providing a reliable voting system), yet their implementations are
drastically different.
According to Chris Horne, who worked with Tippecanoe, Wayne, and Cass counties
during their implementation of vote centers, the training process of preparing volunteers to
work in precincts and vote centers is surprisingly similar (2007). Both systems follow the
same basics of checking a citizen‟s documentation, verifying with the poll book, and
providing the ballot. Individuals working at the vote center locations, however, must be
rigorously trained in the new electronic systems utilized in the Vote Center Model. This
includes additional training on the computers, scanners, electronic voting machines, and the
electronic poll book. Further, Mr. Horne went on to state that with fewer vote centers than
there were precincts, it was paramount that poll workers were trained to handle large
quantities of voters to keep operations running smoothly (2007).
General references have been made concerning machine voting, early and absentee
voting systems, and the electronic poll book. These topics are instrumental in understanding
not only the significant differences between the Precinct and Vote Center Models, but also
how vote centers are designed to be more secure, effective, and efficient.
Electronic voting machines are rather simple to function and are utilized in both
precinct and vote center systems. When an individual is ready to vote, they are ushered to a

Page 30 of 75

voting machine and a picture of their ballot appears on a computer screen. In most cases, an
individual can touch, click with a computer mouse, or push the button next to the candidate‟s
name they wish to vote for. Once the ballot has been reviewed and completed to the voter‟s
satisfaction, they select a button usually labeled „vote‟ to submit their ballot (Gitelman,
2008). While machine voting may initially appear simple, ongoing debates complicate their
implementation. These machines have been referred to as vague, „black boxes‟ that voters do
not understand and arguments have been made that these machines can be hacked into and
the information within or the program itself can be altered. Some have even gone so far as to
argue that the small number of companies who build voting machines are owned and
operated by supporters of the Republican Party and thus, the machines are unreliable
(Shamos, 2004).14
Opponents of the electronic voting machines usually argue for a return to paper
balloting systems or to install voting machines that print paper receipts to verify a voter‟s
ballot. In his comprehensive examination between paper balloting and electronic voting
machines, Michael Shamos addresses many of these concerns concluding that while there are
some risks involved with machine voting, there are risks in any voting system. He states that
while machine voting is argued to be an imperfect system, all machines must comply with
Federal Elections Commission standard 3.2.1 that allows for a maximum error rate of one
error per 500,000 voting positions. According to his calculation, these machines will show
error in approximately one of every 2,000 ballots. Shamos goes on to outline the ways in
which the voting machines are tested and protected from intrusion before Election Day to

14

This excellent report on electronic voting machine safety can be found online at
http://euro.ecom.cmu.edu/people/faculty/mshamos/paper.htm
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enhance the safety of the votes cast (2004). A more recent study released by the University
of Missouri showed that all votes cast by a touch-screen machine during the 2004
Presidential Election had an error rate of one percent (Griggs, 2008). Therefore, while the
controversy surrounding the use of electronic voting systems may reveal that the system is
not perfect, it does appear that the system is secure enough to be safely implemented in
precincts and vote centers.
Perhaps the most important aspect of the Vote Center Model is the implementation of
the electronic poll book. Since the Vote Center Model permits individuals to vote at any one
of several polling locations, poll workers need to be able to process any voter from the
county. The electronic poll book makes that possible and also prohibits anyone from voting
at more than one vote center on Election Day, thus preventing election fraud. The electronic
poll book serves the same function as a paper poll book, providing each vote center with a
list of registered voters eligible to vote at that location, as well as the additional benefits of
being more time efficient, less prone to human error, and able to pull information from
county voter registration databases through secure, encrypted dedicated servers ("The
Electronic Poll Book”).
At a vote center, a trained Computer Judge verifies the voter's identification and keys
the voter's information into the computer. The electronic poll book then verifies whether the
voter is eligible to vote and alerts the Computer Judge if the voter has already voted by other
means. For example, if the voter already voted through a mail-in ballot, the electronic poll
book prevents the voter from voting twice. In addition, once a voter is credited for having
voted, that information is transmitted in real time to all vote centers in the county ("The
Electronic Poll Book”).
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According to the Larimer County website, the electronic poll book (EPB) has the
following additional benefits:
 An EPB can be designed to process each voter in 30 seconds or less.
 An EPB greatly reduces the human error associated with looking up a voter in
voluminous paper poll books.
 The EPB can be encrypted using 128-bit encryption, the same encryption used in
electronic banking transactions, and placed on a dedicated, private server to allow
secure connectivity between vote centers and the elections department office.
 In the event of a system failure, the EPB can be backed up on a second server in real
time and can provide vote centers with a compact disc „backup‟ poll book.
 Printing costs of paper poll books are greatly reduced.
 Last minute changes to the EPB are easy to accommodate.
 The EPB can be designed to be entirely user-friendly and requiring only basic
comfort-level with computers on the part of election workers.
 The EPB can be designed to pull voter information from a county or statewide voter
registration database without actually affecting the database itself. Poll workers can
be given access to view voter information without being able to make any changes to
voter registration status.
 A poll worker can quickly determine the registration status of any voter in the county.
 Following Election Day, voter history can be quickly and accurately uploaded into
the county voter registration database. ("The Electronic Poll Book”)
As one can easily determine, the Vote Center Model would have serious complications if not
for the electronic poll book. According to Mr. Horne, who worked intimately with setting up
the electronic poll book system in Indiana counties, the electronic poll book is the “most
essential part of the Vote Center Model”, allowing voters to vote with greater flexibility
without any loss in confidence over the security of the voting process (2009).

Page 33 of 75

Vote Center Goals, Objectives, Benefits, and Deficits
According to Chris Horne, who works with Egov Partners, Inc. in Indiana, the goals
and objectives of the Vote Center Model are straightforward. First, he states that vote centers
are designed to simplify the voting process and, therefore, hopefully increase voter turnout.
Second, consolidating a large number of precincts into a small number of voting centers
should decrease the number of workers and equipment necessary, thus decreasing cost.
Finally, vote centers exist to streamline the voting process, and the implementers of the Vote
Center Model hope that the time it takes for an individual to vote will decrease (Horne,
2009). In addition to determining if these goals are met by the Vote Center Model, this
examination will analyze survey data from the Indiana vote centers to draw conclusions as to
whether or not vote centers decreased the „cost of voting‟ individuals faced.
In a brochure circulated by the Wayne County Election Board during the 2007
election cycle, the benefits of vote centers are seen in their ability to allow an individual to
vote in any area of the county, or “Vote as you Live” (2007). Other proclaimed benefits are
that the Vote Center Model provides for more flexibility, which in turn means easier voting
practices, increased access to the disabled, decreased tax dollars being spent, and more
efficient technology ensuring an accurate vote count (“Wayne County Election Board”).
Greater flexibility is not only seen by permitting voters to cast their ballot at any one of
numerous locations, but also by opening the polls fifteen days early. This gives individuals a
full two weeks prior to the election, plus Election Day, to vote at their convenience (Rokita,
2005).
Detractors of the Vote Center Model have called the electronic voting system
burdensome, and others argue that having the new model of voting, with its new permissions
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regarding early and absentee voting, complicates campaigning (Whaley, Bunch 2006; Merrit,
2006). Some hold to the belief that the precinct system works fine and does not need
revision (Simpson, 2008). Another possible downside of the new model involve the
difficultly of educating the population of the new system and assuring them it will work.
Applicability to Activism Models and Previous Vote Center Research
As discussed in the previous section, there are several aspects of activism at the
macro, meso, and micro levels that theoretically impact an individual‟s decision to be
politically active, or in this case, choose to vote in an election. The Vote Center Model
attempts to have an impact at each level of this theoretical framework. In the United States,
the level of societal modernization is quite high; generally speaking, the level of access to
education and availability of information through television, radio, and the internet is quite
high. Vote centers attempt to harness another aspect of societal modernization, internet
technologies, that permit electronic voting and the electronic poll book to be possible.
The Vote Center Model, in many respects, completely alters the structure the state
governments have used to implement voting systems by removing the traditional precinct
system and replacing it with a system that attempts to be more flexible and dynamic. In
order to make this transition, vote center advocates had to utilize the talents of numerous
mobilizing agencies to properly educate the public. Finally, vote centers seem to most
directly address the micro level of activism by attempting to increase flexibility, reduce the
costs of voting, and increase the satisfaction voters have in the voting process. While vote
centers appear to address each of these aspects of activism in turn, it is important to
remember that the decision to vote ultimately resides with the individual regardless of how
convenient the Vote Center Model may or may not be.
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The small amount of research examining the Vote Center Model has been promising.
There is evidence to suggest that accessibility to polling places does have an impact on voter
turnout (Haspel and Knotts 2005; Dyck and Gimpel 2005; Gimpel and Schuknecht 2003;
Stein and Vonnahme 2006). There is also evidence to suggest that vote centers have been
well received by the public (Scheele, et al 2008). Finally, research suggests that the
resources and time spent to vote are very important to the electorate (Stein, Vonnahme 2006).
IV.

Analysis

County and City Selection and Demographic Data
As previously discussed, the implementation of vote centers began with Indiana‟s
Secretary of State Todd Rokita leading legislators and clerks to Larimer County to observe
vote centers during the 2005 election cycle. Upon their return, they were able to pass House
Bill 1011 in the 2006 legislative session which allowed the implementation of the Vote
Center Model in up to three Indiana Counties, with two counties being selected for the pilot
program: Tippecanoe County to the northwest of Indianapolis and Wayne County, which
borders the Indiana/Ohio state lines directly east of Indianapolis ("Tippecanoe County,
Indiana”). Both counties began implementing their Vote Center Model during the 2007
Municipal elections.
During the 2008 legislative session, Indiana‟s General Assembly considered
attempting to implement the Vote Center Models statewide, but instead passed House
Enrolled Act 1071, which included provisions for a third pilot county to test the Vote Center
Model. After the measure passed, counties had just four days to complete the lengthy
application process to be considered for the pilot program. Only Cass County, located in
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north-central Indiana, met the application deadline and began implementing their vote centers
during the 2008 elections (Knapp, 2008).
For the purposes of this study, Bartholomew County will be used as a control for the
Wayne County vote centers and Monroe County will be used as a control for the Tippecanoe
vote centers. Bartholomew and Monroe counties were selected because of similarities with
the counties under study. Due to the lateness of Cass County‟s implementation of vote
centers, a control county could not be formally studied. However, the data collected from
Cass County is still important to this study. Table 1, outlines the demographics of each
county studied.
It should be noted that the survey and cost-analysis data presented will focus on the
larger population areas of the experimental and control counties. Table 2 shows the pertinent
population and size data for the largest city in each county studied.
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Table 1: Demographic Data for Vote Center and Precinct Counties Studied15

Total Population (2007)
State Rank
Households (2000)
Population
Approximations (2007)
White alone
Black alone
American Indian and
Alaska Native alone
Asian alone
Native Hawaiian and
Other Pacific Islander
alone
Hispanic or Latino
Two or more races
Per capital personal
income (2006)
Poverty Rate (2005)
Food stamp recipients
(2006)
H.S. Diploma or More % of Adults 25+ (2000)
Bachelor‟s Deg. Or
more - % of Adults 25+
(2000)

15

Wayne
County
(Used Vote
Centers)
68,260
24
28,469

Bartholomew
County (Used
Precincts)

Tippecanoe
County (Used
Vote Centers)

74.750
20
27,936

163,364
8
55,226

Monroe
County
(Used
Precincts)
128,643
13
46,898

Cass County
(Used Vote
Centers)

63,049
3,541
154

70,177
1,510
163

146,333
5,710
575

115,680
4,422
382

37,803
587
165

432
30

2,167
59

8,978
61

6,063
50

266
24

1,366
1,054
28,220

2,963
674
35,004

11,626
1,707
27,568

2,949
2,046
27,935

4,199
348
27,252

14.1
7,702

10
5,334

17.9
11,137

22.2
7,447

10.7
3,368

78.1

83.8

87.8

88.5

81.8

13.7

22

33.2

39.6

12

39,193
37
15,715

Table information taken from „Stats Indiana‟ which can be found at
http://www.stats.indiana.edu/profiles/pr18000.html
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Table 2: Demographic Data for Vote Center and Precinct Cities16 Studied

Total
Population
(2007)
State Rank
Median
Age
Median
Household
Income

Richmond
(Wayne
Co.)

Columbus
(Monroe
Co.)

Lafayette
(Tippecanoe
Co.)

Bloomington
(Monroe
Co.)

Logansport
(Cass Co.)

63,679

West
Lafayette
(Tippecanoe
Co.)
31,079

36,993

39,817

72,254

18,743

21
36.3

20
36.4

10
31.7

28
22.3

7
23.3

40
34.5

33,845

51,376

37,954

26,322

25,225

36,669

In each of these counties and their respective cities, voter turnout data was collected
during the appropriate elections. Further, data was collected pertaining to the average time it
took individuals to vote as well as individual responses to the Vote Center Model. Finally,
election cost data was analyzed for the counties (where available) so that a cost-benefit
analysis could be conducted on whether or not vote centers significantly reduce
governmental election costs. These finding are presented below.
2007 Municipal Election Data and Analysis
Much of the following data was obtained in conjunction with Ball State University‟s
Bowen Center for Public Affairs, which is associated with the Department of Political
Science. The Bowen Center had an exclusive opportunity to study these pilot Vote Center
Models under a grant from Pew Charitable Trusts. As a small part of those field research
teams, some of these observations were obtained firsthand.
Tippecanoe first implemented vote centers during the 2007 municipal General
Election due to the fact that there were no contested primary election races for any city

16

City data was obtained via internet from http://www.city-data.com/
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offices in Lafayette, West Lafayette, or any of the county‟s smaller towns. During the
General Election, ninety-one precincts were consolidated into twenty-two vote centers, seven
of which were studied in Lafayette and West Lafayette due to the concentration of
population. Further, in many cases, the vote centers in the smaller towns were being set up in
the same locations as the traditional precincts and replacing very few precincts, making the
Lafayette and West Lafayette vote centers more desirable to examine (Scheele et al, 2008).
Vote Centers were implemented in Wayne County for the first time on May 8th, 2007.
During the 2007 May municipal primaries, there were several open races for party
nominations in the city of Richmond, and the city decided to consolidate thirty-one precincts
into a total of four vote centers, which were studied by the Bowen Center. These same four
vote centers were also used during the 2007 municipal General Election (Scheele et al, 2008).
2007 Municipal Election Voter Turnout Results
Data on voter turnout for the 2003 municipal General Election (in which precincts
were used) was compared to the turnout in the 2007 municipal General Election. For the
2007 municipal election in Tippecanoe County, there were a total of 46,258 registered voters
in the cities of Lafayette (35,403) and West Lafayette (10,855). When compared to the 2003
municipal General Election, the city of Lafayette showed a decline in voter turnout while
West Lafayette demonstrated a slight increase. In Lafayette, 38.5 percent of registered voters
cast a ballot in 2003, compared to 30.5 percent in 2007. West Lafayette, by comparison, had
38.8 percent of registered voters cast a ballot in 2003 and 43.4 percent cast a ballot in 2007.
Overall, in Tippecanoe County 3,799 fewer registered voters cast a ballot in 2007 than in
2003 (Scheele et al, 2008).
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In Richmond, the municipal primary election in May saw a jump in voter turnout by
4.8 percent between 2003 and 2007. However, this increase was not maintained for the
general election. Despite the 27,286 registered voters in Richmond for the General Election,
voter turnout declined by 2.4 percent between the 2003 and 2007 municipal General
Elections (Scheele et al, 2008).

Table 3 outlines the overall voter turnout in each

experimental and control county examined for the 2007 municipal General Election.
Table 3: Overall Turnout by County, 2003 and 2007

County
Tippecanoe Co.
Monroe Co.
Wayne Co.
Bartholomew Co.

Voters Voting
2003
2007
18,311
16,080
7,945
7,321
9,740
6,226
12,095
9,666

% Turnout
of Registered Voters
2003
2007
23%
16%
16%
14%
23%
10%
16%
12%

According to these data and a one-way analysis of variance only, the City of
Lafayette showed an increase of voter turnout at a significant level. While this is only the
first use of vote centers in Indiana, it does not appear that vote centers have a significant
overall impact upon turnout. The principle researchers studying vote centers in Indiana
propose an alternate explanation that rather than vote centers affecting turnout it is much
more likely that whether or not the local political races are competitive has a greater impact
upon voter turnout. These researchers classified the 2003 and 2007 Municipal Elections as
competitive or non-competitive based on the Mayoral election in each city and the
percentage of the vote each candidate received. In Lafayette, the race was judged as
competitive in 2003, but not in 2007. West Lafayette was competitive in both years.
Richmond, Bloomington, and Columbus all had open, relatively competitive seats in 2003
but non-competitive races in 2007. If turnout rates in 2003 and 2007 are compared, it

Page 41 of 75

appears that competitiveness may have been a contributing factor to turnout in every case
except Bloomington, where the 2007 non-competitive race drew heavier turnout than the
competitive race four years earlier. This preliminary investigation shows that vote centers in
Indiana have had a minimal impact on turnout and that competitiveness must continue to be a
strong factor in explaining turnout rates 17 (Scheele et al, 2008).
2007 Municipal Election Voter Questionnaire Results
At the four vote centers studied in Richmond, three in West Lafayette, and four in
Lafayette, optional exit questionnaires were available for individuals to express their
opinions and feelings about the new Vote Center Model. West Lafayette had the highest
response rate at 64.4 percent, Richmond also had a high response rate of 64.1 percent, but
West Lafayette was much lower at 31.9 percent. This lower response rate in West Lafayette
may be attributable to having a slightly different layout at their vote centers and because in
many cases election workers were not available to notify voters of the optional questionnaire
(Scheele et al, 2008).
The focus of this thesis is to examine the overall performance of vote centers, so the
questionnaire items most pertaining to those measures will be utilized here. Further analysis
of the remaining items appears in Appendix A. One section of the questionnaire asked
respondents to provide their opinion of the Vote Center Model and were asked to select one
of four choices:




17

They are more convenient than voting in my old precinct
They are less convenient than voting in my old precinct
They are equally convenient for me
I haven‟t made up my mind

For a much more in depth analysis of the competitiveness of each race, see
http://www.bsu.edu/politicalscience/bowencenter/
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In response to this question, 46.2 percent in Lafayette, 58.6 percent in West Lafayette, and
52.6 percent in Richmond all stated that vote centers were more convenient than their old
precincts. This response was the majority response in each city. Further, 40.1 percent in
Lafayette, 29 percent in West Lafayette, and 30.1 percent in Richmond stated that the vote
centers and precincts, in their opinion, were equally convenient. In each city, less than nine
percent of the responses stated that vote centers were less convenient than the old precinct
system. This provides a clear indication that a plurality of voters prefer the Vote Center
Model over the traditional precincts and that an overwhelming majority of voters find the
Vote Center Model to be equally or more convenient than precincts.
The questionnaire also had Likert Scale items where an individual could mark a
number one through five to explain how they felt about each particular question. For all
surveys conducted in the 2007 and 2008 elections studied, they were coded as follows:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Disagree Strongly
Disagree
Unsure
Agree
Agree Strongly

The Likert Scare questions were:
 The procedures for voting at the Vote Center were excellent
 My waiting time was acceptable
 Checking in by computer was quick and easy
 Poll workers were well trained and friendly
 Vote Center locations were convenient
 Pre-election information about Vote Centers was very helpful
 I like having a choice about where I vote
 Using Vote Centers is an improvement over precinct polling places
The responses to these Likert Scale questions were overwhelmingly positive in each
of the three cities studied, which can be seen in Table 4. In Richmond, for each question the
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response was 85 percent or higher for „Agree‟ or „Strongly Agree‟ (will also be referred to as
a „positive response‟) with the sole exception being the final question: “Using Vote Centers
is an improvement over precinct polling places.” On this item “only” 79.1 percent chose
„Agree‟ or „Strongly Agree‟. By contrast, each question had a response of „Disagree‟ or
„Disagree Strongly‟ (will also be referred to as a „negative response‟) less than seven percent
of the time.
Table 4: Likert Scale Responses for 2007 Municipal Elections18
Likert Scale Questions

Richmond

Lafayette

The procedures for voting at the Vote
Center were excellent

95.4

92.4

West
Lafayette
N/A

My waiting time was acceptable
Checking in by computer was quick and
easy
Poll workers were well trained and friendly
Vote Center locations were convenient
Pre-election information about Vote
Centers was very helpful
I like having a choice about where I vote
Using Vote Centers is an improvement
over precinct polling places

90.9
91.5

94
92.7

95.4
92.8

93.9
89.1
85.7

94.5
91.4
86.7

95.6
93.4
83.9

89.5
79.7

87.2
78

88
81.2

The results in Lafayette and West Lafayette were comparable. In Lafayette, the first
five Likert Scale questions each saw positive responses of over 90 percent. The questions
pertaining to the pre-election information and preference to have a choice where one votes
both had a positive response percentage just over 86 percent. The final question “Using Vote
Centers is an improvement over precinct polling places” had a positive response rate of 78
percent. Each of these questions were given a negative response less than five percent of the

18

Percentages given represent percentage of respondents who gave a „positive response‟.
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time, with the sole exception again being the final question, whose negative response
percentage was 6.2.
The West Lafayette questionnaire did not ask the first Likert Scale question, “The
procedures for voting at the Vote Center were excellent”. Of the remaining seven questions,
the first four received positive responses more than 92 percent of the time. The remaining
three questions, “Pre-election information about Vote Centers was very helpful”, “I like
having a choice about where I vote”, and “Using Vote Centers is an improvement over
precinct polling places” had positive response percentages of 83.9, 88.0, and 81.2,
respectively. West Lafayette also had the lowest percentage of negative responses, with all
questions being under five percent.
While the voter turnout data provided no uniform increase in voter turnout, the
questionnaire responses lead to the belief that, at the individual level, vote centers are a
greater convenience than the traditional precinct system. Further, the survey results provide
positive feedback as to the pre-election information, waiting times to vote, and voters having
a choice about where and when they vote (for further survey data, see Appendix A).
2007 Municipal Election Efficiency Measures
At each vote center during the 2007 municipal General Election, voters were timed
from the moment they arrived until they completed voting. The Bowen Center surveyors
were instructed to time every tenth person that entered the vote center to vote throughout the
day. During some overly busy or slow times, voters may have been selected more or less
frequently, but approximately every tenth voter was timed. The following set of tables
indicates the location of each vote center, the number of voters timed, and the total number of
voters that cast a ballot on Election Day.
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Table 5: Vote Center Average Ballot Casting Times
Wayne County (Richmond)
Vote Center
Discovery School
Kuhlman Center
1st English Lutheran Center
Townsend Center

Mean Time to Vote
(In Minutes)
7.11
9.23
9.21
9.31

N (Sample Size)

Total Voters

68
63
72
52

912
3,058
2,137
738

Tippecanoe County (Lafayette and West Lafayette)
Vote Center
4-H Fairgrounds (Laf)
Evangelical Covenant
Church (Laf)
St. Lawrence Church (Laf)
Jenks Rest Senior Center
(Laf)
Purdue Memorial Union
(W. Laf)
Cavalry Baptist Church
(W. Laf)
Federated Church (W. Laf)

Mean Time to Vote
(In Minutes)
7.12
3.21

N (Sample Size)

Total Voters

52
87

1,630
842

4.52
8.14

66
66

582
753

6.06

72

692

5.59

44

583

N\A

N\A

N\A

These recorded averages, combined with the previously mentioned survey data pertaining to
an individual‟s satisfaction with their waiting time to vote, reflect positively upon the Vote
Center Model being implemented in Indiana. Even the Kuhlman Center in Richmond, which
serviced more than three-thousand voters, was able to keep the mean voting time under ten
minutes. Also noteworthy is the mean voting time at the Jenks Rest Senior Center, where the
majority of voters were senior citizens, which was still under nine minutes.
2008 Primary Election Data and Analysis
The 2008 Primary in Indiana was a unique and exciting experience as Indiana, for the
first time in decades, was meaningful in the Democratic Party‟s nomination contest.
Numerous national polls and statistics projected a larger than normal turnout statewide.
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From 1990 through 2004, the average turnout in the Tippecanoe County Primary was
approximately 19,000 voters per election. During the last two primaries, however, that
number had fallen well under 16,000 voters per election. Wayne County also expected a
large turnout, but had little confidence in their ability to predict turnout accurately.
Surrounding states had experienced three-to-four-times the average turnout in their primary
elections, so officials in Wayne and Tippecanoe Counties were confident that a larger than
expected turnout was possible (Scheele et al, 2008).
To adequately prepare for this turnout, Tippecanoe County opted to staff twenty vote
centers on May 6th, with preparations to handle 30,000 voters on Election Day. Contingency
plans were in place for purchasing additional equipment and staffing additional poll workers
and students in the event turnout surged. Wayne County chose to staff eight vote centers and
also took precautions by purchasing additional equipment and having additional staff
assistance present. Cass County, who at this point had been added as the third vote center
county in the state, was not adequately studied until the November 4th General Election
(Scheele et al, 2008).
As in 2007, research teams were sent to vote centers to not only time the voting
process, but to also make observations and hand out optional questionnaires. For the most
part, the questionnaires were the same, however, a few questions were added and others were
changed. Further, questionnaires were made so that they could be bubbled in and scanned by
a computer (see Appendix A for a copy of the 2008 questionnaire). Unlike the 2007 data,
research teams were also sent to the control counties for the 2008 primary elections for a
better side-by-side comparison of voting times. Teams were sent to the city of Bloomington
in Monroe County to control for Tippecanoe County, as well as to Columbus in
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Bartholomew County to control for Wayne County. Table 6 shows the locations studied in
each County.
Table 6: Locations Studied for May 6th 2008 Primary Election
County
Tippecanoe
Tippecanoe
Tippecanoe
Wayne
Wayne
Bartholomew
Monroe

Facility
4-H Fairgrounds
Federated Church
Purdue Memorial Union
First English Lutheran Church
Kuhlman Center
Parkside School
Sherwood Oaks Christian Church

Polling Place Type
Vote Center
Vote Center
Vote Center
Vote Center
Vote Center
Precinct-Based
Precinct-Based

2008 Primary Election Voter Turnout Results
In all of the counties studied, voter turnout rose substantially when compared to
turnout from the 2004 primary election. Table 7 demonstrates the number of voters and the
percent of turnout for each county in the 2004 and 2008 primary election.
Table 7: Primary Voter Turnout Data
County
Tippecanoe Co.
Monroe Co.
Wayne Co.
Bartholomew Co.
Statewide

Voters Voting
2004
2008
15,176
39,832
14,002
34,054
10,845
17,016
13,109
19,196
887,592
1,725,951

% Turnout of Registered Voters
2004
2008
18%
44%
14%
45%
21%
33%
27%
37%
21%
40%

Initially it appears that vote centers have an impact upon voter turnout, but again we must
consider the impact of the competitive Democratic Presidential primary race, as well as some
other variables. For example, Indiana has relatively loose regulations for removing
individuals from the registered voters list. In Tippecanoe County alone, more than 15,000
postcards mailed to registered voters were returned as undeliverable, thus we must accept
that in each county the Percent Turnout of Registered Voters is inflated. Furthermore, both
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Tippecanoe and Monroe Counties are home to the main campuses of Purdue University and
Indiana University, and each of these counties experienced exceptional increases in the
number of persons voting in 2008 compared to 2004. This was clearly the result of Barack
Obama‟s candidacy and appeal to young voters. President Obama won Tippecanoe County
with 58 percent of the vote and Monroe County with 67 percent of the vote (Scheele et al,
2008). When comparing each experimental county to their control county, one can see that
5,778 more voters cast a ballot in Tippecanoe County than in Monroe County, yet 2,180
more votes were cast in Bartholomew County (a precinct county) than in Wayne County (a
vote center county). As previously mentioned, it cannot be concluded that vote centers are
solely responsible for this fluctuation in voter turnout due to overriding variables such as
Barack Obama‟s candidacy, the location of colleges in Tippecanoe and Monroe Counties,
and the overall competitiveness of the 2008 Presidential Election.
2008 Primary Election Voter Questionnaire Results
For the 2008 primary election, four vote centers in Wayne County and eight in
Tippecanoe County utilized questionnaires to provide voter feedback on the overall vote
center process in addition to the questionnaires sent to the early voting sites. The response
rate was 19.2 percent in Wayne County and 10.8 percent in Tippecanoe County. Overall,
60.2 percent of the total vote is represented from Wayne County and 38.5 percent of the total
vote is represented from Tippecanoe County (Scheele et al, 2008).
The questions on the 2008 version of the questionnaire varied slightly from the 2007
municipal General Election and many of the new questions will be covered in a subsequent
section. It is still vital to analyze the Likert Scale questions, which were the same as for 2007
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(noted earlier) except for the question regarding the ease of checking in by computer, which
was omitted by the research team.
Table 8: Likert Scale Responses for 2008 Primary Election19
Primary Likert Scale Questions
The procedures for voting at the Vote Center were
excellent
My waiting time was acceptable
Poll workers were well trained and friendly
Vote Center locations were convenient
Pre-election information about Vote Centers was
very helpful
I like having a choice about where I vote
Using Vote Centers is an improvement over
precinct polling places

Tippecanoe Co.
89.4

Wayne Co.
56.3

93.9
92.8
91.3
81.8

50
81.1
78.6
71.7

91.2
81.2

85.5
61.8

The responses to these Likert Scale questions were somewhat varied between
Tippecanoe and Wayne Counties, which can be seen in Table 8. In Tippecanoe County,
responses to these questions were overwhelmingly positive, with most questions being given
a positive response (denoted by an „Agree‟ or „Strongly Agree‟ answer) more than 90 percent
of the time. The two exceptions were the questions “Using Vote Centers is an improvement
over precinct polling places” and “Pre-election information about Vote Centers was very
helpful”, which received positive scores of 81.8 percent and 81.2 percent, respectively. By
contrast, most questions received a negative response (denoted by a „Disagree‟ or „Strongly
Disagree‟ answer) less than three percent of the time. Again, the two exceptions were the
questions concerning the overall improvement of precinct polling places and pre election
information, which were given a slightly higher negative response percentage of 4.9 and 4.3,
respectively.

19

Percentages given represent percentage of respondents who gave a „positive response‟.
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The responses to these questions in Wayne County were substantially different from
the positive ones received in Tippecanoe County. Wayne County experienced problems on
Election Day which is further outlined in the next section, but it is clear that a slow voting
process and extended voting times affected individual opinions about the Vote Center Model.
In Wayne County, the questions “I like having a choice about where I vote” and “Poll
workers were well trained and friendly” received relatively strong positive response
percentages of 81.1 and 85.5 respectively. The questions “Vote Center locations were
convenient” and “Pre-election information about Vote Centers was very helpful” saw a large
decrease, with positive responses being 78.6 and 71.7 percent, respectively. “Using Vote
Centers is an improvement over precinct polling places” saw an even greater decrease in
positive responses when compared to the questionnaires in Tippecanoe County, with only
61.8 percent of respondents saying that they „Agree‟ or „Strongly Agree‟. Finally, “The
procedures for voting at the Vote Center were excellent” and “My waiting time was
acceptable” both saw positive response percentages under 60 percent, with the latter question
receiving only a 50 percent positive response.
2008 Primary Election Efficiency Measures
As in 2007, at each vote center during the 2008 primary election, voters were timed
from the moment they arrived until they completed voting. In most cases, voters were timed
from the opening of the polls until they closed with every tenth voter being timed, but this
was not always possible. At each location, however, voters were timed from 10am until 2pm
to ensure a large enough sample size. For comparison, voters were also timed at the two
precinct locations in Bartholomew and Monroe Counties. Table 9 outlines the overall time it
took individuals to vote by location.
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Table 9: Voting Times by Location
Location
Tippecanoe County
4-H Fairgrounds
Federated Church
Purdue Union
Tippecanoe County – All Data
Wayne County
Kuhlman Center
First English Church
Wayne County – All Data
Control Counties
Bartholomew County
Monroe County
Control Counties – All Data

Median

Average

# of Ballots Cast

8:15
4:30
5:15
5:45

8:29
5:00
5:09
6:10

2,509
1,720
1,941
6,170

30:45
13:22
29:00

28:52
15:49
26:27

2,017
2,176
4,193

4:00
6:45
5:15

4:49
6:56
5:50

N/A
N/A
N/A

For Tippecanoe County and the two control counties, vote times appear to be consistent and
acceptable. With the exception of the 4-H Fairgrounds, the Tippecanoe vote centers
performed, on average, as well as or better than the control counties at moving voters through
the voting process. These statistics reflect positively on the Vote Center Model as well as the
Tippecanoe County officials‟ efforts to ensure that the appropriate levels of equipment and
staff were present to handle the vast increase in voter turnout.
Wayne County, however, appears to have struggled greatly with implementing the
Vote Center Model with such an increase in voter turnout. The Bowen Center researchers
concluded that the focal point of Wayne County‟s failure to provide acceptable voting times
revolved around not having enough check in and voting machines available to process
prospective voters. They present data that shows having only ten voting machines present
had the Kuhlman Center running at 99 percent of their maximum capacity, providing an
average wait time of over twenty-eight minutes for each voter. This indicates that no margin
of error existed for the poll workers. In the event that any machine malfunctioned or that any
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prospective voter had difficulties getting checked in, moving voters through the check-in and
voting processes would slow significantly, leading to increased delays. This is exactly what
occurred. According to their statistical projections, having an eleventh voting machine
would have reduced the average wait time to approximately two minutes, while adding a
twelfth voting machine would have dropped the average wait time to under fifty seconds
(Scheele et al, 2008). This statistical projection further demonstrates the need to adequately
prepare for unexpected turnout by having additional voting equipment to decrease the time it
takes individuals to complete the voting process.
2008 General Election Data and Analysis
As in the previous elections studied, vote centers and precincts were examined, and
again, high levels of voter turnout were expected. For this election, survey data was only
gathered in Cass County, as researchers felt there was little benefit in surveying the public in
Tippecanoe and Wayne counties for a third time.
2008 General Election Voter Turnout Data
In all of the counties studied, voter turnout rose substantially when compared to
turnout from the 2004 General Election. The data in Table 10 shows the number of voters in
each county for both the 2004 and 2008 General Election. Voter turnout percentages are not
included because they are not yet official, however, with the steep increase in voting one can
assume that turnout percentages increased substantially.
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Table 10: General Election Voter Turnout Data
County
Tippecanoe Co.
Monroe Co.
Wayne Co.
Bartholomew Co.
Cass Co.

2004
52,004
50,467
27,657
28,515
13,931

Voters Voting
2008
69,574
63,215
29,085
31,043
16,017

As mentioned previously, with all of the extraneous variables involved one cannot conclude
that vote centers produce a significant increase in voter turnout and, as one can see, the
number of individuals who cast a ballot on November 4th increased substantially across all
studied counties. It should be noted that according to Michael McDonald, voter turnout
statewide in Indiana rose 4.5 percentage points, from 54.8 percent in 2004 to 59.4 percent in
2008 (2008).20
2008 General Election Voter Questionnaire Results
As previously mentioned, questionnaires were only sent to the Cass County vote
centers due to the fact that they were experiencing vote centers on a large scale for the first
time and because there was little to be gained from surveying Tippecanoe and Wayne County
voters for a third time. The Cass County questionnaire was an exact copy of the
questionnaire used in the 2008 primary election; the same questions were asked and were
scored the same.

20

These figures are based on the voting eligible population (VEP).
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Table 11: Likert Scale Responses for 2008 General Election21
Likert Scale Questions
The procedures for voting at the Vote Center were
excellent
My waiting time was acceptable
Poll workers were well trained and friendly
Vote Center locations were convenient
Pre-election information about Vote Centers was very
helpful
I like having a choice about where I vote
Using Vote Centers is an improvement over precinct
polling places

Cass Co.
96.3
96.6
97.9
95.5
87.2
94.6
86.2

As has been seen for many of the questionnaire items thus far, responses were
overwhelmingly positive. For each of the Likert Scale questions, responses (denoted by an
„Agree‟ or „Strongly Agree‟ response) were positive more than 94 percent of the time. There
were two questions with slightly lower positive response ratings: “Pre-election information
about Vote Centers was very helpful” with 87.2 percent and “Using Vote Centers is an
improvement over precinct polling places” with 86.2 percent. Of the seven Likert Scale
questions, only “I like having a choice about where I vote” had a negative response rate
higher than five percent (5.4 percent).
With the sole exception of the Wayne County responses during the 2008 primary
election, the public has demonstrated overwhelmingly high support of the Vote Center
Model. Of particular interest to this study, responses have been overwhelmingly positive in
terms of waiting times, location convenience, acceptable pre-election information, having a
choice of where one can vote, and the overall preference of vote centers over precincts.

21

Percentages given represent percentage of respondents who gave a „positive response‟.
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Efficiency Measures
Timing data for the vote center studied in Logansport, Cass County was not as
detailed as previous timing data. According to the data, voters spent an average of four
minutes and forty-two seconds partaking in the voting process. With average wait times
calculated in, voters spent just over ten minutes in the voting facility. These data are
concurrent with the voting times experienced at the other timed vote centers in both the 2007
and 2008 election cycles.
Cost Analysis
Governmental Cost Implications
While several points can be made regarding vote centers‟ impact upon voter turnout
and the public‟s overall response to vote centers, another central question that pertains to the
Vote Center Model is whether or not state and local governments can expect a cost savings.
It is important to note that cost analysis of elections is somewhat of an inexact science. The
standard measure for determining election costs is on a “cost per vote basis” (Scheele et al,
2008). However, it must be understood that „cost per vote‟ is determinant both upon the cost
to run an election as well as the number of individuals who vote. Therefore the data
presented in this section should be examined as approximations and estimates, nothing more
concrete. Tables 12, 13, and 14 provide data pertaining to governmental costs.
One can see from the data in Table 12, the reduction of „cost per vote‟ for running the
2007 Municipal Election in Tippecanoe County with the Vote Center Model as compared to
the Precinct Model is a projected $1.14, with a total savings being approximately $18,382.

Page 56 of 75

Table 12: Cost Comparison between Precinct and Vote Center Election
Tippecanoe County, 2007 Municipal Election22
Precincts
(Estimates)
52

Vote Centers

48,486
16,080
260
0
0

48,486
16,080
96
21
25

Part-time Labor
Overtime
Poll Workers
Election Day Workers
Traveling Board
Set-Up Crew
Satellite Absentee Workers
Meals
Absentee Ballot Direct Costs
Printing Poll books (Direct Costs Only)
Provisional Ballot Costs
Rentals
Equipment Transportation
Printing/Mailing Postcards
Training

$10,234
$ 1,400
$35,620
$ 1,871
$ 626
$ 459
0
$ 5,375
$ 2,710
$ 1,782
$ 146
$ 2,850
$ 4,435
0
$ 7,500

$ 3,271
0
$16,253
$ 1,253
$ 297
$ 1,078
$ 7,503
$ 3,677
$ 1,119
0
0
0
$ 5,200
$12,465
$ 4,510

TOTAL
Cost Per Vote

$75,008
$ 4.66

$56,626
$ 3.52

Number of Polling places
Registered Voters
Number of Voters
Number of Poll Workers – Full-Time
Number of Poll Workers –Part-Time
Number of Greeters

22

Closer examination reveals that much of the monetary savings comes from the „Part Time
Labor‟ and „Overtime‟ categories due to the decreased number of workers necessary with
fewer polling locations. From the perspective of „cost per vote‟, running an election with
vote centers yields a 24.5 percent cost savings.

22

Source: Tippecanoe County Board of Elections and Registration, “Tippecanoe County Vote Centers 2007
Looking Forward to 2008.” Pp. 9-10.
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Table 13 compares the overall election cost of the November 2008 General Election
between vote centers and estimates of the traditional precinct method.
Table 13: Tippecanoe County – November 2008 Vote Center / Precinct Comparison
IMMEDIATE EXPENSES
(direct costs per election)

Vote Centers
(actual)

Traditional
(estimated)

Vote Traditional
Center Cost / Vote
Cost / Vote

$29,304

$70,380

$ 0.42

$ 1.01

-

$16,470

-

$ 0.24

$1,342

$1,512

$ 0.02

$ 0.02

$16,237

-

$ 0.23

-

-

$5,232

-

$ 0.08

$2,475

$1,616

$ 0.04

$ 0.02

$414

$ 768

$ 0.01

$ 0.01

$76

-

$ 0.00

-

Facilities
Rentals

-

$ 2,400

-

$ 0.03

Internet

$1,286

-

$ 0.02

-

$6,110

$12,555

$ 0.09

$ 0.18

-

$ 2,145

-

$ 0.03

$ 9,500

$ 0.09

$ 0.14

$ 23,022

-

$ 0.33

-

Training

$ 8,830

$11,800

$ 0.13

$ 0.17

Meals

$ 4,277

$8,280

$ 0.06

$ 0.12

$99,852

$142,658

$1.44

$2.05

Labor
Poll workers
Assistant poll clerks
Election day office help
Satellite absentee workers
Part-time (incremental)
Overtime
Traveling Board
Sign Installers

Other
Absentee Ballots
Poll Books
Equipment Transportation
$6,478
Postcards – Print & Mail

Total

These data also show a cost savings under the Vote Center Model. During the 2008 General
Election, Tippecanoe County utilized twenty vote centers; they would have utilized 92
precincts under the traditional system. Due to the vast increase in overall turnout for the
General Election, the cost to fully operate the vote centers swelled by more than 75 percent,
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however, the cost to run the election with precincts would also have increased over 50
percent. The significant increase in the number of individuals who cast a ballot did reduce
the overall cost per vote for both election systems, with the vote centers having a „cost per
vote‟ 61 cents less than the precinct system. Despite the increased cost and increased
turnout, the „cost per vote‟ was still almost 30 percent cheaper with the Vote Center Model.
This pattern was repeated in Cass County (See Table 14).
Table 14: Cass County – November 2008
IMMEDIATE EXPENSES
(direct costs per election)

Vote Centers
(actual)

Traditional
(estimated)

Vote
Center
cost / vote

Traditional
cost / vote

$3,175

$23,000

$0.20

$1.44

$200

$400

$0.01

$0.02

Satellite absentee workers

$9,300

$4,000

$0.58

$0.25

Part-time (incremental)

$1,785

$1,700

$0.11

$0.11

Traveling Board

$1,372

$1,200

$0.09

$0.07

Other (set-up)

$1,750

$7,000

$0.11

$0.44

$250

$1,000

$0.02

$0.06

$1,638

$7,000

$0.10

$0.44

(in supplies)

$2,500

$100

$2,500

$0.01

$0.16

$6,030

0

$0.38

$0.00

Training

$1,200

$3,000

$0.07

$0.19

Meals

$1,200

$4,000

$0.07

$0.25

Legal Notices

$1,000

$2,500

$0.06

$0.16

$29,000

$59,800

$1.81

$3.73

Labor
Poll workers
Election day office help

Facilities
Rentals
Other
Supplies
Poll Books
Equipment Transportation
Postcards – Printing,
Mailing

Total

$0.16
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According to Cass County data and their projections of running a precinct-based
election, the „cost per vote‟ decreased $1.92 with the Vote Center Model, or 51.5 percent
with an overall savings of $30,800. It is evident from these data that the Vote Center Model
will regularly have lower costs than the traditional precinct system. An added benefit of the
Vote Center Model is that the number of vote centers can be added or subtracted to most
ideally operate each individual election based on projected voter turnout. Not only does the
Vote Center Model provide cost savings, but it also provides the capability to control those
savings to some degree.
Other Financial Considerations
The only aspect of paying for operating an election that is not mentioned in the three
above tables are long term expenses that are more difficult to calculate due to their ongoing
use over time. Primarily, these long-term expenses pertain to the purchase of voting
machines and ballot encoders. Costs, such as the purchase of voting machines, are applicable
to both the vote centers and the precincts, but other costs, such as ballot encoders or setting
up secure internet connections (for the Electronic Poll Book) are unique to the Vote Center
Model. This does not mean that vote centers will not yield cost savings, only that during
their first year of implementation the cost savings will be somewhat diminished to ensure the
correct equipment is purchased and the necessary systems (like the Electronic Poll Book) are
correctly and securely established.
It should also be noted that by implementing the Vote Center Model fewer pieces of
equipment are needed to run an election. According to the Bowen Center for Public Affairs‟
final report on vote centers:
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In the case of $5,000 voting machines, if we assume they can be used for 10
elections (a $500 per machine per election cost) then increasing utilization
from 165 to 230 voters per machine means that a county that expects 100,000
voters on Election Day can reduce the number of voting machines it must own
by 170, a savings of $85,500 per election. Further expense avoidance
associated with transportation, storage, and maintenance creates significant
additional opportunities for savings. (Scheele et al, 2008)
In the case of Cass County, who transitioned to vote centers for the 2008 elections,
there can be even more savings considered:
Cass County had to purchase new voting machines for the 2008 elections
because their previous vendor had gone out of business. Because Cass
County was converting to Vote Centers [during the 2008 elections], election
administrators estimate that an additional investment of approximately
$500,000 in election-related equipment would be required to revert back to a
traditional precinct-based voting model. Using our assumption of equipment
lasting for 10 elections, we can use this to attribute a further savings of
$50,000 per election as a result of this county‟s use of Vote Centers. (Scheele
et al, 2008)
As previously discussed, the Vote Center Model permits a vast opportunity for
financial savings for local governments, which will last for successive election cycles.
Using the aforementioned example, cost savings may be reduced every ten years, or
so, when the voting machines, scanners, and electronic poll book need technological
upgrades. However, even in those years, it would appear that the Vote Center Model
is a more cost effective system than the traditional precinct system.
Individual Cost Indicators
The final question that must be addressed regarding costs is the level of
impact the Vote Center Model has upon reducing individual costs to vote. There is
no concrete model of analysis to determine the decrease of individual costs or the
increase of individual convenience, however, some of the questionnaire data obtained
from the various vote centers does allow for some speculation on the topic.
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The first indicator of individual cost reduction or individual convenience
enhancement may be seen in where individuals chose to vote. During both the 2008
primary elections in Tippecanoe County and Wayne County, as well as in Cass
County during the 2008 General Election, voters were asked why they voted at a
particular vote center. Their responses are presented in Table 15.
Table 15: Reasons for Vote Center Selection
County

Tippecanoe
County (2008
Primary)
Wayne County
(2008 Primary)
Cass County
(2008 General)

Reason for Voting at Particular Vote Center (in %)

26.3

Close to
shopping
4.4

Close to Child‟s
School
1.2

73.7

14.3

5.2

1.3

86.6

6.9

5.1

1.2

Near Home

Near Work

65.3

The convenience of voting near ones home is negated from analysis due to the fact
that in most cases an individual‟s local precinct polling location is close to their
home. Since the Vote Center Model and precinct system both allow for this
convenience it cannot be applied exclusively to the Vote Center Model. However, in
Tippecanoe County almost 32 percent of questionnaire respondents answered that the
vote center they voted at was closer to their work, where they shop, or near their
child‟s school. In Wayne County this percentage is in excess of 20 percent and in
Cass County it is 13 percent. Considering the number of individuals who voted in
each of these counties, the implications are that having multiple locations where one
can vote is a convenience that many took advantage of. Considering that on most
Election Days, many of these individuals are travelling to their places of work or

Page 62 of 75

child‟s school anyway, it is possible to speculate that some minor financial reductions
of cost, and perhaps a significant reduction in time-costs, benefit the voter from not
having to make a separate trip to the precinct polling location.
This argument is supported by the overwhelming percentage of questionnaire
respondents who answered „Agree‟ or „Strongly Agree‟ to the questions “Vote Center
locations were convenient” and “I like having a choice about where I vote‟ (see Table 16).
Table 16: Questionnaire Responses
Percentage of Respondents
Agreeing or Strongly Agreeing
Vote Center locations
I like having a choice
were convenient
about where I vote‟
Tippecanoe County
91.3
91.2
(2008 Primary)
Wayne County
78.6
85.5
(2008 Primary)
Cass County
95.5
94.6
(2008 General)
County

These responses suggest that even though individuals did not or were unable to take
advantage of voting somewhere other than near where they lived, they overwhelmingly
support the principle of not being restricted to a single voting location.
One final note on individual costs pertains to the percentage of individuals that took
advantage of early voting. The primary focus of this study was to examine the functionality
and convenience of the Vote Center Model, therefore early voting was not specifically
analyzed. However, Table 17 demonstrates the large numbers of individuals that cast their
ballot early, at least in the 2008 General Election.
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Table 17: 2008 General Election Early Voting Percentages23
Vote Center County

Voters Voting

Early Voters

Percent

Cass Co

16,017

16,675

66.6%

Tippecanoe Co.

69,574

30,796

44.3%

Wayne Co.

29,085

4,333

14.9%

These data lead to an overall speculation that on Election Day individuals are more
convenienced by the Vote Center Model than the traditional precinct system. Further, the
ability for individuals to cast their ballot in the weeks preceding Election Day at any vote
center location they choose, holds the potential to reduce both individual financial and time
costs. While none of the aforementioned implications are concrete, the initial results warrant
further speculation.
Conclusions and Future Research
At this juncture it does not appear that vote centers have a significant impact on voter
turnout at the county level. Instead, it appears that the Bowen Center for Public Affairs‟
conclusion that voter turnout is more significantly affected by the competitiveness of the
political races in the county and by the local mobilizing agencies involved in those elections
is more likely. There is, however, a substantial amount of data suggesting that the Vote
Center Model does indeed reduce election costs for local governments at their onset, while
continuing and expanding those cost reductions in the years following establishment. Finally,
there is evidence to suggest that where government cost reductions exist, similar benefits may
exist for the individual voter using a vote center. Possible benefits may include a small
23

Source: McDonald, 2008. (Nearly) Final 2008 Early Voting Statistics
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reduction in travel costs or as a substantial reduction in the time it takes to vote should they
choose to vote early or vote in a location away from where they live. With the current focus
on the Vote Center Model revolving around voter turnout and the reduction of costs, to
determine the cost-impact it has on individual voters would be an intriguing study.
The precinct system of voting has been utilized nationwide for decades, while the
Vote Center Model has only been implemented for two election cycles in Indiana and only
since 2003 in Colorado, meaning it may be difficult to generalize these findings over a
broader spectrum. Simply put, the Vote Center Model requires more in depth research before
concrete conclusions can be made regarding their use and perceived benefits.
Despite the numerous extraneous variables that exist when examining vote centers,
such as the candidacy of Barack Obama and his impact on voter turnout in the 2008 elections,
or the minimal data collected pertaining to governmental cost reductions, the initial findings
from the vote center studies in Indiana are promising. With research being conducted on
future elections and with the Vote Center Model being experimented within more states and
counties, it is only a matter of time before it can be conclusively determined that vote centers
meet their potential.
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Appendix A: ISSP Regression Data24

Development
Human Development
Lvl of Democratization
Institutions
Electoral systems
Population per MP
Nat‟l elections frequency
Length of women‟s
enfranchisement
Use of compulsory voting
Legal voting age
Party system

B

Model A
(s.e.)

Sig

9.940
.347

(2.243)
(.057)

***
***

-.017
.000
-.006
.009

(.158)
(.000)
(.053)
(.002)

***
***
***
***

.148
.148
.095
.004

(.036)
(.000)
(.055)
(.002)

***
***

2.234
-.342
.447

(.149)
(.062)
(.439)

***
***

2.934
-.570
-1.357

4.272
.040
.295
.000

B

Model B
(s.e.)

16.599 (2.239)
.555
(.060)

Sig
***
***

B

Model C
(s.e.)

29.593 (2.606)
1.053 (.068)

Sig
***
***

(.040)
(.000)
(.062)
(.002)

***
***
***

*

.212
.000
.363
.003

(.165)
(.066)
(.447)

***
***
**

2.239
-.605
-2.962

(.166)
(.071)
(.517)

***
***
***

(.140)
(.044)
(.019)
(.000)

***

3.968
-.161
.203
.000

(.151)
(.049)
(.021)
(.000)

***
***
***
***

Agency
Union membership (1=member)
Religiosity (6-point scale of church attendance)
Party affiliation (1=yes)

.559
.056
1.693

(.064)
(.015)
(.054)

***
***
***

Culture
Political interest (5-point scale)
Internal political efficacy (10-point scale)
Political trust (10-point scale)

.257
.077
.038

(.026)
(.014)
(.013)

***
***
**

Structure
Age (logged years)
Gender (male=1)
Education (7-point scale)
Income (household income)

Constant
Nagelkerke R2

-3.294
.099

***
***

-11.668
.200

-24.079
.339

Note: The table lists understandardized logistic regression coefficients, standard errors, and significance, with reported voting turnout as the
dependent variable in twenty-two nations (N=16,353). *p <.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001
Human Development: Human Development Index: Human Development Report 2000. New York: United Nations Development Program
Lvl of Democratization: Mean Freedom House Index of political rights and civil liberties, 1996. www.freedomhouse.org.
Electoral systems: See Table 4.2. Majoritarian/plurality (1), semi proportional (2), PR (3).
Party system: See Table 4.3. Logged percentage vote for the party in first place
Compulsory voting: See Table 4.4. Yes (1), No (0).
Frequency of national elections: Mean number of national elections (parliamentary and presidential) in the 1990‟s.
Length of women’s enfranchisement: Years
Legal voting age: Age qualified to vote
Structural factors: See Table 5.4.
Cultural attitudes: See Table 5.5.
Source: Role of Government III survey, International Social Survey Program, 1996.

24

Tables found in Democratic Phoenix : Reinventing Political Activism. Pg 86-87, 99. By Norris, Pippa. 2002.
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Percent Voting

Voting Gap,
Lowest to Highest

Sig.

87.3
56.3

31.0

***

Part identification
Party affiliation
No party affiliation
Party Support
Far left
Center left
Center, liberal
Right,
conservative
Far right
Political interest
Very interested
Not at all interested
Political trust scale
Elections make government
pay attention
Strongly agree
Strongly disagree
Politicians try to keep their
election promises
Strongly agree
Strongly disagree
Political efficacy scale
Understanding of issues
Strongly agree
Strongly disagree
Information about politics and
government
Strongly agree
Strongly disagree
All

90.7
88.6
82.4
88.8
85.3

***

91.2
57.9

33.3

***

84.9
67.2

17.7

***

78.3
77.0

1.3

87.9
60.3

27.6

***

84.4
69.7

15.1

***

78.8

Note: The figures represent the proportion in each group who reported voting. The significance of group differences are
measured by ANOVA. *p <.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001
Respondents were asked to express agreement or disagreement on a five-point scale with the following statements:
Political trust scale:
“Elections are a good way of making government pay attention to what people think.”
“People we elect as politicians try to keep the promises they made during the election.”
Political efficacy scale:
“I feel that I have a pretty good understanding of the important political issues facing the country.”
“I think most people are better informed about politics and government than I am.” (reversed)
Source: International Social Science Program: Beleifs in Government Survey 1996 (N=26,852).
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Appendix B: Questionnaires Used in 2007 and 2008 Elections
WAYNE COUNTY VOTER QUESTIONNAIRE
2007 GENERAL ELECTION
Did you vote early or on Election Day? Early_____

Election Day_____

I voted at which of the following Vote Centers:
First English Lutheran Church _____ Kuhlman Center______
Townsend Center_____
Discovery School_____
How did you learn about using the Vote Center? (Check all that apply)
Postcard______
Word of Mouth_____ Party Official_____
Candidate_____
Media ____________ Other____________
How often have you voted in past elections?
This is my first time ____
Rarely_____
Almost always_____
Always_____

Occasionally_____

Which best represents your opinion on Vote Centers?
They are more convenient than voting in my old precinct_____
They are less convenient than voting in my old precinct______
They are equally convenient for me_____
I haven‟t made up my mind___________
With the following statements, please indicate your opinions on a scale of 1 to 5 where 1
indicates you Disagree Strongly and 5 means you Agree Strongly:
(Circle the appropriate number)
Disagree
Strongly
Disagree
Unsure
Agree
The procedures for voting at the
Vote Center were excellent
1
My waiting time was acceptable
1
Checking in by computer was
quick and easy
1
Poll workers were well-trained
and friendly
1
Vote Center locations were convenient 1
Pre-election information about
Vote Centers
1
provided to the public was very helpful 1
I like having a choice about where I vote 1
Using Vote Centers is an improvement over
using precinct polling places 1
2
Gender:

Male_____

Agree
Strongly

2
2

3
3

4
4

5
5

2

3

4

5

2
2

3
3

4
4

5
5

2
2
2

3
3
3

4
4
4

5
5
5

3

4

5

Female_____

Please use the back of this sheet for additional comments. THANK YOU!

Page 68 of 75

Page 69 of 75

2008 General Election Questionnaire
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