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USA General Election – November 3rd, 2020
Final Report on Remote Election Observation
Objectives
1. To objectively observe the electoral process across the United States of America.
2. To advise local, state and national electoral bodies on the results of the observation for
the improvement of electoral practice in the United States.
3. To support local election authorities and national election bodies with constructive
feedback on areas of concern so that they may consider legislative change and/or
remedial action.
4. To produce an audit of state and territory laws concerning elections and the
accessibility of elections to international and domestic election observers.
5. To analyse the media landscape during the 2020 election, assessing media bias.
6. To analyse the social media landscape during the 2020 election, assessing hate speech
and attitudes towards voting processes.
7. To assess public opinion towards administrative aspects of the election.
8. To assess electoral violence during and after the election.
Brief Methodology
60 remote observers were registered by Democracy Volunteers, comprised of 34 men and 26
women. They came from 15 separate countries, including the United Kingdom, Canada and
New Zealand as well as many continental European countries. Traditionally, our observations
would take the form of two observers entering a polling station together and observing the
electoral process. It was decided early in the process that a physical deployment to the United
States would not be practicable. As such, these observers were split into teams of two and
allocated states and/or territories to ‘observe’. These teams were asked to conduct four tasks.
These were:
•
•
•
•

Conduct media monitoring of state-based media.
Attend online campaign, party, and academic meetings.
Attend interlocutor meetings where possible.
Conduct a review of state law and local practice and write a state report for each US
state which allows electoral observation.

The core team also decided to:
•
•
•
•
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Conduct online training for all the team to familiarise them with the necessary
research skills required for a virtual observation.
Conduct a nationwide research project to assess trust in US elections.
Conduct interlocutor meetings with electoral staff and experts.
Briefly report on those states that do not allow election observation.

Our team was split into several areas of responsibility: state observation, media assessment,
social media assessment and interlocutor engagement.
The core team generally engaged with interlocutors in the United States, but when a specific
interlocutor was engaged in their work within one state, we also invited those allotted a state
to be part of those interviews, where possible.
Media was split into two sections, the evidence collected in person by our media expert being
one part of this and the media analysis being conducted by all participants and analysed by
our statistical expert. This part of the report appears in two sections, the section researched by
online interviews followed by the statistical analysis.
The social media analysis then follows this. This research was conducted electronically by
analysing Twitter and software which is explained in that section of that report.
We also have sections, based on evidence in the annex and other sources, to inform other
areas of this report specifically on election-related violence and gerrymandering. Neither of
these were in our original intended areas of observation but became aspects which required
comment, partly through the work undertaken by our teams and partly due to the events in
and around the 6th of January 2021. We had not expected to write a section on election related
violence, but it became necessary to do so.
Finally, as an annex to this report we also publish three state reports as case studies of the
work our teams undertook. These state reports differ in depth and degree of research but add
valuable extra information for those states which welcome observers and those where we had
especially busy observers. We feel these will add to the evidence-base we offer as part of this
report.
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The Core Team
Dr John Ault FRSA FRGS (United Kingdom) was the Head of
Mission for the United States of America 2020 elections and is the
Executive Director of Democracy Volunteers.
John has worked in elections throughout the UK and the United
States since the 1980s. He has observed on behalf of the
OSCE/ODIHR in parliamentary elections as far afield as Kazakhstan
and is a former chair of the UK’s Electoral Reform Society. He has
also previously been elected to local government in the UK as well
as being appointed to the South West Regional Assembly.
He has observed numerous elections for Democracy Volunteers including the Norwegian
parliamentary elections, the UK general elections in 2017 and 2019, the Finnish presidential
and Dutch elections in 2017, 2018 and 2019. He has also been a consultant on the subject of
electoral and parliamentary reform in Moldova.
He is an Honorary Research Fellow at the University of Exeter and has previously lectured at
Canterbury Christ Church University and the University of Manchester. He specialises in
elections and campaigns and has published a number of books on the subject, including his
doctoral thesis on electoral campaigning.
Alex Ollington FRSA (United Kingdom) was a Deputy Head of the
United States elections observation and is Head of Communications
for Democracy Volunteers.
In his role at Democracy Volunteers, he plans all aspects of the
observation, including the advanced work on observer deployment.
He is also one of the directors of the organisation.
He received both his undergraduate and postgraduate degrees
from the University of Exeter, studying International Relations. He
has observed elections for the National Assembly for Wales in 2016,
the UK General Election in 2017, as well as the Finnish Presidential election in 2018, among
other international and domestic observations.
He coordinated with the International Elections Study Centre in May 2018 to facilitate the
attendance of a team of Russian observers from the civil society organisation GOLOS at the
English local elections.
Alex has previously worked with veterans at the Royal Hospital Chelsea as part of the
fundraising and communications department, finding funding for future projects as well as as
a researcher for a number of organisations, including the universities of Harvard and Bristol.
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Cllr Tom Fidler (United Kingdom) was a Deputy Head of Mission
for the USA observation and is a regular volunteer with Democracy
Volunteers having participated in numerous International
observations since its inception. A Borough Councillor for
Spelthorne Borough Council and a PhD student with the University
of Exeter, he has researched on regional studies focused on
political culture and constitutional issues. He has also been
involved in several research projects that have related to the
analysis of media during and in the aftermath of elections in the
higher education sector. He has also recently been invited to
advise and contribute on the APPG on Historic Counties in the UK Houses of Parliament.
He has taught on Undergraduate History modules at the University of Exeter relating to the
modern history of both the United Kingdom and North America.
Max Wheeler (United Kingdom) is a founding member of
Democracy Volunteers and the Head of Training and acted as a
Deputy Head of Mission for the USA virtual observation.
Max observed his first election as an accredited UK Observer
during the Welsh Senedd by-election in Anglesey (Ynys Môn) in
2013, while completing his BSc in History and Global Politics.
Shortly after finishing his MRes in Economic and Social History,
Max took part in the first observation of Democracy Volunteers in
South Wales Central during the 2016 Welsh Senedd Election. Since
then, Max has observed roughly four elections every year with Democracy Volunteers, mainly
in the UK but also in Ireland, Sweden, and Finland.
Harry Busz (United Kingdom) is Democracy Volunteers’ full-time
Head of Operations. He is a graduate in Human Geography at
Cardiff University and an MA in International Relations from Exeter
University. He has participated in multiple domestic and
international observations such as the 2019 local elections in
Northern Ireland, the provincial and Water Board elections in The
Netherlands, national elections in Austria, as well as being election
coordinator for the recent Gibraltar general election and 2019 UK
general election, and Ireland’s 2020 general election.
During his time at university, he wrote his undergraduate dissertation on voter behaviour in
the 2016 EU referendum in the South Wales Valleys after choosing to study both political and
electoral geographies.
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Elizabeth Blunt MBE (United Kingdom) was media expert in the
core team for the Democracy Volunteers observation to the United
States of America. She is a journalist and broadcaster whose long
career with the BBC (mostly in World Service radio) included a
period as the Corporation's West Africa correspondent, after which
she received the MBE for her reporting of the Liberian civil war.
She covered her first election, in Nigeria, in 1979, and has reported
on many since, some good, some spectacularly bad. Since retiring from the BBC in 2009, she
has observed several elections in Africa for the European Union and served as member of the
Commonwealth Observer Group for Nigeria in 2015. Elizabeth has served as Democracy
Volunteers media expert in several elections, including the Finnish parliament elections in
2019.
Chris Wigfield (United Kingdom) is Democracy Volunteers’
Research Officer. Previously he has graduated with a BSc (Hons) in
Geography from the University of Manchester and an MSc in
Climate Change from King’s College London.
He presently holds Postgraduate Fellowship of the Royal
Geographical Society and is a member of the RGS Climate Change
Research Group. Chris has observed with Democracy Volunteers
since 2017 at multiple domestic and international observations.
His observations include the Norwegian Parliamentary Elections 2017, US midterms 2018 and
European Parliamentary Elections 2019, as well as the 2017 and 2019 UK General Elections.
During his time at university, he wrote an undergraduate and postgraduate dissertation on
climate change and, most recently, wrote and presented a paper on the occurrence of Family
Voting at UK Elections to the Conference of Electoral Integrity hosted by Democracy
Volunteers in 2020.
Joshua Wakeford (United Kingdom) is Democracy Volunteers’
Media Officer. He graduated from The University of Manchester,
gaining a BSocSc in Politics and International Relations, and later an
MSc in Social Research Methods and Statistics. Beginning with the
local elections in England in 2017, he has participated in many
domestic and international deployments, including two UK general
elections and observations in Norway, Finland, Sweden, and the
Netherlands.
Joshua's undergraduate dissertation research focused on the constituency representation
function of MPs and the potential impact of constituency boundary reform.
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Funding Declaration
Democracy Volunteers observers engaged in the observation of the election did so at their
own cost, or they were supported from the general funds of the organisation. This work was
arranged by Democracy Volunteers, and these covered aspects of the observation such as
enhanced used of online meeting platforms for events and meetings. No other funds were
sought, and no funding was received from Government or any party or campaigning
organisation contesting the election. A small grant of £750 was donated via the International
Election Study Centre in Vilnius towards the observation. This was to support members of
ENEMO1 member organisation, GOLOS, to join the mission without paying the £75 per person
required from other observers. The total spent on the remote observation was £4,500. The
bulk of this was spent on online polling platforms to conduct aspects of the project as well as
upgrading online meetings tools for the project.

Credits
We would like to thank those election officials, academics and administrators for their help
and support in conducting our work across the United States of America.

Introduction
The elections in the United States on November 3rd, 2020 were conducted across all fifty states
(as well as the District of Columbia). They also took place across US territories such as Guam
in the Pacific and Puerto Rico in the Caribbean. The campaign mainly focused on the contest
between the incumbent president, Donald Trump, and his opponent, the former vicepresident, Joe Biden.
The nature of the pandemic prevented any credible deployment of observers to the United
States of America by Democracy Volunteers and, as such, we decided to attempt to conduct
an observation remotely, as was possible. We discovered that many party, campaign and
media events had, like our work, been taken online. This mean that our teams could attend
numerous events, even on the same day, and our teams reported on over 100 events during
the four weeks of our deployment.
Our team also organised events of our own where we asked notable interlocutors to attend a
session where they could give their own insight into the electoral process.

1
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Scope and Limitations
The main challenge to observation was the incapacity to deploy any of our observers to the
United States in person. This meant we had to readjust our usual methods of operation and
team interaction. Meetings were held remotely, and weekly sessions were set up for the entire
team to meet and discuss aspects of the election with the wider team. At other times the statebased teams were given the task of observing their own states.
This worked well but limited the capacity of the team to assess certain aspects of the voting
process which are traditionally associated with election observation. However, in reality, this
form of remote access actually allowed observers the capacity to attend several events which
would have been very challenging on the ground. Whilst we do not think this is necessarily a
long-term solution to the problems that the pandemic has caused election observation,
remote attendance at interlocutor meetings and online events added greater scope to our
work outside the USA and could so in more normal times as well.
We should make it clear that this remoteness did restrict our capacity to conduct a normal
observation of the United States of America. We hope to remedy this in future using both of
these resource methods to improve the quality and scope of our work.

Election Observers
Following the election in the United States there has been considerable discussion concerning
the deployment of election observers to assess the credibility of the counting process in
particular.
We would like to point out that observers are non-partisan, often international, independent
assessors of an election process. In the case of Democracy Volunteers, we are members of the
Global Network of Domestic Election Monitors, but we also observe internationally in countries
that allow observation to international groups.
This form of independent election observation is very different from what is sometimes
confused with ‘observers’ who are conducting a similar role for a political party contesting the
election. These are generally called ‘poll watchers’ or ‘poll challengers’ in the United States and
these are appointed by the parties to act as their eyes and ears during the counting and
tabulation process. These party appointees, whilst entirely reasonably conducting an
assessment on behalf of their own party, should not be mistaken as independent non-partisan
election observers. Both have their role in the democratic process but have been confused
with each other at various points of the counting process by contestants, their affiliates, and
the wider electoral debate following the US elections.
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Testing Public Opinion
Despite the limited budget we had for the deployment we were concerned to understand
public attitudes towards electoral administration in the United States. Using the online
platform SurveyMonkey we asked a representative sample of US voters, across the 50 states,
questions about their attitudes towards the administration of the forthcoming elections. The
sample size was 1034. Polling took place between the 7th and 9th October 2020. The sample
was based on a representative sample of those intending to vote and of voting intentions. We
did not record the voting intentions of voters as this is not the purpose of our work. Firstly, we
asked those polled the method by which they intended to vote in the forthcoming election.

Method of Voting

Number of Respondents

600
500

46.7%
39.2%

400
300
200
11.7%
100
2.3%
0
Voting Method
Mail-in Ballot

Absentee Ballot

In a Polling Station

Other

Figure 1 This chart shows the method by which the sample group intended to vote (N.1034)

A majority of those polled intended to vote in absentia, either with a mail-in or absentee ballot,
whether this was the more normal method or those that were brought in across many states,
where mail-in voting became more extensive because of the pandemic. However, the main
purpose of this work was to assess whether the electorate had faith in the electoral process
ahead of the election. Consequently, we asked them whether they had faith in their state and
local election authorities. We asked, “To what extent do you trust your state's Secretary of
State and the State Elections Board (or equivalent) to conduct this year's election fairly?” What
is clear from Figure 2 is that faith in state election authorities is relatively high.
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Levels of Trust in States Election Authorities
400
33.7%

350

Number of Respondants

300
250

23.8%
20.8%

200
13.0%

150

8.8%

100
50
0
Trust in State Authorities
A Great Deal

A Lot

A moderate amount

A little

None at all

Figure 2 This chart shows the levels of trust in state election authorities (N.1025)

Then we asked voters the same question, but about their local county election board to assess
whether distrust was about higher authorities than those that voters generally interact with at
a more local level. We asked, “To what extent do you trust your County Election Board to
conduct this year's election fairly?” Based on this data local election officials are slightly more
trusted than their state equivalents.

Levels of Trust in County Election Officials
350

31.9%

Number of Respondants

300

27.2%
24.4%

250
200
150
10.4%
100

6.2%

50
0
Trust in county elections
A great Deal

A lot

A moderate amount

Figure 3 This chart demonstrates trust in local election officials (N.1020)
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A little

Not at all

We then asked the respondents “To what extent do you believe it is important that election
results are available on the night of the election?”

Timing of the Declaration of Results
350
28.8%

Number of Respondants

300

24.2%

250
20.2%
200

150

12.6%

14.1%

100
50
0

Results Announcement
A great deal

A lot

A moderate amount

A little

None at all

Figure 4 Timing of the results (N.1023)

We also asked, “If the election results took two to three weeks to be available to what extent,
if any, would you question their trustworthiness?”. What is clear from the responses is that
voters were concerned that delays in the election results being announced would lead them
to believe they were in some way suspicious. We believe a great deal of this concern is related
to the reality that elections are ‘called’ by the various media outlets, rather than the more
painstaking process of checking and counting votes, which can in many cases take several
weeks because of the various state laws which mean that many votes returned after polling
day must be included in the counting process– entirely lawfully.

Number of Respondants

Results taking two to three weeks to be declared
450
400
350
300
250
200
150
100
50
0

38.5%
33.6%
27.5%

10.2%

Trust in 'Delay'
Definitely Would

Probably Would

Probably would not

Definitely would not

Figure 5 Assessing the timing of the declaration made voters more concerned about their credibility (N.1023)
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Finally, we asked voters what their opinion of the entire process was asking, “How confident
are you overall in the conduct of the election?”

Overall Confidence in the Electoral Process
450
38.1%

Number of Respondants

400
350
300

25.5%

250

20.1%

200
150
100

9.3%

7.1%

50
0

Overall confidence in the election
Extremely confident

Very confident

Somewhat confident

Not so confident

Not at all confident

Figure 6 Confidence in the election showed significant concern about the conduct of the election (N.1017)

Overall, we did identify notable levels of concern and distrust in the electoral process in the
United States. Despite our external perception that these are some of the most legislated, wellmanaged and well-funded elections in the world, the degree of distrust in them was notably
high. Attributing this to any one source is impossible, but those who have unrestricted access
to social and traditional media sources to reflect their views should do so in a manner which
truly reflects the status and credibility of the election. We can see no evidence that there should
be concern about the administration of the elections in general.
Focus Groups
In addition to the work conducted by Democracy Volunteers during the Virtual Election
Observation Mission of the 2020 USA elections, focus groups with voters were also carried out
in order to gain greater knowledge of their experiences interacting with the voting process
and to investigate their knowledge of the electoral process. These included residents of Kansas,
Louisiana, Ohio, California, Wisconsin, and Arizona. Focus group attendees were selected so
that they represented a wide range of political viewpoints and covered a wide geography, with
attendees representing both Republican and Democrat persuasions in both Republican- and
Democrat-voting states.
Four focus groups were held between 14th October and 11th November with one set of
participants attending three focus groups to observe how their opinions and knowledge of
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the electoral process evolved over the course of the campaign and declaration of results, with
another group having one longer discussion.
During these focus groups many aspects of the electoral process were discussed. Attendees
from both sides of the political aisle expressed concern at the low levels of information
surrounding the election due to the pandemic dominating the news cycle. However, all
attendees believed that enthusiasm for participating in the elections was high, and some noted
that they had stopped watching news coverage of the election as it was becoming allencompassing and anxiety inducing. The division of society along political lines and the
increasing vitriolic language surrounding the election were worrying to all participants.
Attendees were also clearly concerned about disinformation being spread via the news media
and on social media which was questioning the legitimacy of the election before polling day.
Policy areas of concern were wide and varied, from climate change and its effects in California
to the Supreme Court nomination of Amy Coney Barrett, and law and order being maintained.
Regarding the voting process specifically, participants’ responses on their attitudes towards
the US voting system varied greatly depending on the state in which they were intending to
vote. Those in states such as California were confident that their vote would be processed and
counted correctly and showed concern when the group was discussing the voting process in
other states. Yet, those in states such as Kansas and Louisiana expressed concerns at the
suitability of the US Postal Service to deliver postal ballots on time. Although they were not
personally concerned with this issue and intended to vote using this method, they noted that
many of their peers were.
All participants were aware that results were unlikely to be available on the evening of polling
day, with most expressing their concern that this would lead to protest and misunderstandings.
Many drew comparisons to President George W. Bush’s election victory in 2000 and voiced
unease as they believed post-election violence should have been expected.
Other aspects of the discussions worthy of mentioning are those concerning participants
worries about the tone and nature of the political debate, that local contests were as bitterly
fought as the presidential election, and that many votes would be ‘wasted’ in non-swing states.
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Electoral Administration
The United States of America has a diverse and varied electoral framework, with the 50 states
and the District of Columbia having laws relevant to their own electorate. Elections are not
national processes; they are state processes with even more local variations.
This can be confusing to the outsider as well as for residents of different states assessing other
parts of the country. The limitations on some people’s right to vote can differ, accessibility
issues can vary, and ID requirements can also be different. This report does not seek to
comment on the detailed arrangements in each state as this is covered in the annex to this
report (published separately). These state reports, and those for the District of Columbia and
the US territories, were compiled in two different manners; each team of two observers worked
together on a state report in those that allowed observation and in those where observation
is not allowed the core team compiled a brief explanation of the electoral laws that exist in
those states. These reports vary but give a solid and insightful commentary into state election
activity and the varied ways which our teams were able to engage, and not engage, in
understanding the US electoral system at a more granular level. For those states and territories
that allow different forms of electoral observation we referred to the extremely helpful report
produced on this subject by the US-based Carter Center.2
Overall, our teams found that electoral administration is conducted with impressive levels of
diligence by electoral administrators and polling staff. This was especially impressive during
the context of a pandemic and political challenges to electoral integrity. The dedication shown
by the electoral staff we were able to speak to remotely, and attend events they were involved
in, showed the depth of knowledge of their own electoral context and an unswerving
dedication to deliver an election which was safe both in terms of health and electoral integrity.
The conditions for the election were the most challenging for many years in the United States
but ones which polling staff and administrators adapted well to.
Three case studies have been added at the end of this document to explain the extent of the
work conducted by some of the state-based teams. These are for Georgia, Hawaii and
Missouri. Other states, where observation is allowed will be used for future observations in
the United States as a foundation for our work. These state reports are in excess of 500
pages and 150,000 words.

https://www.cartercenter.org/resources/pdfs/peace/democracy/u.s.-observer-%20policies-2020.pdf
(This is an updated version of the document previously issued which was the basis of our state
selection policy).
2
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Political Violence
President Trump’s decision not to concede the 2020 election
President Trump laid the groundwork for his refusal to accept the election results in the event
of his defeat well in advance. During the campaign he claimed that the only way he would lose
is if the election was ‘stolen’, a falsehood that he maintains to this day. Even as far back as
2016, when he won the election, President Trump claimed that voter fraud was a widespread
problem in the United States, and that he only lost the popular vote because millions of people
had voted illegally.
During the campaign President Trump also issued a call for his supporters to attend polling
places to watch out for election fraud which he had assured them would be taking place. There
were concerns among law enforcement officials about far-right extremists and ‘patriot’ militias
attempting to interfere with the electoral process through voter intimidation or possibly
worse3, but the election itself proceeded largely free from such activity4.
In the aftermath of his defeat to Joe Biden, President Trump and his associates continued to
spread inaccuracies about election fraud and launched several legal challenges to the results.
Perhaps more seriously still, President Trump sought to encourage local officials, and pressure
others, to delay or overturn unfavourable results in their states. Efforts by his supporters were
made to hold up the local certification of the election result, and the former President himself
pressured the Georgia Secretary of State, responsible for overseeing the election in Georgia,
to ‘find’ enough extra votes to award him a win in the state.
In parallel to his own efforts, the President’s supporters began to mobilize at ‘Stop the Steal’
rallies outside polling stations in a number of states where the final tallies were close, and a
final result had not yet been declared. These were largely peaceful protests, but some
indication of violent intent began to surface soon after polling day. On 6th November, two men
were arrested outside a counting location in Philadelphia. Their vehicle contained firearms and
ammunition. Prosecutors allege that the men intended to deliver fake ballots to the convention
centre where votes were being counted, to overturn what they imagined to be election fraud
in favour of Biden5. Militias loyal to the President began to take an active part in street protests
against the election result. The largest militia group, called the Oath Keepers, issued a
statement refusing to acknowledge Joe Biden as the legitimate president-elect6. According to
conflict monitoring group ACLED (Armed Conflict Location & Event Data Project) armed
militias have been involved in 11% of right-wing demonstrations in 2020, with the post-

https://www.bostonglobe.com/2020/10/29/nation/far-right-militias-heed-trumps-call-poll-watcherslaw-enforcement-is-worried/
4
https://www.splcenter.org/news/2021/02/08/year-antigovernment-extremism-part-3
5
https://www.forbes.com/sites/tommybeer/2020/11/07/report-armed-qanon-supporter-drove-tophiladelphia-to-deliver-truck-full-of-fake-votes/?sh=5fb248a38fcf
6
https://www.independent.co.uk/news/world/americas/us-election-2020/oath-keepers-militiadonald-trump-joe-biden-2020-election-b1723323.html
3
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election figure rising to 20%. According to ACLED’s data, demonstrations in which militia have
participated during this period have also been more likely to turn violent7.
The Events at the Capitol on 6th January
Matters came to a head during the certification of the election results by Congress on 6 th
January 2021. Final certification is typically a routine procedure whereby Congress formally
certifies the results as reported by states and the Electoral College. Unusually, several members
of the House of Representatives and a smaller number of senators had signalled their intention
to object to the results’ certification, based on President Trump’s continued assertions of
electoral fraud.
President Trump himself invited his supporters to demonstrate outside Congress during the
vote to pressure lawmakers not to certify the results. It was this protest which was to spiral out
of control and lead to the storming of the US Capitol in an attempt to prevent the certification
of President-Elect Biden’s victory by force. The Capitol was breached by pro-Trump rioters
chanting, among other things, “Hang Mike Pence!” because the Vice-President had incurred
the disfavour of President Trump and his supporters by carrying out his constitutional duty to
preside over the certification of the election results. Several of the rioters also signalled their
intention to execute Nancy Pelosi, the Democratic Speaker of the House of Representatives.
Makeshift gallows were constructed outside the building.
The threat of election-related violence appears to have subsided since the storming of the
Capitol. Combined with the ongoing refusal of many in the militia movement and US far-right
more generally to accept Joe Biden as the legitimate president, the possibility of a resurgence
of election-related violence is something which those motivated to preserve election integrity
will be required to monitor.

7

https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/world-us-canada-55638579
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Media Report
This election has been marked by the most extraordinary
acrimony between one of the campaigns – that of
President Trump – and the media.
Ever since 2016, and throughout his tenure in the White
House, the President has complained bitterly that the
media, and in particular what he calls ‘the Mainstream
Media’, are treating him unfairly.
In his rally speeches and on Twitter the President has said
repeatedly, “I am not just running against Biden, I am
running against the Corrupt Media, the Big Tech Giants,
and the Washington Swamp”, casting the press as an
opponent, not an observer, with serious implications for
journalists covering the election.
The press in the United States is under no legal obligation to treat parties or candidates equally
during elections, or to give them equal access or airtime. Print media are unregulated, and
although in the early days of broadcasting the Federal Communications Commission enforced
a ‘fairness doctrine’, this provision was repealed in 1987.
Currently the heavyweight, nationally distributed newspapers, led by the New York Times and
the Washington Post, are mostly liberal-leaning in their politics, and even traditionally
conservative papers like the Wall Street Journal have not been sympathetic to President Trump.
But these newspapers are a very small – and shrinking – part of the American media landscape.
Local papers are far less likely to exhibit strong political leanings.
And while CNN, NBC and ABC television networks have been generally hostile, the most
watched network of all, Fox News, has been spectacularly biased in favour of President Trump,
has carried his rallies live and in full, and broadcast almost daily interviews with him on its talk
shows.
Radio stations are numerous and varied and syndicated pro-Trump talk radio hosts like the
late Rush Limbaugh are broadcast very widely.
Finally, there is such a prolific and varied media in the United States that all candidates have
been able to air their policies and views, and voters have had access to a full range of
information.
Reporters covering the President’s campaign events have had the uncomfortable experience
of having to listen while he abused the media and whipped up the animosity of the crowd
against them. At one rally a member of the crowd then attacked a BBC cameraman. On
another occasion the President said it was ‘a beautiful thing’ when a reporter was hit by a
rubber bullet. President Trump’s supporters were photographed at rallies in T-shirts reading
‘Rope. Tree. Journalist. Some assembly required.’
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Dagmar Thiel, the US Director of Fundamedios, which campaigns on press freedom issues,
warned that this rhetoric couldn’t be accepted as the ‘new normal’ in the United States.
“Words matter and they have consequences,” she said, “and this is having consequences in
the United States.”
Together with a series of sometimes violent street protests, this has made it a dangerous time
for journalists. The US Press Freedom Tracker has recorded 271 physical attacks on journalists
this year (compared with 34 in 2019). Katherine Jacobsen of the Committee for the Protection
of Journalists described what she called ‘a perfect storm’. “You have COVID-19; people are at
home, spending more time on the internet, getting frustrated…. You have an increasingly
polarised population in the United States and a very polarised political discussion. And then
you top it off with an election year, with a candidate who frequently uses the term 'fake news’
and throws barbs at the media.”
Journalists have also been abused online and described having to take down their Facebook
accounts and disable the comments facility for their publications. Women and journalists from
minority groups have been particular targets.
Where it could, the government has sought to control some media more directly. Shortly after
the election a court ordered the CEO of Voice of America – a Presidential appointee – to stop
interfering in its news coverage, saying that this resulted in ‘self-censorship and the chilling of
First Amendment expression’. The network’s managing editor had testified that this had made
VOA journalists excessively cautious, particularly about politically sensitive topics.
Journalists have felt themselves under threat and under scrutiny, while trying to report a tricky
election campaign.
One issue which was raised repeatedly in media discussions was how to report misinformation
and statements which you knew to be untrue. Should they – as a journalist in an online
discussion put it – ‘shoot down misinformation when it first raised its head, or wait to see
whether it got oxygen?’. One older reporter argued that they shouldn’t get caught up in
thinking that it was their job to shoot down misinformation; they should focus on getting
things right themselves. Younger colleagues disagreed. The problem was particularly difficult
when it involved contradicting the President of the United States. Reports starting “The
President falsely claimed…’ were, as they said, something they had rarely had to write in the
past.
The issue became even more acute after polling day when the President repeatedly claimed –
in the face of all evidence — that he had won the election. Television channels began to cut
away from his press conferences. Initially Fox News presenter Sean Hannity exclaimed, “They
cut away from the President speaking so that their own corrupt media pundits could trash him.
Wow. Truly an Orwellian nightmare.” But soon Fox itself was doing the same thing.
Twitter has flagged the President’s tweets claiming to have won the election as misleading,
which is not a very satisfactory solution, since his words are still visible, and the labelling
inflames his supporters still further.
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What emerged from our meetings was that journalists felt a strong sense of responsibility that it was up to them to correct false statements, up to them to educate their audience about
how results were likely to emerge in the unusual election year, up to them to keep the nation
calm during what might be a long wait for final results.
There was an uncomfortable awareness that in 2016 they had been ‘played’ over the story of
Hillary Clinton’s emails, an enticingly juicy story but one which may have contributed to her
defeat.
The equivalent in 2020 was Hunter Biden’s laptop, another temptingly juicy story dangled in
front of them by some of the President’s associates, but this time they were more reluctant to
bite. Outlets like National Public Radio hesitated, with one senior editor saying they didn’t
want to add fuel to the fire of a story which couldn’t be verified.
One peculiarity of the American electoral system is that there is no immediate official
declaration of results, as is common elsewhere; official results are not announced for several
weeks. Instead, counting goes on until one candidate is so far ahead that it would be
impossible to lose. At that point the loser may concede. Otherwise, the media ‘call’ the
election for the winning candidate. Some major news outlets prefer to make their own
decisions; most follow the lead of the main national news agency, Associated Press, which has
a unit dedicated to calling the results.
But what is normally accepted practice caused a major row when Fox News (which had set up
its own results desk) ‘called’ Arizona for Biden some hours ahead of AP and other television
channels. The call was correct, but this hasn’t stopped the President embarking on a vendetta
against what was previously his favourite TV channel.
Consequently, Trump supporters protesting against the election have added ‘Fox News sucks’
to ‘Defund the media’, and other such slogans.
The journalists we spoke to were all taking this election extremely seriously, and showed a
keen sense of their responsibilities, despite working in a tense, difficult and sometimes
dangerous atmosphere. But this was due to the particular character of one of the presidential
candidates, and although the political polarisation at the root of the problem will not disappear
overnight, the relationship between the press and the Presidency should certainly change with
a new incumbent in charge.
Although the United States has a great variety of media outlets, it is true that some sections
of the press have not been even-handed. At present there is no obligation on them to be
unbiased during election campaigns, but if politicians genuinely think that this is a problem,
they may wish to consider reintroducing some form of the ‘fairness doctrine’ during election
periods.
Finally, one of the more fraught aspects of election night itself might be eased if there were
some formal system of announcing winners, rather than leaving individual journalists in the
invidious position of having to decide who has won the election.
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Media Analysis
As part of a wholistic approach to a remote observation of the US election, our observers were
tasked with conducting a large-scale coding exercise of the media landscape in the United
States. This included a range of media types from national, state and more local outlets.
The news stories were coded by our observers, beginning at the end of September and ending
several days after election day. Our observers were tasked with reviewing the media coverage
of key outlets within their state and were asked to do so on a weekly basis, conducting their
coding on the same day each week wherever possible. It is important to note that because of
the volume of media sources and stories, and the varying availability of our observers, the
sample of stories for analysis should not be considered either as being complete nor random.
The main purpose of this coding exercise was to allow for a broad analysis of the media
landscape, including the partiality of media sources, the general tone of election coverage,
and the prevalence of ‘abusive’ stories.
In total, 3903 stories were coded, and of these, 1681 were considered as election stories. Our
observers were asked to code all election-related stories, not just those referring to the
presidential elections, recognising the importance of the other races and referenda,
particularly in the local context. These election stories consisted of 1000 Newspaper/Online
articles, 580 television stories, 93 radio stories, and eight from other sources. The coding
framework required observers to answer a number of questions about the stories they
reviewed, including the topic of the story, the election theme (for election stories), the primary
actors and their disposition, whether they considered the content of the media to be abusive,
and the overall tone of the article or broadcast. To ensure consistency in data collection to the
greatest extent possible, observers were asked to watch a short training video (approximately
25 minutes) outlining the coding process, and to complete an example exercise.

‘Abusive’ Media Coverage
As part of the review of the media, our observers were asked to identify whether they
considered the content under review to be ‘abusive’ in tone. The definition of abusive was
largely left to the discretion of the individual observers.
On a positive note, just 36 (2.1%) of the 1681 election stories coded were considered as being
abusive in tone by our observers. In a brief review of the information collected about these
stories, in some cases they appear to be reporting the abusive rhetoric used by election actors
themselves, whilst in others the abusive articles were opinion pieces, rather than what might
be more formally considered news articles.

Tone of Election Stories
Overall, the vast majority of the coded election stories (1038) were viewed to be neutral in
their overall tone. 208 were viewed as positive and 77 very positive, whilst 270 were negative
and just 56 very negative. Whilst this is a loose categorisation of the tone of the media, the
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figures would appear to be indicative of a reasonably healthy traditional media landscape
surrounding the US elections, particularly in what might be considered a particularly divisive
election. An overrepresentation of positive coverage might indicate an uncritical media, whilst
excessive negative coverage would indicate toxicity in debate. As it is, the coverage appears
broadly balanced in its tone, although this may differ between outlets and depending on the
topic of the article. It cannot be easily identified, for example, whether all of the positive stories
relate to one candidate or party and the negative stories to another.
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Figure 7. The figure above shows the distribution of the tone of all the election stories coded (N = 1649).

The data outlined above refers to the tone of all the election stories coded across the range
of state and national outlets and media types. When we focus on solely the national outlets,
with a more considerable reach, the picture appears largely similar. A total of 361 election
stories were coded from major news outlets with a more national reach. More than half (194)
of these stories were of a neutral disposition, with 40 positive and 14 very positive stories. 87
of the stories were of a negative disposition, and 16 were classed as very negative.
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Figure 8. The figure above shows the distribution of the tone of the election stories coded from major news outlets (N = 351).

Looking at the remaining, more local media (Figure 9 below), 844 of the total stories (65%)
were considered neutral, considerably higher than the 55% of the national outlets. In both
cases however, the media environment can still be considered as being broadly neutral in
disposition and is perhaps less negative than one may have imagined in the context of a hotly
contested election. 168 of the state media stories were positive, with 63 very positive. 183 of
stories were considered negative, with 40 of a very negative disposition.
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Figure 9. The figure above shows the distribution of the tone of the election stories coded from state news outlets
(N = 1298).
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Social Media
Since their inception, Facebook and Twitter have garnered an increasing number of users who
use it both for social purposes and as a source of ‘information’8. Whilst widespread use of
social and internet media played a central role in the 2008 Presidential Election, previous
campaigns had endeavoured to use this ‘real-time’ data to better their chances. As one of the
most prevalent users of Twitter, President Trump has encouraged an increasing number of his
supporters and opponents to join and/or actively use Twitter as a platform for political
discourse. The purpose of our data monitoring was to determine how Twitter users were
responding to key electoral issues in the run up to the 2020 US Election. This monitoring allows
Democracy Volunteers to identify key problems voters may have experienced around ‘mail in
ballots’, ‘early voting’, ‘absentee voting’ and other electoral matters.
Twitter was selected as the primary source of our social media data set as it was determined
to be a better representation of public sentiment towards electoral issues compared to
traditional online news articles and blogs. Whilst more US adults are registered with and use
Facebook (69%) compared to Twitter (37%), Twitter’s Application Programming Interface
makes it very easy to utilise advanced analysis techniques across the Twitter platform9.
Sentiment analysis of public discourse is vital in determining public attitudes and confidence
in the electoral system. Equally, through live monitoring of trending topics and Twitter output,
Democracy Volunteers is able to identify more efficiently any issues in the voting process.
Whilst sentiment analysis has frequently been employed in the private sector, particularly when
analysing sentiment towards brands and firms, we believe that such processes have a role to
play in electoral observations when determining public trust in elections and identifying issues
as and when they happen; both in the run up to and on election day itself.
The local nature in which elections are administered in the United States (i.e. by state
governments and not the federal government) means that there is a large variation in the ways
in which an individual is able to vote from one state to the next. Broadly speaking however,
three key electoral topics cover the majority of American electoral discourse, namely (I) Mail
in Ballot/Voting, (II) Absentee Voting and (III) Early Voting10. These three topics were the
subject of long-term observation on social media alongside a number of other electoral issues
that were monitored during election day. These included queues at polling stations,
provisional ballots, poll watchers and disabled access to polling sites.
Over the course of the seven-week observation period, 200,000+ tweets were examined for
sentiment. Of these, 59.6% related to Early Voting, 24.1% related to Mail in Ballot/Voting and
16.3% related to Absentee Voting. The methods used included a combination of R and
Twitter Dev Rate Limits. Available at: https://developer.twitter.com/en/docs/twitter-api/v1/rate-limits
Bovet, A., Morone, F. and Makse, H.A. (2018) ‘Validation of Twitter opinion trends with national polling
aggregates: Hillary Clinton vs Donald Trump’. Scientific Reports, 8(1), pp.1-16.
10 Grover, P., Kar, A.K., Dwivedi, Y.K. and Janssen, M. (2019) ‘Polarization and acculturation in US Election 2016
outcomes–Can twitter analytics predict changes in voting preferences’. Technological Forecasting and Social
Change, 145, pp.438-460.
8
9
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Python Script to monitor live output of Twitter towards a respective term, third-party
monitoring software, as well as random sample manual checks to verify sentiment.
Twitter Monitoring involves utilising all publicly accessible tweets within a defined timeframe
and analysing them based on equally definable variables of user, content and location. This
process utilises Twitter’s application programming interface (API) to read tweets either live or
based on a retrospective search. This process requires the application and approval of a user
for a developer account, after which the use and authorisation of API Keys allows a
researcher to access all public data on a wide scale basis. Figure 10 shows a simplified
scheme of how an application searches and analyses Twitter information.
Sentiment of a given Tweet is divided into three categories based on the contents of said
tweet: Positive, Negative and Neutral. Table 1 shows examples of which words are
categorised as either positive or negative.
Positive
Participation; Love; Like; Preferred; Timely;
Right; Easy; Accepted; Successfully.

Negative
Cheating; Fraud; Issues; Problem; Late; Steal;
Cheat; Plot; Outrageous; Bad; Failing.

Table 1 Examples of key sentiment markers that may be found within a given tweet.

The application analyses the content of the tweet, identifying key sentiment markers before
determining an overall sentiment rating of positive, negative, or neutral. Studies which have
utilised twitter analysis and trend techniques have previously been conducted and may be
examined for further information regarding the technicalities of twitter analysis11.

Figure 1 Simplified schematic for accessing and analysing Twitter data.

Yaqub, U., Chun, S.A., Atluri, V. and Vaidya, J. (2017) ‘Analysis of political discourse on twitter in the context of
the 2016 US presidential elections’. Government Information Quarterly, 34(4), pp.613-626.
11
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Social Media Report
The three main variables collected via the above methods are:
I.
II.
III.

Tweet Time
Tweet Sentiment
Tweet Location

Based on this data it is possible to map and plot sentiment both spatially and temporally
over the course of the observation period. As such, the following sections show a detailed
time series of sentiment for the three key electoral issues, as well as analysis as to the driving
force behind peaks in Twitter traffic in specific states. Alongside this, maps and tree diagrams
displaying Twitter traffic density by state are also shown. This subsequently allows us to
determine whether or not a state interest (Twitter traffic) is determined by demographics
(population) – as would be the obvious case – or by more local events/issues.
As Figure 12 demonstrates, traffic for Mail in Ballot (MIB) appeared to peak at key electoral
events throughout the observation period; the first major peak (exceeding 1500) being
during the first Presidential Debate, during which the last section was dedicated to ‘electoral
integrity’ and featured heavily the topic of MIB. During the observation period sentiment of
Tweets regarding MIB remained broadly positive, with 19% of Tweets being positive for the
observation period, 16% being negative and the rest neutral – resulting in a net +3
sentiment for the MIB data set as a whole. As previously mentioned, the nature of sentiment
analysis through key word identification can mean that tweets with an overall negative rating
can actually be positive towards MIB as a method of voting. Indeed, manual random sample
checking of the data set revealed this to be the case with tweets that had overtly negative
language towards a party, individual and/or candidate, but endorsed MIB as a method of
casting one’s vote12. Popular shared URLs included voter registration websites for respective
regions/areas, ‘How to vote’ websites and maps of nearest drop box locations.
As Figures 13 and 14 show the proportion of Twitter traffic for MIB varies markedly from
state to state. Indeed, an initial inspection of the most ‘active’ states would appear to
suggest that the states with the largest population would have a proportionally higher level
of traffic. As such, Figure 15 attempts to address this assertion and suggests that 80% of the
variation in Tweets is explained by state population.
Based on the data (Figs. 12-15) the following may be concluded about Twitter sentiment to
MIB:

12

•

Sentiment remained broadly positive throughout the observation period.

•

Time series average sentiment was an overall positive towards Mail in Ballots.

For example, [Expletive] [Candidate]. Make sure you vote by mail. It’s safe and easy to apply for one: [Link]”.
As such, overall sentiment of the Tweet was negative because of the swear word, but sentiment towards Mail
in Voting is positive.
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•

Four of the six highest peaks in traffic occurred during the first half of the observation
period.

•

Twitter traffic appears to have been largely driven by state population.

As Figure 16 shows, traffic for Absentee Ballot/Voting (AB) was lower compared to traffic for
MIB. Despite this, a number of distinctive spikes occur throughout the observation period –
with key events for these dates shown respectively. Whilst it is not possible to conclude with
a high degree of certainty as to the motivation behind such spikes in traffic, it would appear
that mentions of AB are more driven by election-specific news – most notably around
changes in voting deadlines and regulations. Equally, throughout this period, sentiment
towards AB remained consistently positive with 19% of Tweets being positive, 11% negative
and the remainder neutral – resulting in a net +8 sentiment for AB throughout the
observation period. This is in contrast to the more ‘contested’ sentiment towards MIB
explored earlier. Much like that of MIB related posts, tweets mentioning AB included links to
voting information websites and voter registration web pages.
As Figures 17, 18 and 19 show, the relationship between Twitter traffic and state population
for AB varies markedly to that of MIB. Here regression analysis shows that state population
has much less of a bearing on Twitter traffic in relation to AB tweets. Indeed, an examination
of the state reports for the low population states with high traffic, namely Georgia and
Wisconsin, may show an occurrence of state-specific events that in turn determined the high
proportion of traffic.
From this data (Figs. 16-19) the following conclusions in reference to AB may be made:
•

Sentiment remained consistently positive throughout the observation period

•

Time series average sentiment was positive towards AB

•

Consistent peaks in traffic occurred throughout the observation period, apparently
driven by election-related news

•

Twitter traffic was not driven primarily by state population

Of the three electoral terms monitored throughout the seven-week observation period, Early
Voting (EV) was by far the most used term. It especially picked up in the latter half of the
observation period – this is likely since the term was used synonymously with all methods of
voting including AB and MIB.
During the initial half of the observation period sentiment remained fairly balanced, before
positive sentiment took a broad lead in the latter half of the observation. Indeed, the
majority of traffic occurred in the three-week run up to election day. Average sentiment over
the time period was positive towards EV with 19% of Tweets referencing EV positively, 8%
negatively and the rest neutral – resulting in a net +11 sentiment for EV over the observation
period. Furthermore, much like the previous two topics links to voter registration sites, local
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election administrations and polling stations maps were common in the Twitter traffic
regarding EV.
An examination of traffic by state would suggest a slightly stronger correlation between
traffic and state population compared to AB, accounting for 66% of the variation in Twitter
traffic.
Conclusions based on the data for EV (Figs. 20-23) are as follows:
•

Sentiment remained positive throughout the time series, with positivity increasing
towards the end of the campaign.

•

Sentiment averaged out at +11 for the entire observation period.

•

EV was the most used of the three terms examined.

•

Twitter traffic was largely driven by state population.

Throughout election day live monitoring of Twitter was conducted using the mixed methods
described above. As previously mentioned, this was done to determine issues around access
to the vote, queueing, disabled access to polling stations, poll watchers and any other
appropriate topics. Some of the key events that were tweeted about included:
•

Long queues and wait times were frequent and not limited to a single county or
state, with many people posting images of said queues on Twitter.

•

Some voters faced issues around fraudulent text messages regarding casting of
votes. Michigan Attorney General Dana Nessel tweeted the following: “[AG ELECTION
ALERT]: Dearborn voters, text messages are reportedly being sent to trick you into
thinking there are ballot sensor issues. Do not fall for it, it's a trick!”.13

•

Many users posted links to ballot drop boxes and polling stations.

•

Claims on the day that poll watchers were being denied entry into Philadelphia
polling stations – including images and videos – circulated quickly in the early hours
of polling with increased traction throughout the day.14

•

The Ohio Secretary of State confirmed that “…the Franklin County Board of Elections
was not able to upload all early in-person voting data into their electronic check-in
system. Because of this, they are shifting to paper pollbooks to check-in voters today”
via Twitter.

13
14

https://twitter.com/MIAttyGen/status/1323392797697867778
https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/world-us-canada-54814101
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Gerrymandering
The act of gerrymandering, where a political party or group draw electoral boundaries in such
a way so as to gain a political advantage in a legislative body, is a practice that has been widely
discussed and debated in the USA for many decades. The politicisation of delineating
boundaries for electoral contests, such as those to the US House of Representatives, skews
election results away from proportionality and ‘allows politicians to choose their voters as
opposed to allowing voters to choose their politicians’15.
Acts attempting to prevent gerrymandering have evolved over time and the practice predates
the enaction of the United States Constitution itself. Article 1, Section 4 of the constitution
gives authority to states to determine the ‘times, places and manner’ of congressional elections
and the term ‘manner’ is deemed to include the drawing of congressional boundaries. The
Apportionment Act of 1842 set that congressional districts must be contiguous and elect a
number of representatives relative to population based on the census. Following this, the
Voting Rights Act of 1965 put forth some federal standards such as prohibiting ‘the use of any
voting qualification or practice—including the drawing of congressional redistricting plans—
that results in the denial or abridgement of the right to vote based on race, color, or
membership in a language minority’16. Alongside the Act, many court cases have revolved
around unfair redistricting. However, the case still remains that many districts’ boundaries are
drawn ‘to further political goals while complying with legal parameters’17.
The task of redistricting electoral geographies is a necessary one in order to ensure similar
numbers of electors are in each district and thus ensure, as far as is practicably possible, that
each voters’ ballot holds the same ‘weight’, creating fairer representation. In the USA, this
redistricting is done on a decennial basis following completion of the national census.
However, the person or group tasked with redistricting differs from state to state. In some
states, such as California, non-politician led commissions undertake this role, though the
majority of states, such as Texas and Maine, give state legislatures the dominant role18.
Aside from the obvious issues associated with political redistricting such as poorer
representation, it is important to acknowledge the effects it has on a variety of groups and for
the electoral process more widely. Gerrymandering has been shown to increase the number
of ‘safe seats’ and therefore decrease levels of competition, with respects to both ‘district
partisan demographics [and] by vote margins in congressional elections’19. Furthermore,
Ruiz, M. P. (2019) The erosion of democracy: Gerrymandering in the United States. University of Northern Iowa.
Available online at: https://scholarworks.uni.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1955&context=etd. Quote p.1
16 Whitaker, L.P. (2015) Congressional Redistricting and the Voting Rights Act: A Legal Overview. Congressional
Research Service. Quote: Summary p.i
17 Winburn, J. (2008) The Realities of Redistricting: Following the Rules and Limiting Gerrymandering in State
Legislative Redistricting. Lanham: Lexington Books. Cited in: Hicks, W. D., Klarner, C. E., McKee, S. C. & Smith, D. A
(2018) Revisiting Majority-Minority Districts and Black Representation. Political Research Quarterly. Vol.71 No.2
p.408-423. Quote p.418
18 Ballotpedia (2020)
19 Goedert, N. (2017) The Pseudoparadox of Partisan Mapmaking and Congressional Competition. State Politics &
Policy Quarterly. Vol.17 No.1 p.47-75. Quote p.69
15
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gerrymandering can act as a tool for ensuring certain demographic groups disproportionately
vote in those seats where contests are non-competitive due to politically drawn boundaries.
Although the practice of gerrymandering was not studied in depth by Democracy Volunteers
at the November 2020 set of elections across the USA, it was a recurring point of debate for
our interlocutors. We hope to investigate this practice further at upcoming elections in the
USA.
Whilst a great deal of our work focused on the processes of the election, the administration
and naturally the information on the presidential election, it would be remiss of this report not
to comment on the attitudes we received from the public concerning so-called
gerrymandering. As well as the questions we asked the public in our poll on election
administration, we also asked them about their perceptions of so-called gerrymandering. We
asked, ‘To what extent do you agree that the political parties in the United States act out of
self-interest when 'redistricting' congressional seats (so-called gerrymandering)?’

To what extent do you believe re-districting is partisan?
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Figure 11 Voters indicated a strong belief that re-districting is highly partisan. (N.1025)

What is clear from this initial work is that those we polled are almost entirely of the belief
that redistricting is done almost exclusively for party political advantage. There is more
information on ‘gerrymandering’ in the annex as authored by the various teams of observers
across the country during the remote observation.
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Recommendations
As this election observation was conducted entirely online, we have not been able to make
detailed assessments within polling stations that we would normally make. As such we have
limited recommendations for legislators and elections administrators, though there is
extensive commentary in the annex about specific observations in the states that welcome
election observers.
Recommendation 1 - Election Observers
Many states allow election observation, in various forms, but many do not. Often this
‘observation’ is conducted by party-affiliated representatives who are not observers. We
recommend that all US states and territories welcome independent, non-partisan observers,
whether domestic or international. This should be formally legislated for and a clear process
of accreditation and limitations of access should be simple and explained.
Recommendation 2 – Redistricting
So-called gerrymandering is a significant challenge in US elections. It is something that voters
are concerned about and delegitimises the electoral process. We recommend that
independent panels in each state, with no influence by party, should be created to ensure that
boundaries are drawn up without the effect of party bias.
Recommendation 3 – Mail-in Ballots
Several states extended the use of mail-in ballots, in some cases to create a system where this
was the only method available to voters. Whilst in the circumstances of a pandemic this might
be considered reasonable, we would recommend a review of this situation ahead of future
elections and the eventual conclusion of the pandemic phase of the Covid-19 virus. Mail-in
ballots constitute an unsupervised form of voting where voters, in a household environment,
could be unduly influenced by other family members, and this is not something that can be
observed or managed by electoral administrators. In-person voting continues to be the most
robust form of voting to ensure the legitimacy of elections.
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List of in-person interlocutors
Election Administration
Scott Nago - Chief Election Officer (State of Hawaii)
Sheryl Moss - Certification & Training Program Manager (Office of the Secretary of State Washington State)
Judd Choate - Director (Division of Elections, Colorado Department of State)
Eric Fey - Democratic Election Director (St Louis County, Missouri)
Rick Stream - Republican Election Director (St Louis County, Missouri)
Batina Dodge - County Clerk (Scotland County, Missouri)
Paul DeGregorio - Former Chair of US Electoral Assistance Commission
Peter Lichtenheld - Senior Vice-President of Customer Success Hart InterCivic
Media
Peter Heinlein - Former White House Correspondent (Voice of America)
Academic
Professor Ronald B. Rapoport - John Marshall Professor (College of William and Mary,
Virginia)
NGOs
David Levine - Elections Integrity Fellow Alliance for Securing Democracy
Sam Novey - Founder of the Baltimore Votes Coalition
Cynthia Richie - Founder and Executive Director of RepresentWomen
Maria Yuan - Founder of IssueVoter
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Contributors at Online Events Attended
Election Administration
Anne Cloeter - Registrar (Roanoke County, Virginia)
Joseph P. Gloria - Registrar of Voters (Clark County Nevada)
Ben Hovland - Chairman (U.S. Election Assistance Commission)
Tammy Patrick - Senior Advisor (Democracy Fund)
Wendy Underhill - Director of Elections and Redistricting, (National Conference of State
Legislatures)
Riley Willman - Public Information Officer (Wisconsin Elections Commission)
Meagan Wolfe - Administrator (Wisconsin Elections Commission)
Reid Magney - Public Information Officer (Wisconsin Elections Commission)
Claire Woodall-Vogg - Executive Director (Milwaukee Election Commission)
Mary Hall – Auditor (Thurston County, Washington State)
Tillie Naputi-Puller - Elections Manager (Washington State)
Julie Wise - King County Director of Elections (Washington State)
Brad Raffensperger – Secretary of State (Georgia)
Alex Padilla – Secrerary of State (California)
Jared DeMarinis - State Board of Elections (Maryland)
Gilberto Zelaya – Empowerment and Public Information Officer of Montgomery County
Board of Elections (Maryland)
Vincent Camaco - Legal Counsel, Guam Electoral Commission
Maria Pangelinan - Executive Director, Guam Electoral Commission
Michael F. Perez – Chairperson, Guam Electoral Commission
Alice M. Taijeron – Vice-Chairperson, Guam Electoral Commission
Joseph Mafnas - Member, in charge of boundaries, Guam Electoral Commission
Riley Willman - Wisconsin Elections Commission
Meagan Wolfe - Wisconsin Elections Commission
Reid Magney - Wisconsin Elections Commission
Media
Gary Abernathy - Contributing columnist (The Washington Post)
Darrel Rowland - Public Affairs Editor (The Columbus Dispatch)
Julie Carr Smyth - Statehouse and state government reporter (Associated Press)
Danya Henninger - Editor (Billy Penn)
Katrease Stafford - National race and ethnicity writer for (Associated Press, Detroit)
Howard Wilkinson - Senior political analyst (Cincinnati Public Radio)
Mike Curtin - Retired editor (The Columbus Dispatch)
Jeff Jacoby - Journalist (Boston Globe)
Scott Slade – Journalist (WSB Radio)
Greg Bluestein – Political Reporter (Atlanta Journal-Constitution)
Lisa Rayam – Host and Senior Reporter (WABE)
John Schrag - Executive Editor (Pamplin Media Group)
Yemile Bucay - Journalist and media researcher
Ruby Bailey - Executive Editor of the Columbia Missourian
Emily Spain - TV News Anchor, KOMU8
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Gary Castor - Managing Editor of the Jefferson City News Tribune
Trisha Miller - Editor and Publisher of the Washington Missourian
David Leib - Jefferson City Bureau of the Associated Press
Carla Marinucci - Senior writer Politico’s California Playbook
Peter Hirschfeld - VPR Reporter covering state government, Vermont
Bob Kinzel - Political Reporter (VPR/Host of Vermont Edition)
Pamela Wood – Journalist (The Baltimore Sun)
Amanda Barrett - Deputy Managing Editor (Associated Press)
Karen Mahabir - Fact-Checking Editor (Associated Press)
David Wasserman - House Editor (Cook Political Report)
Steve Karlin - KCCI anchor, Iowa
Stephen Gruber-Miller - Politics and government reporter (Des Moines Register)
Suzanne Malveaux – Journalist
Jessie Opoien - Opinion Editor, Capital Times
Political
Doug Burgum - (Republican), North Dakota Governor
Dr. Shelley Lenz - (Democrat), Candidate North Dakota Governor
DuWayne Hendrickson - (Libertarian) Candidate North Dakota Governor
Chris Sununu – (Republican), New Hampshire Governor
Dan Feltes – (Democrat), Candidate New Hampshire Governor
Joni Ernst - (Republican) Senator for Iowa
Theresa Greenfield - (Democrat) Candidate for Senator for Iowa
Tom Barratt – (Democrat) Mayor of Milwaukee
Cory Mason – (Democrat) Mayor of Racine
John Antaramian – (Democrat) Mayor of Kenosha
Eric Genrich – (Democrat) Mayor of Green Bay
Satya Rhodes-Conway – (Democrat) Mayor of Madison
Phil Scott – (Republican) Governor of Vermont
Charlie Baker – (Republican) Governor of Massachusetts
Larry Hogan – (Republican) Governor of Maryland
Heidi Scheuermann - (Republican) Vermont state House representative
Greg Gianforte - (Republican) Congressman for Montana and Governor Candidate
David Zuckerman - (Democrat/Progressive) Candidate for Governor of Vermont
Donald Trump – (Republican) President of the United States
Kelly Loeffler – (Republican) Senator for Georgia
Doug Collins - (Republican) Georgia
Matt Leiberman - (Democrat)
Brian Slowinski - (Libertarian)
Ed Tarver - (Democrat)
Raphael Warnock - (Democrat)
Joe Biden – (Democrat) Candidate for President of the United States and former VicePresident
Alexander Assefa – (Democrat) Nevada Assembly Member
Steve Bullock - (Democrat) Governor of Montana
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Steve Daines - (Republican) Senator for Montana
Barbara Lee - (Democrat) Member of House of Representatives for California
Kamala Harris - (Democrat) Senator for California and Vice-Presidential Candidate
Earl Johnson – (Democrat) campaign coordinator Alameda County, California Democratic
Party
Michael Tubbs - (Democrat) Mayor, Stockton California
Daraka Larimore - (Democrat) Vice Chair, California Democratic Party
Taisha Brown - (Democrat) Chair, California Democratic Party Black caucus
Cindy Axne – (Democrat) Member of House of Representatives for Iowa
David Young – (Republican) Candidate for the House of Representatives for Iowa
Tobias Read (Democrat) State Treasurer, Oregon
Jeff Gudman – (Republican) Candidate for State Treasurer, Oregon
David Gergen – Former Presidential Advisor for Presidents Nixon, Ford, Reagan, and Clinton
Laurie Pohutsky – (Democrat) Member of the Michigan House of Representatives
Jon Hoadley – (Democrat) Congressional Candidate Michigan
Ellen Lipton – (Democrat) Former Michigan State Representative
Roger Marshall – (Republican) Congressional Candidate Kansas
Barbara Bollier – (Democrat) Candidate Kansas State Senator
Linda Foley – (Democrat) Chair of Montgomery County Democratic Party
Yvette Lewis – (Democrat) Chair of the Maryland Democratic Party
Ike Leggett – (Democrat) Former County Executive, Montgomery County
Nancy Navarro - (Democrat) Councilmember (District 4), Montgomery County
Andrew Friedson, (Democrat) Councilmember (District 1), Montgomery County
Marilyn Malcombe, (Democrat) Co-Chair, Residents for More Representation
Will Roberts - (Democrat) Co-Chair, Montgomery Neighbors against Question B
Diana Conway - (Democrat) Montgomery County Women’s Democratic Club
Ed Markey – Massachusetts Senator
Jennifer Granholm - (Democrat) Former Governor of Michigan, Professor at Berkeley
Karen Bass - (Democrat) Congressmember California district 37 & Chairwoman of
Congressional Black Caucus
Dee Dee Myers – (Democrat) Former White House Press Secretary
Kevin O’Connor – (Republican) Candidate for Massachusetts Senator
Jeanne Shaheen - (Democrat) New Hampshire Senator
Corky Messner - (Republican) New Hampshire Candidate for senator
Ted Wheeler – (Democrat) Mayor of Portland
Sarah Iannarone - Grassroots community candidate for Mayor of Portland
Molly Gray – (Democrat) Lieutenant Governor of Vermont
Bernie Sanders – (Independent) Vermont Senator
Peter Welch – (Democrat) Congressman for Vermont
Doug LaMalfa – (Republican) Congressional Candidate California
Audrey Denney – (Democrat) Congressional Candidate California
Jay Inslee – (Democrat) Governor of Washington
Loren Culp – (Republican) Candidate for Governor of Washington
Jon Ossoff – (Democrat) Georgia Senate Candidate
Eric Holder – (Democrat) former attorney general and chairman of the National Democratic
Redistricting Committee
33

Chaz Beasley – (Democrat) North Carolina state representative
Academic
Kate Jones - Oxford University Law Faculty, and Associate Fellow at Chatham House
Amy Mitchell - Director of Journalism Research (Pew Research Centre)
Mona Field - Professor Emeritus of Political Science (Glendale Community College)
Peter Enrich - Professor of Law Emeritus (North Eastern University School of Law)
Jeremy Paul - Law Professor (Northeastern University)
Andrew Smith – Professor (Rockerfeller Centre for Public Policy)
Kate Guy - PhD student of International Relations at the University of Oxford
Shobhan Dhir - Vice President of the Oxford Climate Society and a PhD student at Oxford
Manu Bhagavan, Professor of History, Human Rights and Public Policy; Hunter College
Henry Kamerling - Academic Seattle University’s History Department
Heath Spencer - Academic Seattle University’s History Department
Nova Robinson - Academic Seattle University’s History Department
Professor W. Joseph Campbell - School of Communication and School of Public Affairs
Amrutha Chatty – Professor, School of Communication and School of Public Affairs
Ron Elving- School of Communication and School of Public Affairs
Candice Nelson - Professor, School of Communication and School of Public Affairs
Leonard Steinhorn - Professor, School of Communication and School of Public Affairs
David Hyde - Department of Sociology, South Puget Sound Community College
John Haskell - Director and Interlocutor, John W Kluge Center, Library of Congress
Julia Azari - Visiting Scholar, Marquette University
Mona Field - Professor Emeritus, Political Science, Glendale Community College
NGOs
Dominique Day - Chair of the UN Working Group of Experts on People of African Descent,
and Executive Director of Daylyt
Irene Khan - UN Special Rapporteur on Freedom of Expression and Opinion
Danica Damplo - the Universal Rights Group.
Avery Davis-Roberts - The Carter Center
Dr Renee Dupree – Proctor Power the polls
Yindra Dixon – Mpower 360
Cesar Cardenas – Hip Hop Caucus
Melvin Tillar – 100 Black Men of Las Vegas
Maggie Thomas - Political Director at Evergreen Action
Julian NoiseCat - Vice President of Policy and Strategy of Green New Deal Strategy at Data
for Progress
Rachel Kleinfelt - Senior Fellow – Democracy, Conflict and Governance Program,
Carnegie Endowment for International Peace
Krzysztof Izbeski - Board member & Policy Director, ePanstwo Foundation
Rodrigo Diamanti - Founder, Un Mundo sin Mordaza
Gabriel Negatu - former Director General of African Development Bank
Dwan Dandrige - Life Remodeled
Chris Lambert - Life Remodeled
Alan Hoover - Executive Producer, "The Fifth Seat"
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Kristina Karamo - Christian ‘Apologist’, Content Creator
Eric Thomas - Chief Storyteller, City of Detroit
Lisa Ross - COO of Edelman
Tina D. Pierce - Executive Director & Founder of the Worth Foundation
Andrew Pierce II – Founder of the Worth Foundation
Sonia Silbert - Co-director and training director 350Vermont
Kathy Sakahara - League of Women Voters
Linn Davis - Healthy Democracy
Marge Easley - Oregon League of Women Voters
Joshua Harris - Vice President of the Baltimore Chapter of the NAACP
Diana Emerson - Director of Community Relations for the HARBEL Community Organization
David Troy - Baltimore-based tech entrepreneur and disinformation researcher
Don Gatewood - Co-Director of The Initiative Baltimore
Tasmin Swanson - Director of Programs at Baltimore Votes
Robert Kapp - Special Advisor, Planning and Publication for the US-China Education Trust
Thomas Carothers - Vice president at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace
Evan Feigenbaum - vice president at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace
William Zarit – Head of US Chamber of Commerce in China
Michael Chertoff – Expert in cyber security
Jennifer Morell – Consultant with Democracy Fraud
Kevin Johnson – Senior Member, The Carter Center
Mike Futrell - President of the National Black Nonpartisan Redistricting Organization
Karuna Ramanchandran - Chair of State Table’s Georgia Redistricting Alliance
Luis Aguilar -Virginia director at CASA
Allison Rigs - LWV Board member and Southern Coalition for Social Justice
Reverend James Woodall - President, Georgia NAACP
Legal
Carol Murphy -Judge, Thurston County Superior Court, Washington State
Nick Brown - Litigation Attorney and former General Counsel to Governor Inslee, Washington
Other
Lily Tomlin – Actress
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Director Wray told legislators that he had not seen evidence of a “coordinated national voter fraud effort”. Available at: https://uk.reuters.com/article/uk-usaelection-fbi/white-house-slams-fbi-chief-wray-over-voter-fraud-testimony-idUKKCN26G23H
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Figure 12 Time series data for Twitter traffic in relation to Mail in Ballot. Overall sentiment of the seven-week observation period is also shown alongside
key events that occurred throughout the campaign. N.b. events indicated are not conclusively the drivers behind peaks in traffic – instead these events were
determined to be the most applicable/significant to have occurred on that day.

Appendix of Social Media Analysis Tables
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Figure 13 Twitter Traffic for ‘Mail in Ballot’ per state. Coloured according to percentage (%) share of dataset.
Darker colours = higher density of Twitter Traffic.
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Figure 14 Twitter Traffic for ‘Mail in Ballot’ per state. Coloured according to 2016 Presidential Election Result and sized proportionate to share of
Twitter Traffic.
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Figure 15 Relationship (regression analysis) between state population and % share of Twitter Traffic for ‘Mail in Ballot’.
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2https://www.nytimes.com/2020/10/19/us/supreme-court-pennsylvania-voting.html

1https://www.nbcnews.com/politics/donald-trump/trump-attorneys-ask-supreme-court-stay-manhattan-da-s-tax-n1243207

Figure 16 Twitter traffic time series for Absentee Ballot/Voting and average sentiment for the seven-week observation period.
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Figure 17 Twitter Traffic for ‘Absentee Ballot’ per state. Coloured according to percentage (%) share of dataset.
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Figure 18 Twitter Traffic for ‘Absentee Ballot’ per state. Coloured according to 2016 Presidential Election Result and sized proportionate to
share of Twitter Traffic.
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Figure 19 Relationship (regression analysis) between state population and % share of Twitter Traffic for 'Absentee Ballot’.
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4https://www.theguardian.com/us-news/2020/nov/01/north-carolina-police-pepper-spray-protesters-march-to-polls

3https://www.politico.com/news/2020/10/26/supreme-court-wont-extend-wisconsin-ballot-deadline-432656

2https://apnews.com/article/election-2020-north-carolina-voting-rights-elections-courts-632ed1ff82a4a493cc8cc6c16c31ae8c

1https://www.nytimes.com/2020/10/08/us/gretchen-whitmer-michigan-militia.html

Figure 20 Twitter traffic time series for Early Voting and average sentiment for the seven-week observation period.

45

Figure 21 Twitter Traffic for ‘Early Voting’ per state. Coloured according to percentage (%) share of dataset.
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Figure 22 Twitter Traffic for ‘Early Voting’ per state. Coloured according to 2016 Presidential Election Result and sized proportionate to share
of Twitter Traffic.
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Figure 23 Relationship (regression analysis) between state population and % share of Twitter Traffic for 'Early Voting’.

Case Study 1 - Georgia
1. Introduction
Georgia is a state covering 59,425 square miles in the south eastern region of the US. Georgia
is bordered by Tennessee, North Carolina, South Carolina, Florida, and Alabama. According to
the US Census Bureau, in 2019 its estimated population was 10,617,423, making it the 8th most
populous state of the US. The capital city is Atlanta; other major cities are Augusta and
Columbus.20 The state has 16 electoral college votes. In the 2016 presidential election, Donald
Trump won 50.8% of votes compared to Hilary Clinton’s 45.6%.21 Key political actors at the
time of composition: Secretary of State: Brad Raffensperger (Republican) @GaSecofState,
Governor: Brian Kemp (Republican) @BrianKempGA, Senators: Kelly Loeffler (Republican)
@KLoeffler and David Perdue (Republican) @sendavidperdue. Senatorial elections were taking
place too for 2 seats. For one seat, the main candidates were incumbent David Perdue, Jon
Ossoff (Democrat) @ossoff and Shane Hazel (Libertarian) @ShaneTHazel.22 There were 21
candidates in the special election for incumbent Kelly Loeffler’s seat (she was appointed take
over when the previous senator Johnny Isakson retired). The candidates included Kelly Loeffler,
Raphael

Warnock

(Democrat)

@ReverendWarnock,

Matt

Lieberman

(Democrat)

@LiebermanForGa, Ed Tarver (Democrat), and Doug Collins (Republican) @RepDougCollins.23
The state had 14 US house representatives; 8 Republicans, 4 Democrats and 2 Vacant. 14 house
representatives were up for election on 3rd Nov 2020.24
Note on special senate election: On November 3, 2020, per Georgia law, a special general
election took place on the same day as the regularly scheduled U.S. Senate election for the
seat held by David Perdue. This special election was for the seat held by Kelly Loeffler. A
primary election did not occur; instead, all candidates, regardless of party, were be placed on
the same ballot. Party labels were printed on the ballot and if no candidate received more than
50% of the vote, the top two finishers advanced to a runoff election, to be held on January 5,
2021.

20

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Georgia_(U.S._state)#cite_note-2019EstPopGA-4
https://ballotpedia.org/Presidential_election_in_Georgia,_2016
22 https://ballotpedia.org/United_States_Senate_election_in_Georgia,_2020
23 https://ballotpedia.org/United_States_Senate_special_election_in_Georgia,_2020
24 https://ballotpedia.org/United_States_House_of_Representatives_elections_in_Georgia,_2020
21
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Court cases
List of court challenges related to Georgia’s elections:
●

Absentee ballot deadline: On the 2nd Oct 2020, the 11th U.S. Circuit Court of Appeals
reinstated the state election day deadline for absentee ballots to be returned. They
must have been received by county election officials by 7 p.m. on Tuesday 3rd Nov
2020. This overturned a previous decision to allow 3 extra days to return absentee
ballots due to the Coronavirus pandemic. 25

●

Paper ballots: On 11th Oct 2020, a motion to replace Georgia’s new voting system with
hand-marked paper ballots was denied by a federal judge. The motion was filed due
to election security concerns. 26

●

Paper backups: On 24th Oct 2020, the 11th U.S. Circuit Court of appeals overturned a
lower court’s ruling that would have required polling places to have updated paper
records of voter registration and absentee ballot information on polling day in case of
computer failure. 27

●

Long lines: On 13th Oct 2020, a federal judge dismissed a case seeking court
intervention to prevent lines at polling places. This case was filed due to long lines
experienced during the 2020 primaries. The judge ruled it was election officials’
responsibility to ensure there are backup plans in case of long lines and in case of
issues with election equipment.28

Observation Rules Georgia:
Pre-election day procedures: all observers permitted.
Election day: only partisan citizens are permitted to observe.
Post-election day procedures: all observers permitted.
Source: Ga. Code § 21-2-406, 21-2-408, 21-2-413, 21-2-414, 21-2-483(b), 21-2-493; Director
of Elections, Georgia Secretary of State’s office29

25

Case 20-13360 https://drive.google.com/file/d/1hLimaGvRhC0zlOfYNtCBo_Gn9OIAJCWR/view
Case 1:17-cv-02989-AT https://drive.google.com/file/d/1nL_qnn2CTgpLjdOUY1brrbOxURvHwi2b/view
27 Case 20-13730 https://drive.google.com/file/d/1RmCPe49zxV7NBT2Pu_PswMu6xLuUBebs/view
28 https://www.forbes.com/sites/alisondurkee/2020/10/13/judge-dismisses-georgia-lawsuit-to-help-ease-long-votinglines/?sh=3932144211eb
29 https://www.cartercenter.org/resources/pdfs/peace/democracy/cc-us-election-observation.pdf
26
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2. Evidence from Meetings
Early voting news
●

Gwinnett county experienced delays in receiving absentee ballots. By 2nd Oct 2020
only 50% of absentee ballots had been mailed. As per Voting Rights Act Section 203,
Spanish language elections materials are required for communities where the voting
age population of a demographic for whom English is not the primary language has
reached a certain threshold.30 Gwinnett county meets this threshold. The secretary of
state for Georgia has blamed this delay on a lawsuit against the county by The
Democratic Party of Georgia, the Democratic Senatorial Campaign Committee and the
Democratic Congressional Campaign Committee earlier this year to get the county to
use bigger envelopes so both the Spanish and English voting instructions (in a larger
font) could be included. 31 32

●

Long lines experienced in multiple counties across Georgia at the start of early voting.
33 34

Polling day news
●

Spalding county experienced a county-wide glitch that caused an outage for around 2
hours. Paper ballots had to be used at all polling places as a result of this. This issue
affected the poll pads that are used to check voters in. A judge ordered that polling
places could remain open until 9pm to make up for this outage. 35

●

There were other extensions to closing times due to delays for particular precincts in
Cherokee County, De Kalb County, Cobb County, Fulton County, Gwinett County,
Houston County and Richmond County. 36

30

https://www.gwinnettdailypost.com/local/only-50-of-absentee-ballots-have-been-mailed-in-gwinnettsecretary-of-state-brad-raffensperger/article_54b13d5a-04cb-11eb-a42f-d707d186efad.html
31

https://www.gwinnettdailypost.com/local/only-50-of-absentee-ballots-have-been-mailed-in-gwinnett-secretary-ofstate-brad-raffensperger/article_54b13d5a-04cb-11eb-a42f-d707d186efad.html
32 https://www.msn.com/en-us/news/politics/ga-sos-blames-dem-lawsuit-for-slowing-down-ballot-processing/arBB19DE3a
33 https://apnews.com/article/election-2020-nba-georgia-elections-atlanta-f7343836272098fec2ed67a8ef780003
34 https://www.washingtonpost.com/politics/georgia-early-vote-lines/2020/10/12/f8ffcd8c-0ca9-11eb-8a35237ef1eb2ef7_story.html
35 https://www.cbs46.com/news/judge-orders-all-spalding-county-polls-to-remain-open-until-9-p-m/article_9412393e1dd7-11eb-ae64-935400375724.html
36 https://www.11alive.com/article/news/politics/elections/georgia-polling-locations-staying-open-late-due-toproblems/85-d59cfef7-7445-4afb-a89c-40ec68c9dc63

50

●

There were absentee ballot counting issues in Fulton and Gwinett counties. In Fulton
county, a broken water pipe at the ballot processing facility caused a 2-hour delay in
counting votes. No ballots were damaged due to the leakage.37 Additionally, 342
ballots had to be rescanned on the 6th Nov 2020, due to a software issue. 38 In Gwinett
county, there were delays in counting due to a software issue that caused some batches
of absentee ballots not to be scanned properly. 39

Post-Election News
●

Due to the narrow margin between presidential candidates and political pressure, the
Secretary of State ordered a recount on the 11th of Nov 2020. The recount would be
performed by hand and the deadline for finalized results is 20th Nov 2020.40 As per
Georgia law, automatic recounts do not occur, but they can be requested by candidates
(if the margin is less than or equal to 0.5%), by election officer or the secretary of state
at their discretion. 41

●

Run off elections took place on 1st Dec 2020 (for state and local races) and 5th Jan
2021 (federal races). Both senate races will be included in the runoff election. 42

3. Voting Process
Registering to vote
Eligible persons register to vote via the Secretary of State’s office. Registration could have been
done online or through the county election office. The deadline for registering to vote was up
to the 5th Monday before the election date (for this election 5th October 2020). For the state
there was an online ‘My voter’ page, where voters can check: voter registration status; mail-In
application and ballot status; poll location; early voting locations, elected officials; registration
information on file with the county office; a sample ballot for the upcoming election, and

37

https://www.ajc.com/news/atlanta-news/fulton-election-results-delayed-after-pipe-bursts-in-room-withballots/4T3KPQV7PBEX3JVAIGJBNBSVJY/
38 https://www.wsbtv.com/news/politics/issue-reported-with-election-reporting-work-fultoncounty/W5OF32LWFRFFXGOHQ365UVQAOA/
39 https://www.11alive.com/article/news/politics/elections/2020-elections-gwinnett-county-absentee-ballots/858a0f7406-c144-42bd-bbad-ac9e96a5683e
40 https://www.ajc.com/politics/georgia-launches-statewide-hand-recount-of-presidentialrace/7PWR53SU6BAWDBOFRBJAW6HERA/
41 https://ballotpedia.org/Recount_laws_in_Georgia
42 https://www.ajc.com/politics/election/georgia-has-two-runoff-election-dates-after-the-generalelection/FGVQKJ2GBFAM3KGNZXQ66HOHZU/
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provisional Ballot status. This was also available as an app. Automatic registration was also
available at the Department of Driver Services.
Voting in person
Polling places were open between 7am and 7pm (if you are in line to vote by 7pm you are
allowed to cast your ballot). To be allowed to vote, the voter first had to complete a voter’s
certificate with their name and address. Then the voter had to show photo ID to a poll worker
who checks the ID, verifies that the voter is registered and at the correct polling station. If all
is in order, they issued a voter access card or ballot and allow the voter to vote. Georgia used
touch screen voting machines (however some municipalities may use other methods in
municipal elections). Instructions were posted in all polling places on how to use the machines
and poll workers could explain how to use them if required. Voter assistance was available for
elderly or disabled voters; this should have been organized with the county election office.
Early voting:
Voters could have voted early at early voting locations beginning the 4th Monday prior to the
election day (October 12th this year). Voters were not required to give a reason why they were
voting early.
●

Early vote instructions: https://georgia.gov/early-voting

●

Early vote locations:
https://elections.sos.ga.gov/Elections/advancedVotingInfoResult.do

Vote by absentee ballot:
Voters could request an absentee ballot from 180 days before an election without providing a
reason. This could have been requested by mail or written request to the county election office
or online. The voter could mail absentee ballot or drop off the ballot at a designated drop off
location. The ballot must have arrived at the county election office by close of polls on election
day. The voter could verify the ballot was accepted by visiting their ‘My voter’ page. If their
ballot was rejected the election office will have contacted the voter with a document to ‘cure’
or correct the ballot. If a voter did not receive the absentee ballot and did not contact the
election office in enough time to be sent a new one, the voter could vote in person. They would
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have had to sign a document attesting they were only voting once. Once a voter had returned
the ballot, they could not change their mind and vote in person/change vote.
●

Absentee data for the state can be found at
https://elections.sos.ga.gov/Elections/voterabsenteefile.do

Timeline43
●

“As soon as possible” - absentee ballots mailed out

●

October 5th - Last day to register to be eligible to vote in the November election

●

October 12th - Early voting starts

●

October 24th - Mandatory Saturday voting

●

November 3rd (07:00) - Polls open

●

November 3rd (19:00) - Absentee ballot deadline and polls close

4. COVID-19 Protocols
Secretary of State Brad Raffensperger encouraged Georgians to vote with a mail-in absentee
ballot. However, voters could still vote in person during early-voting periods and on Election
Day. In-person voters were instructed to maintain a safe distance when waiting to vote44.
Secretary Raffensperger was mailing absentee ballot request forms to every Georgia voter.
This extraordinary effort to ensure all Georgians could vote without fear for their health
supplemented extra measures to ensure those who relied on in-person voting to access the
ballot could do so safely. In the 2016 and 2018 November elections, around 95 percent of
Georgia voters opted to cast their ballot in person versus the 5 percent who did so by mail. To
that end, Raffensperger was taking extra steps to limit the threat of COVID-19 at the polling
place. Poll workers received additional resources to clean the equipment regularly. In-person
voters were instructed to maintain a safe distance when waiting to vote. Raffensperger was
working to help counties hire a greater number of younger poll workers. Extra staff allowed
those who felt sick to be absent from the polls without significantly impacting continuity while

43
44

Key dates: https://sos.ga.gov/admin/files/2020%20Revised%20Short%20Calendar.pdf
https://georgia.gov/covid-19-coronavirus-georgia/covid-19-state-services-georgia/voting
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a younger pool of workers increased resiliency in the face of the COVID-19 threat.45 The
Georgia Department of Public Health has guidance on voting during COVID-1946.
5. Mail- in/absentee voting
There was no specific date for ballots being sent out, beyond “as soon as possible”. Ballots
must have been returned before 19:00 on November 3rd. Voters could track their ballot at
https://georgia.ballottrax.net/voter/. Drop boxes for absentee or mail ballots were made
available by the board of elections47.
Absentee or mail ballots started to be processed on receipt48 and were verified before election
day, as per an emergency rule passed by the board of elections in preparation for the
primaries49. These rules were extended to apply to the November election as well

. No
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justification was required to vote before election day 51.
6. Gerrymandering
Arguably, Georgia has a problem with gerrymandering, which can be seen from the disparity
between votes and seats in all of its elections of representatives. In the 2018 midterms, the
state house election had Republicans win 54% of the popular vote but 58% of the seats, with
Democrats taking 45% of the vote and getting 42% of the seats. A map of these results can be
seen below52. This resulted in the Republicans winning 8 more seats than might be expected
if seats were more in line with the popular vote. In the state senate, the disparity was larger,
Republicans winning 54% of the popular vote but 62% of the seats, garnering 5 more than
would be expected. Democrats got 45% of the vote but only 37% of seats. The largest disparity
is in the congressional election, with Republicans winning 52% of the popular vote but 64% of
seats, Democrats with 47% of the vote receiving only 35% of seats.

45https://sos.ga.gov/index.php/elections/raffensperger_takes_unprecedented_steps_to_protect_safety_and_voter_integri

ty_in_georgia
46 https://dph.georgia.gov/press-releases/2020-11-02/updated-dph-guidance-person-voting-during-covid-19-isolation-or
(Accessed 2020-11-13)
47 https://sos.ga.gov/admin/files/SEB%20Emergency%20Rule%20183-1-14-0.6-.14.pdf
(Accessed 2020-11-12)
48 https://www.ncsl.org/research/elections-and-campaigns/vopp-table-14-how-states-verify-voted-absentee.aspx
49 https://sos.ga.gov/admin/files/Agenda%205.18.2020.pdf (Accessed 2020-11-12)
50 https://sos.ga.gov/admin/files/Summary%20-%207.1.20.pdf (Accessed 2020-11-12)
51 https://sos.ga.gov/index.php/Elections/absentee_voting_in_georgia
52https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/2018_Georgia_House_of_Representatives_election#/media/File:Georgia_State_House_20
18.png (Accessed 2020-11-03)
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In 2017 the NAACP brought a lawsuit against Georgia's Secretary of State after new district
boundaries were drawn, arguing that the “redistricting of Districts 105 and 111 is a racial
gerrymander, enacted for the purpose of electing and protecting white Republican
incumbents”53. The case was dismissed in 2019. Georgia also has issues with prison-based
gerrymandering, with 9 districts having more than 5% of the population being incarcerated
people. According to the Prison Policy Initiative, “a longstanding flaw in the Census counts
incarcerated people as residents of the prison location, even though they can’t vote and aren’t
a part of the surrounding community”54. This results in the people in those districts having
more voting power than those without incarcerated populations.

53

https://www.brennancenter.org/sites/default/files/legal-work/GA_Complaint-Legislative_Redistricting.pdf (Accessed
2020-11-03)
54

https://www.prisonersofthecensus.org/50states/GA.html
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7. Specific ID requirements in Georgia
ID requirements for voting:
These details are from the Georgia Voter Identification Requirements page of the Georgia
Secretary of State55.
●

Any valid state or federal government issued photo ID, including a free ID Card issued
by your county registrar's office or the Georgia Department of Driver Services (DDS)

●

A Georgia Driver's License, even if expired

●

Valid employee photo ID from any branch, department, agency, or entity of the U.S.
Government, Georgia, or any county, municipality, board, authority or other entity of
this state

●

Valid U.S. passport ID

●

Valid U.S. military photo ID

●

Valid tribal photo ID

ID Requirements for registering to vote:
When submitting registration for the first time in the state, the voter is required to submit
proof of residence. This can be done either with the registration form or when they vote for
the first time. Valid proof of residence includes56:
●

Copy of a current and valid photo ID. The registration form does not specify what types
are valid, but these are the same as the forms accepted when voting in person.

●

Copy of one of the following documents, which must include a name and address and
be less than 60 days old57 (date limit not specified on the registration form):
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○

Utility bill

○

Bank statement

○

Government check

○

Paycheck

○

Other government document

https://sos.ga.gov/index.php/elections/georgia_voter_identification_requirements2
https://sos.ga.gov/admin/files/GA_VR_APP_2019.pdf (Accessed 2020-11-03)
57 https://faq.georgiavoter.guide/en/article/voter-id (Accessed 2020-11-03)
56

56

There is an exemption from this for service members or overseas citizens. If the voter provides
a Georgia driver’s license or ID number, or their social security number on the form, and those
details are verified by the state, then that is also sufficient for registration.
8. Local Media
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●

WSB-TV Atlanta https://www.wsbtv.com/

●

Local NPR affiliate https://www.wabe.org/

●

Atlanta Journal-Constitution https://www.ajc.com/

Case Study 2 - Hawaii
1. Introduction
The state of Hawaii is an archipelago made up of 137 islands which cover an area of roughly
11,000 square miles (6,500 of land and 4,500 of water) and is situated to the west of the United
States in the Pacific Ocean. There are eight main islands where a large majority of the
population live - Niʻihau, Kauaʻi, Oʻahu, Molokaʻi, Lānaʻi, Kahoʻolawe, Maui, and Hawaiʻi - which
gives the state its name and contains the state capital Honolulu. According to the US Census
Bureau, Hawaii is the 41st most populous state with a population of just over 1.4 million
people. Hawaii strongly favoured Hillary Clinton in the 2016 Presidential election, receiving her
highest percentage of the vote in any state with 62.2% compared to the 30% Donald Trump
received. At the time of composition, the Governor was Democrat David Ige (Twitter:
@GovHawaii) and the state was represented by two Democratic Senators, Brian Schatz
(Twitter: @brianschatz) and Mazie Hirono (Twitter: @maziehirono), neither of whom were up
for re-election in 2020. The Nevada delegation to the House of Representatives comprised of
two Democrats, with Ed Case and Tulsi Gabbard the incumbents for districts one and two
respectively. Ed Case ran for re-election in 2020, but the second district was an open seat after
Gabbard decided not to seek re-election to run in the Democratic Presidential primary
election.

2. Evidence from Meetings
Democracy Volunteers interviewed Scott Nago, the Chief Election Officer for the State of
Hawaii, about their preparations for the elections, the challenges they faced and the new allmail voting system.

One of the biggest problems he noted was getting information out to without using traditional
in-person modes of outreach. The elections division did this through virtual events including
Facebook live and by using flyers in daily newspapers and TV commercials. In particular they
also targeted adverts on TV to older people as they are less likely to see information on social
media. Also due to the change to all-mail voting, they were concerned people would turn up
at polling places so schools put up signs saying not to come to vote anymore, which most
schools did on their notice board.
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On the introduction of all-mail voting this year, he said that the reason this system was brought
in was an increasing number of people since 2014 were voting by mail anyway so it was
something voters were in favour of. He noted that those who were going to polling stations
were doing so out of habit or were from rural communities voting for community spirit.
Because of this, he said there were no major challenges in moving to all-mail voting because
they were simply upscaling a process they were already working towards.

Regarding the need to match a voter’s signature on the envelope with the signature the
elections division has on file, he said that the county has to inform the voter if the signatures
do not match. The voter then has up to five days after the election to remedy this for their
ballot to be valid. Despite this, the deadline for the county to receive ballots remains 7pm, and
the five-day extension only applies to remedy signature mismatches.
He noted that due to the all-mail voting system there has been less to prepare in terms of
COVID-19. However, there will be PPE at counts and social distancing rules will be in place.
Staff were also told to not come into work if they are feeling ill.

His biggest concern ahead of election day was the high utilisation of mail voting and the high
volumes of mail ballots they will be dealing with for the first time, adding to possible record
turnout. However, it may be easier than a normal election day as there are no traditional
polling places and each county has had ten days to sort the ballots and start the count,
something they would not be able to do without all-mail voting. He also said that without allmail voting, they may have struggled this election.

Despite the large amount of work to ensure voters cast their ballots by mail, there were reports
of long lines at the voting centers around Hawaii, including in Oahu County. Even though the
voting centers closed at 7pm, the Chief Elections Officer said that the last voting center finally
closed at 11:21pm in Kapolei Hale in Honolulu after the last voters that were in line at 7pm
had cast their ballot. This delayed the announcement of results, with preliminary results from
each county only being announced when the final voters had cast their ballots. Despite these
waits, no other major issues occurred on election day. It was reported that allowing same day
voter registration was a major contributor to the delay at the polling stations. Therefore, for
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future elections, if the state plans to run a very limited number of voting centers due to the
all-mail voting system, the state may wish to consider removing the possibility to register on
election day to reduce the wait for voters. Alternatively, they may wish to slightly increase the
number of voting centers or enlarge voter centers for election day if same-day registration is
allowed. However, this problem may solve itself as awareness and trust increases in the allmail voting system, and the number of voters registering on election day to vote may decrease
for future elections. Either way, the Office of Elections would be advised to consider ways to
decrease waits at polling stations if they are to offer same-day registration and voting inperson as three hour waits to vote may discourage people from casting their ballot.

Despite the delay in official preliminary results, the election for President in Hawaii was called
at 7:06pm local time by AP, reflecting the large Democrat-leaning nature of the state. The final
count had Joe Biden winning the State’s four electoral votes by 63.2% to 33.9% from President
Trump. In addition, in the second-highest profile election of the cycle in Hawaii, independent
candidate Rick Blangiardi won the mayoral election in Honolulu. Both congressional seats were
won by the Democratic candidates, with voters electing Kai Kahele for the open 2nd
congressional district and re-electing Ed Case in the 1st congressional district in uncompetitive
races. In addition, the names and profiles of the State’s electors were released to the media
and a deadline of November 23 was given for any legal challenges to election results. Final
confirmed election results were published on the Hawaii Office of Elections and distributed to
the media 6:21pm on November 4.

The state recorded record high turnout, with 579,165 out of the registered 832,466 casting
their ballot (69.6%). Mail turnout was 550,423 (66.1%) and in-person turnout was 28,732 (3.5%),
indicating that Hawaii voters strongly preferred using the all-mail voting system available to
them. It should be noted that in both elections for congress, a high number of blank ballots
were recorded when compared with the presidential and other local elections, indicating high
apathy to the race. In the 1st district 10.2% of the ballots and in the 2nd district 8.1% of the
ballots were left blank, yet in comparison only 0.9% of ballots for the presidential election were
left blank. Interestingly, Hawaii saw both the largest raw vote increase (33.8%) and the biggest
swing towards the Republican party from 2016, indicating it may be one of the states where
mail-in ballots helped the Republican candidates.
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3. Voting Process
Elections in Hawaii are overseen by the State of Hawaii Office of Elections. The Office of
Elections has three types of Board within it.

1. Four Boards of Registration that hear and decide on appeals regarding voter registration.
There is one board for the Island of Hawaii, one for the Islands of Maui, Molokai, Lanai
and Kahoolawe, one for the Island of Oahu and one for the Islands of Kauai and Niihau.

2.

One Elections Commission composed of nine members that holds public hearings,

investigates and holds hearings on any violations or complaints, employs and then advises a
Chief Election Officer to run elections. The nine members are appointed in the following way:

•

Two members appointed by the President of the Senate

•

Two members appointed by the Senate Minority Leader

•

Two members appointed by the Speaker of the House

•

Two members appointed by the House Minority Leader

•

One member selected by a two-thirds vote of the Elections Commission serves as a
Chairperson

3.

One Reapportionment Commission that is responsible for ensuring political districts

are drawn fairly. According to Article IV, Section 2 of the Hawaii State Constitution states ‘(t)he
president of the senate and the speaker of the house of representatives shall each select two
members. Members of each house belonging to the party or parties different from that of the
president or the speaker shall designate one of their number for each house and the two so
designated shall each select two members of the commission.’

The current Chairperson of the Election Commission is Scotty Anderson and the Chief Elections
Officer is Scott Nago. Although the state rules are intended to ensure the commissions are
bipartisan, the Hawaii State Senate currently consists of 24 Democrats and one Republican,
and the State House of Representatives consist of 46 Democrats and five Republicans. If either
the Senate, the House or both have no Republican seats, this could lead to these boards
consisting of a majority of Democrat appointees.
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The state passed Act 136, an all-mail voting law, in 2019 and this was the first general election
to use the all-mail voting system. The law was changed due to Hawaii recording some of the
lowest turnouts in US elections and was also prompted by a number of issues including a
shortage of ballots during elections in 2012 that led to a successful lawsuit and parts of the
state being hit by tropical storm Iselle in the middle of primary elections in 2014.

4. All-Mail Voting System
After a state bill was passed in 2019, all elections in Hawaii were conducted by mail from 2020,
including the November 3 elections. All voters who were registered by October 5 had a ballot
automatically delivered to them between October 5 and October 9 depending on their county.
According to law ballots had to reach voters at least 18 days before election day, which was
October 16 for these elections. If a registered voter did not receive their ballot by this date,
they were asked to call their county elections division.

Once the voter had marked their ballot, they had to put their ballot into a secrecy sleeve before
placing it inside the return envelope. The voter had to sign the return envelope and that
signature had to match with the signature provided during voter registration. Ballots could be
returned in one of three ways:

1. By mail, with voters required to send their ballot by USPS by October 27 to ensure it
arrived at the county clerk by 7pm on election day.
2. Deposited at a designated place of deposit. There was a total of 46 designated places of
deposit around the state. Times available for deposit varied, but most were open 24 hours
a day from early October. All locations were open on election day until 7pm.
3. At one of the eight voting centers around the state. By law voting centers opened ten
business days before the election (October 20) from 8am to 4:30pm. Voting Centers were
also open from 7am to 7pm on election day.

The locations of USPS postal services that would mail ballots, designated places of deposit and
voter centers were all shown on the Office of Elections website in PDF form and in an
interactive map. Various media outlets also publicized the locations. Voters were able to track
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their ballot to ensure it had been received and counted on the dedicated page of the Office
of Elections All ballots had to be received by the county clerk or returned to designated places
of deposit or voting centers by 7pm on election day. In addition, all return envelopes had to
be signed by the voter with a signature matching that of the signature used during voter
registration to be deemed valid.

There were no traditional polling stations set up on election day. However, at the eight voting
centers across the state voters could vote in-person, and same day voter registration was
possible. Despite this, voters were encouraged to receive their ballot by mail.

In addition to all voters being able to check their ballots, each county clerk offered periodical
information on the number of ballots they had received and on October 26 the Chief Elections
Officer informed the media that 381,000 ballots had been received.58 By October 28, Hawaii
passed the record number of ballots cast in a general election with 97% of voters choosing to
mail or drop-off their ballot instead of visiting a voting center in person, and this was widely
viewed as a victory for the mail voting system. The Honolulu Election Division in particular
released daily updates on the number of ballots it received on its Twitter page
(@HNLelections), which provided an interesting breakdown on when voters sent their ballots.
The data by day was as follows:

Date

Oct 7

Oct 8

Oct 9

Oct 10

Oct 11

Oct 12

Oct 13

Mail

373

8,348

1,947

23,008

Public

Public

42,844

Ballots

(373)

(8,721)

(10,668)

(33,676)

Holiday

Holiday

(76,520)

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Oct 14

Oct 15

Oct 16

Oct 17

Oct 18

Oct 19

Oct 20

Received
In-Person
Votes
Date

https://www.hawaiinewsnow.com/2020/10/26/elections-workers-now-sorting-ballots-aheadelection-that-could-see-huge-turnout/
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Mail

42,875

Ballots

23,759

17,596

15,395

Public

12,050

20,873

(119,395) (143,154) (160,750) (176,145) Holiday

(188,195)

(209,068)

N/A

N/A

925

Received
In-Person

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Votes

(925)

Date

Oct 21

Oct 22

Oct 23

Oct 24

Oct 25

Oct 26

Oct 27

Mail

16,049

12,878

11,366

9,923

Public

9,019

19,457

Ballots

(225,117) (237,995) (249,361) (259,284) Holiday

(268,303)

(287,760)

In-Person

807

705

802

1,092

Public

958

1,011

Votes

(1,732)

(2,437)

(3,239)

(4,331)

Holiday

(5,289)

(6,300)

Date

Oct 28

Oct 29

Oct 30

Oct 31

Nov 1

Nov 2

Nov 3

Mail

18,279

11,653

6,909

10,420

Public

8,764

23,968

Ballots

(306,039) (317,692) (324,601) (335,021) Holiday

(343,785)

(367,753)

In-Person

981

960

1,170

1,216

Public

2,050

4,521

Votes

(7,281)

(8,241)

(9,411)

(10,627)

Holiday

(12,677)

(17,198)

Received

Received

Hawaii election law allows for the counting of mail ballots to be undertaken from 10 days prior
to election day in what is called ‘pre-processing.’ Envelopes are passed through sorting
machines that check their thickness to ensure they contain ballots, opened, an image taken of
the signature on the ballot, and sorted by precinct. Election staff are able to check the image
signature with the signature on the ballot.

Sorted envelopes are then transferred to storage bins which are put into locked cages until
they are moved to the counting center. Ballots in Hawaii are counted using optical scan
machines which read and tally the votes. Two officials sign and record the seal number on a
seal certification form to secure the ballots. These preliminary vote counts are stored inside
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the counting machines and not released until 7pm on election day when polling closes and
then ballots counted on election night will be added. The Chief Elections Officer expects
virtually all ballots to be counted on election night and the State Election Division will make
two counting announcements at 7pm and 10pm. It should be noted that political parties are
able to observe both pre-processing and election day counting.

Picture from Nancy Cook Lauer/West Hawaii Today of an envelope sorting machine

This arrangement improves the speed of publishing results on election day, however it is open
to leaks of election information. Staff handling the ballots are likely to know in a rough sense
how the results of the elections are panning out. They may innocently mention the progress
of the results to friends and family and these leaks can spread into the wider public
consciousness.

5. Covid-19 Protocols
The State of Hawaii Office of Elections remained open during the COVID-19 pandemic and
announced there would be no changes to the election process in 2020. Scott Nago, the Chief
Elections Officer for the Hawaii Office of Elections, told The Star Advertiser “We continue to
follow the effects of the coronavirus on our community, and currently there are no changes to
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the 2020 election schedule. Our messaging to voters for the upcoming elections is focused on
the transition to elections by mail.”59

However, on October 24 the voting center on Lanai island was closed due to an outbreak of
COVID-19 on the island. The voting center was then moved on October 26 to a different
location according to the ‘Plan B’ of the Maui County Clerk. In addition, on October 26 the
Governor of Hawaii issued a stay-at-home order for Lanai island. Voting was determined to be
an ‘essential service’ and therefore people were allowed to leave their homes to go to a drop
box or voting center. This was communicated through a declaration by the Governor and on
the Maui Elections Division’s media channels, and the voting center remained open. Still, voters
were encouraged to use drive-by drop boxes when possible (staff were stationed to take votes
from people’s cars so they did not have to get out of their vehicle).

In terms of voting and counting centers, there was no live observation available online to judge
the protocols in place. However, anecdotal evidence and pictures showed that in voting
centers social distancing signs were in place and markings were made on the floor to
encourage voters to maintain their distance whilst waiting to vote. Wearing a mask was
recommended but not required to vote, with the Honolulu Elections Administrator saying the
“the right to vote supersedes mask mandates,” and all polling staff were provided with masks,
face shields and gloves as required.

Similarly, although it was not possible to view counting centers, pictures show staff wearing
masks and gloves whilst maintaining social distance at counting centers. Pictures showed large
open warehouses being used, allowing for good ventilation and ensuring it was easier for staff
to distance themselves.
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https://www.staradvertiser.com/2020/04/03/editorial/name-in-the-news/scott-nago-pandemic-or-nostate-elections-chief-prepares-for-hawaiis-first-all-mail-election/

66

Picture from Hawaii Public Radio/Ashley Mizuo. Honolulu Hale Voting Center

Picture from Hawaii Elections Division Twitter. Ballot sorting machine before election day.
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6. Gerrymandering
The non-partisan nine-member Reapportionment Commission is responsible for drawing
congressional and state legislative boundaries every 10 years after the United States Census.
As of 2010, Hawaii was assigned two congressional districts. On January 4, 2012, the Hawaii
Supreme Court invalidated the 2011 Legislative Reapportionment Plan that was drawn up after
the 2010 census. The Congressional Reapportionment Plan was not invalidated and was
adopted as proposed. On March 8, 2012, a new Legislative Reapportionment Plan was
submitted and was eventually accepted. Due to the geography of the State of Hawaii as an
archipelago and the overwhelming Democratic nature of the electorate, controversy over
gerrymandering is limited. The state maps are available on the Reapportionment Commission
website.

7. Voter Registration and ID Requirements
Voters could register for the November 3 elections online, by mail, in person or by same-day
registration at voting centers. The deadline for registration was October 5, and for by-mail
registration as long as the documents sent were postmarked by October 5 they would be
accepted. For online registration a Hawaii ID (state identification number) and a Social Security
number was required to use the system. In addition, for by-mail and in-person registration a
driving licence number could also be used, but if the voter had none of those documents then
the clerk’s office could issue a unique identification number for voter registration purposes.
Military and overseas voters were required to fill out the Federal Post Card Application (FPCA)
to receive their ballot.

8.

Local Media

The main newspaper of Honolulu and Hawaii is the Honolulu Star-Advertiser, but the largest
newspaper by circulation is the Midweek Oahu. Each island has its own newspaper that serves
the local community. The main radio station in Hawaii is Hawaii Public Radio, but Honolulu is
the only large scale radio market according to Nielsen Audio,60 with iHeartMedia the largest
by number of listeners. The main television news channel in Honolulu and Hawaii is KITV, which
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https://ratings.radio-online.com/content/arb099
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is an affiliate of ABC. Other major networks broadcast through Hawaii including KHON-TV
(Fox), KGMB (CBS) and KHNL (NBC).

Local media in general was supportive of the all-mail voting push and provided information
for voters in their reporting or had dedicated pages on their websites with voter information.
No reports of voter fraud were found.
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Case Study 3 - Missouri
1. Introduction
Missouri is a state in the Midwestern United states. The state covers an area of 180,533 square
kilometres; it is the 21st most extensive state in the United States, and its capital is Jefferson
City. With a population of 6,137,428 people, Missouri is the 18th most populous state, and it
has 10 electoral votes in the Electoral College for the Presidential Election. In the 2016
Presidential Elections, Donald Trump won the elections in Missouri with 56.4% of the votes.
Hillary Clinton received 37.9% of the votes. In the 2016 Presidential Elections, only four out of
the 114 counties of the state registered a majority of the votes for the Democratic party
candidate, showing widespread support for the Republican candidate. However, Missouri has
been considered a swing state in the 20th century. An interesting fact is the Missouri
bellwether: a political phenomenon that notes how the state of Missouri consistently voted for
the winner in all but one US Presidential election from 1904 to 2004, with 1956 being the only
exception.
The Twitter handles for Missouri politicians at the time of writing were:
Senator Josh Hawley: @HawleyMO
Senator Roy Blunt: @RoyBlunt
The incumbent Governor of Missouri is Republican Mike Parson @GovParsonMO who was
running against Democrat Nicole Galloway @nicolergalloway.
The Secretary of State is Republican Jay Ashcroft @MissouriSOS and his Democratic
challenger is Yinka Faleti @yinka_faleti
State Republicans @MissouriGOP and State Democrats @MoDemParty
Timeline of relevant changes to voting practices.
May 2006, Missouri Senate approves a proposal to require voters to show photo identification
before casting ballots. There are an estimated 200,000 Missourians without the required photo
ID. Voting-rights advocates file suits against state law; “Unduly onerous voter ID laws violate
equal protection, and when voters have to pay to get the ID’s, they are an illegal poll tax. They
are also an insult to democracy, because their goal is to have elections in which eligible voters
are turned away.”61
October 2006, Missouri Supreme Court Strikes down Voter ID law: Judge rules ID requirement
“an unconstitutional infringement on the fundamental right to vote.”62
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https://www.nytimes.com/2006/08/10/opinion/10thu1.html
http://www.nbcnews.com/id/15293515/ns/politics/t/mo-high-court-strikes-down-voter-id-law/#.X4CSWhKg2x
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June 2011, Governor Nixon (D) vetoes photo ID bill: Nixon says, “Disenfranchising certain
classes of persons is not acceptable,”63
March 2012, Photo ID amendment to Missouri Constitution is struck down.
November 2016, Ballot held on Constitutional Amendment 6, Voter Photo ID Requirements:
Voters support constitutional amendment 63-37 percent allowing the State Government to
require the presentation of photo IDs at public elections, in order to prove national and state
citizenship.64
June 2017, Constitutional Amendment 6 comes into force: State law to require voters to
present ID when checking in to vote to prove national and state citizenship.65
October 2018, Missouri Judge strikes down portion of state ID law: Judge Richard Callahan
rules against provision that required voters to sign a sworn affidavit if they wanted to vote but
did not have one of the favoured forms of photo identification, on grounds that it is
“confusing”.66
The Secretary of State appealed, but this was declined. Callahan’s ruling meant that
Missourians did not have to show photo ID at the polls and did not have to sign any additional
documents swearing they were unable to obtain an acceptable form of ID.
November 2018, Poll workers were not clear about the October changes. Voters are turned
away from polling places for not having valid photo identification.67
January 2020, Voter ID affidavit requirement struck down for a final time. Missouri Supreme
Court invalidates a key portion of the state’s voter ID law forcing voters who lack a government
photo ID to sign a contradictory affidavit that could subject them to perjury charges. The
affidavit would have required voters to present identification - and then swear they do not
have any identification. The decision rests on the state constitution, and cannot be appealed
to the U.S. Supreme Court, meaning it is the last word on the law. It was hailed as a defence of
voting rights, particularly in disadvantaged groups—including notably, trans and nonbinary
people.68
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https://www.mcclatchydc.com/news/politics-government/article24661171.html
http://electls.blogs.wm.edu/2017/11/29/show-voter-id/
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https://greenecountymo.gov/county_clerk/election/proper_identification.php
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https://www.huffingtonpost.co.uk/entry/missouri-voter-id-law-photoid_n_5bbd261ae4b028e1fe42b140?ri18n=true&guccounter=1&guce_referrer=aHR0cHM6Ly9jb25zZW50Lnlha
G9vLmNvbS8&guce_referrer_sig=AQAAAE1_3X-vFQJygwep9HfGSwojkStGCSyn9IewRugAcTiB11tV6A5tWCGDQaHkrxEp4i-TkEGNiiKKtBUl7g01UPFvDUCPoer92FEQRYttwP3t8uJulYNj3GqjC4uag55eBhtAg3cz8BLHeHNkdIZiwHggzN4vLp5_iDCl47kS1
67
https://www.propublica.org/article/missouri-changed-voter-id-requirements-citing-confusion-yet-onelection-day-there-was-confusion
68
https://slate.com/news-and-politics/2020/01/missouri-supreme-court-catch-22-voter-id-law.html
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June 2020, Mail in ballots allowed for the first time. Senate Bill 631 passed in June and allowed
for mail-in ballots to be used for the first time, however, they are only allowed for the August
and November 2020 elections. Mail-in ballots are not allowed as a means of voting past Jan.
1, 2021, unless the Missouri legislature acts.69
July 2020 Funding hearing: Republican Senator Roy Blunt holds a Senate Rules &
Administration Committee hearing on election funding.
Republican Director of Elections for St. Louis County Rick Stream says, “Because of the rapidly
changing circumstances and our desire to communicate those changes to our voters, we are
incurring unprecedented costs.”70
Sen. Blunt says, “State and local election officials face a unique set of challenges with the
COVID-19 pandemic,” said Sen. Blunt. “We need to be sure they have the resources and,
importantly, the flexibility to address those challenges in ways that best fit their needs.
Congress has provided a total of more than $1.2 billion over the past two years to help states
prepare for the 2020 elections, including $400 million in the CARES Act. I look forward to a
wide-ranging discussion on how states have utilized federal grant funding, how they are
preparing for the upcoming elections, and how the federal government can play a constructive
role in assisting state and locally-led efforts.”71

The League of Women Voters campaign was covered by local print media here.
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https://www.senate.mo.gov/20info/BTS_Web/Bill.aspx?SessionType=R&BillID=26837998
https://www.rules.senate.gov/hearings/2020-general-election-preparations
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https://www.kfvs12.com/2020/07/10/sen-committee-hold-hearing-election-preparations/
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October 2020, League of Women Voters Appeals over notarisation. An absentee ballot case
filed by the state chapters of the League of Women Voters and NAACP claims to protect the
right to vote guaranteed by the Missouri Constitution and waive the notary requirement for
absentee and mail-in ballots in 2020 elections. The current legislation requires people to
appear in-person before a notary. “The League of Women Voters believes many Missouri
voters may be disenfranchised because the state says they must appear in person before a
notary to have a mail-in ballot counted,”72
October 2020, notarisation appeal fails. Four judges say there is no constitutional right in
Missouri to vote by absentee or mail-in ballot therefore “The new absentee and mail-in ballot
statutes do not affect the right of voters to go the polls to vote”.73
2. Voting Process and Specific ID requirements in Missouri
Voter Registration
To register to vote in Missouri you are required to provide:
●

The Last Four Digits of your Social Security Number

●

Your Missouri Driver's License Number

If you are registering to vote for the first time by mail, you are required to provide a copy of a
valid ID. Acceptable forms of ID include:
●

Current and Valid Photo ID

●

Valid Tribal ID

●

Government Issued Document that shows your current name and address

●

Utility Bill, Bank Statement, Government Check, or Paycheck that shows your current
name and address

●

Birth Certificate

●

Other proof of US Citizenship issued by the Federal Government

Voting In-Person

In Missouri, you need to show a valid ID to vote. These include:
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●

Valid Military ID

●

Valid non-driver's ID

●

Valid Missouri Driver's License

●

Valid Student ID from State School

●

Bank Statement, Paycheck or Government Check

●

Valid US Passport

●

Valid Military ID

●

Utility Bill

https://lwvmissouri.org/
https://apnews.com/article/virus-outbreak-legislature-michael-brown-health-voting-rightsd937785a1e21bda8c27fb487b17aee02
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●

Voter Registration Card

If you do not have ID, you may still vote provisionally if you are registered and the signature
matches.
Even though you do not need a Photo ID to vote, you might be eligible for a free Missouri
nondriver license for voting purposes.
The Missouri Department of Revenue, through the license offices throughout the state,
provides one (1) nondriver license at no charge to Missourians who wish to obtain a photo ID
for voting purposes (and do not already have one).
Call 573-526-VOTE (8683) or visit https://dor.mo.gov/
The Missouri Department of Health and Senior Services, Bureau of Vital Records, can
provide one (1) free exempt copy of a certified Missouri birth certificate to an individual
seeking to obtain one (1) free nondriver’s license in order to vote in Missouri if the applicant
does not already have a current nondriver’s license or current driver’s license.
Call (573) 751-6387 or email VitalRecordsInfo@health.mo.gov
The Missouri Secretary of State will help you obtain official documents needed to get a
Missouri nondriver license. Examples include birth certificate; marriage license; adoption
decree; U.S. Department of State naturalization papers; or court order changing one's name.
They will pay for official documents from other states or the federal government.
3. Covid-19 Protocols
Missouri has taken the following changes to reduce the risk of transmission and allow voting
to take place as result of Covid-19.
Voters in “at-risk categories” for contracting or transmitting COVID-19 are eligible to vote by
absentee ballot without obtaining notarization. This includes those who:
●

Are 65 years of age or older;

●

Live in a long-term care facility licensed under Chapter 198, RSMo.;

●

Have chronic lung disease or moderate to severe asthma;

●

Have serious heart conditions;

●

Are immunocompromised;

●

Have diabetes;

●

Have chronic kidney disease and are undergoing dialysis; or

●

Have liver disease.

Absentee ballots for voters in these groups can be returned to the local election board office
in person or by mail to be counted.
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Voters who are incapacitated or confined by illness also may request an absentee ballot, which
does not have to be notarized before it is returned. [link]
However, the rules for mail-in ballots are different.
Governor Parson signed Senate Bill 631 into law on June 4, 2020, which authorizes mail-in
ballots for the August 4, 2020 primary election and the November 3, 2020 general election to
avoid the risk of contracting or transmitting severe acute respiratory syndrome coronavirus 2
(COVID-19).
Every mail-in ballot requested in Missouri must be notarized for it to be counted, even for
voters in at-risk groups or homebound due to illness. [link]
4. Mail-in/Absentee Voting
Absentee voting is regulated in Missouri under Article 115.277 of the Revised Statutes of
Missouri (RSoM). The Article was adopted in its main formulation in 2015 and it has been
recently amended in light of the Covid-19 pandemic, adding one instance of eligibility to vote
absentee. According to the provision, “any registered voter of this state may vote by absentee
ballot [...] if such voter expects to be prevented from going to the polls to vote on election
day”. The instances for eligibility are:
●

Absence on election day from the jurisdiction of the election authority in which such
voter is registered to vote;

●

Incapacity or confinement due to illness or physical disability, including a person who
is primarily responsible for the physical care of a person who is incapacitated or
confined due to illness or disability;

●

Religious belief or practice;

●

Employment as an election authority, as a member of an election authority, or by an
election authority at a location other than such voter's polling place;

●

Incarceration, provided all qualifications for voting are retained;

●

Certified participation in the address confidentiality program established under
sections 589.660 to 589.681 because of safety concerns.

The article now includes a 7th instance of eligibility to vote absentee, which reads “For an
election that occurs during the year 2020, the voter has contracted or is in an at-risk category
for contracting or transmitting severe acute respiratory syndrome coronavirus 2.

This

subdivision shall expire on December 31, 2020”. This section has been adopted and added to
the main formulation of Article 115.277 on June 4th, 2020 in light of the Covid-19 pandemic
and, as explicitly clarified by the wording, will expire at the end of 2020.
Clause 6 of the provision clarifies which categories falls under the definition of “at risk” due to
the Covid-19 pandemic, stating: “For purposes of this section, the voters who are in an at-risk
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category for contracting or transmitting severe acute respiratory syndrome coronavirus 2 are
voters who:
●

Are sixty-five years of age or older;

●

Live in a long-term care facility licensed under chapter 198;

●

Have chronic lung disease or moderate to severe asthma;

●

Have serious heart conditions;

●

Are immunocompromised;

●

Have diabetes;

●

Have chronic kidney disease and are undergoing dialysis; or

●

Have liver disease.

Absentee voting is also provided for permanently disabled persons as per Article 115.284
RSoM.
Article 115.291 RSoM further defines the procedure provided for absentee ballots, also
clarifying notary requirements. The procedure for absentee voting is described as follows:
“Upon receiving an absentee ballot by mail, the voter shall mark the ballot in secret, place the
ballot in the ballot envelope, seal the envelope and fill out the statement on the ballot
envelope. The affidavit of each person voting an absentee ballot shall be subscribed and sworn
to before the election official receiving the ballot, a notary public or other officer authorized
by law to administer oaths, unless the voter is voting absentee due to incapacity or
confinement due to the provisions of section 115.284, illness or physical disability, for an
election that occurs during the year 2020, the voter has contracted or is in an at-risk category
for contracting or transmitting severe acute respiratory syndrome coronavirus 2, as defined in
section 115.277, or the voter is a covered voter as defined in section 115.902.”
To summarise, notarisation is required if the eligible voter is making use of absentee voting
due to:
●

Absence on election day from the jurisdiction of the election authority in which such
voter is registered to vote;

●

Religious belief or practice;

●

Employment as an election authority, as a member of an election authority, or by an
election authority at a location other than such voter's polling place;

●

Incarceration, provided all qualifications for voting are retained; and,

●

Certified participation in the address confidentiality program established under
sections 589.660 to 589.681 because of safety concerns.

On the contrary, notarisation is not required if the eligible voter is making use of absentee
voting due to:
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●

Incapacity or confinement due to illness or physical disability, including a person who
is primarily responsible for the physical care of a person who is incapacitated or
confined due to illness or disability;

●

Being a permanently disabled person as per Article 115.284 RSoM;

●

For an election that occurs during the year 2020, the voter has contracted or is in an
at-risk category for contracting or transmitting severe acute respiratory syndrome
coronavirus 2.

A new form of absentee voting, referred to as mail-in voting, has been specifically introduced
in light of the Covid-19 pandemic as a result of the legislation adopting special measures for
elections occurring in 2020 (June 4th 2020). Mail-in voting is regulated by Article 115.302
RSoM.
Clause 1 of the provisions states: “Any registered voter of this state may cast a mail-in ballot
as provided in this section. Nothing in this section shall prevent a voter from casting an
absentee ballot, provided such person has not cast a ballot pursuant to this section.
Application for a mail-in ballot may be made by the applicant in person, or by United States
mail, or on behalf of the applicant by his or her guardian or relative within the second degree
of consanguinity or affinity”.
All mail-in ballots have to be notarised, as prescribed by Clause 11: “Upon receiving a mailin ballot by mail, the voter shall mark the ballot in secret, place the ballot in the ballot envelope,
seal the envelope and fill out the statement on the ballot envelope. The statement required
under subsection 7 of this section shall be subscribed and sworn to before a notary public or
other officer authorized by law to administer oaths”.
It has been reported that the requirement of notarisation has been deemed as confusing in its
reception by voters (KSHB News).74 Media outlets reported on the confusion as early as
September 2020, even with catchy and sensational comments on social media, like the tweet
by Cat Reid, reporter at KSHB (tweet).
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The confusion could be due to the fragmentation of the legislation regulating absentee v.
mail-in ballots and, specifically, the inclusion of the newly introduced “at risk categories” due
to the Covid-19 pandemic under the dispositions providing for absentee voting, while all other
eligible voters willing to cast their ballot following the new procedures offered in light of the
Covid-19 pandemic do so with regard to the disposition providing for mail-in voting.
In an attempt to clear up such confusion, the office of the Missouri Secretary of State released
a chart explaining all the voting options and their requirements, including notarisation (chart).
However, this was published on Facebook as late as October 22nd (post), less than two weeks
before election day. Reportedly, electoral authorities at the County level also released their
own version of similar charts, in an attempt to clarify the different voting methods, as
confirmed by an interlocutor.
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Although confusing, the notary requirement for mail-in voting is in full compliance with the
Constitution and the right to vote, as decided by the Missouri Supreme Court in early October
2020 (Kansas City Star News).75
Mail-in ballot tracking
Missouri is one of just seven states with no state-wide mechanism to show voters the status
of their in-mail ballot. Local election authorities are provided with the power to implement
ballot tracking measures. However, only two have – Boone County and St Louis City – which
means the majority of Missourians do not have that resource and therefore cannot see if
their ballot has been mailed or received.
Some local officials have cited financial constraints in a year where mail-in ballots are a
temporary measure. Advocates of ballot tracking measures include Democratic challengers
who claim tracking of votes is “our most fundamental of rights” (Yinka Faleti – D) with
nonpartisan watchdogs for government accountability supporting the measures to counter
misinformation.
However, the incumbent Republican Secretary of State claims he is not in a position to
mandate policies that are not set forth in state statute.76
Provisional ballots
Article 115.430 RSoM describes the procedure established in Missouri for provisional ballots.
As prescribed by Clause 2.1: “A voter claiming to be properly registered in the jurisdiction of
the election authority and eligible to vote in an election, but whose eligibility at that precinct
cannot be immediately established upon examination of the precinct register, shall be
entitled to vote a provisional ballot after providing a form of personal identification”. This
practice guarantees the access to vote and the effectiveness of the right to vote. Although
not immediately referable to absentee voting, it has been suggested that this practice could
be adopted in response to postal system delays and/or failures. Specifically, during a
Facebook Live Q&A held on October 20th, 2020, Missouri Secretary of State recommended
to use such practice in case voters did not receive an absentee ballot in a timely fashion. In
such cases, voters could vote absentee in person through a provisional ballot and the
absentee previously sent but not filled will be spoiled. The adoption of this practice has been
confirmed in further meetings with electoral authorities. However, it does not seem clear
how this is ruled under the RSoM.
New voting technology
Missourians will have contrasting experiences of voting with some counties investing in
voting technology, whilst others have not. As this technology is not mandated at state level,
local election offices have made their own decisions on facilities required to administer the
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ballot. These decisions seem to be driven primarily by finances. St Louis County, the most
populous, spent $6.9m to upgrade their systems to include votes at any polling locations.
One interlocutor, an Election Official in a small and mostly rural county, suggested expensive
equipment was not financially viable and suggested that Coronavirus, Aid, Recover and
Economic Security Act (CARES) funding, including any money allocated to the Help America
Vote Act (HAVA) could and should have been allocated to ensure every Missourian has the
same voting experience.
St Louis County purchased equipment in 2019 - before the COVID pandemic - which allows
voters to show up at any polling station and get a ballot printed to include every race for which
they’re eligible to vote. Election Observer and author of ‘Election Insiders’ (Gatekeeper Press,
June 2020) Gloria Shur Bilchik suggests the equipment will ease the pressure on election
organisers and volunteers in the wake of the pandemic. Speaking to St Louis Radio, she said;
“With COVID, and not enough people to work the polls, this year, they can allow anyone to
vote at any polling place. They can print out your ballot no matter where you live.”
The St Louis County Board of Elections have also developed a waiting times app for voters to
use prior to and on Election Day. The app allows voters to look up the current number of
people in line at the Board of Elections office, satellite sites and polling places so they can find
a polling place with a shorter line if the need arises. “It will give voters a little more flexibility,
so they can have a more convenient voting experience prior to Election Day and on Election
Day,” said Democratic Director of Elections Eric Fey. [link]
St Louis County elections are conducted on a bipartisan basis, which suggests that a bipartisan
agreement on consistent state-wide election practices may be possible, using the county as
an example.
There is no evidence of any other state areas using apps or additional technology like St Louis
County. However, Boone and St Louis City are offering mail-in ballot tracking.
Commenting on the different practices by individual county election offices, Denise Lieberman,
General Counsel for the Missouri Voter Protection Coalition said; “Inconsistencies between
voting jurisdictions violate the equal protection clause.”77
Boone County has purchased a new voter tabulation machine to count absentee ballots. The
county already has one such machine, but decided to purchase a second in anticipation of an
increased absentee turnout. Counting of ballots cannot commence until election day
according to state law, however Boone County Clerk Brianna Lennon says they will start early
in the day; "In the past we've started kind of in the afternoon. But we plan to start in the early
morning just given the number of ballots that we already know we've received."
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Accessible Voting - Curbside Voting
Advice from the Secretary of State suggests that voters with limited mobility can vote
"curbside" or outside the polling place, with poll workers instructed to bring ballots out “within
a reasonable period of time.”78
However, this guidance does not reference the additional curbside options offered by some
County authorities. Curbside voting will also be available in the run up and on Election Day for
people who have tested positive for COVID-19 or who are quarantining because of the virus.
However, later in this report we observe that some poll workers contracted COVID during this
election. Whilst it is not possible to determine if this was a direct result of such arrangements,
it has been suggested by election officials.
Some examples of curbside practices across Missouri:
●

Voters in Osage County have been advised to attend the Clerk’s office, remain in their
vehicles, wear a mask and call a hotline to obtain their ballot.

●

Miller County are offering curbside options by appointment alongside home visits on
election day for voters in quarantine.

●

Maries County are offering home visits before election day, by appointment.

●

Cole County are offering curbside voting by appointment before election day.79

●

Jackson County are offering curbside voting on election day.80

Counties offering home appointments seem to be better placed to address the issue of
quarantining or covid protection as they limit the travel required of voters who have been
requested to stay at home.
For a curbside ballot to be cast, a bipartisan team of election workers must bring a ballot
outside and assist the voter with filling it out, if needed. It is therefore labour intensive and
tends to take place at County Election offices where parking is available. St Louis County have
said the logistical challenge presented means they cannot offer curbside voting sites.
However, they are offering four ‘satellite’ sites where voters can cast absentee ballots. These
sites are not held to the same legal requirements to provide curbside voting and therefore
cannot accommodate it. In St. Louis County, voters who want to cast ballots curbside must
travel to the board of election headquarters. However, these satellite sites are also Election
Day polling sites, which suggests they have the logistical capability to host curbside voting.
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The Missouri Protection and Advocacy Organization have suggested measures which mean
voters have to travel are discriminatory and could violate other disability civil rights laws.81
Poll Watchers/Poll Challengers
Political parties have spent considerable time recruiting and training teams of ‘Poll Watchers’
also known in Missouri as Poll Challengers after President Trump raised the issue during a
Presidential debate. “I’m urging my supporters to go into the polls and watch very carefully
because that's what has to happen. I am urging them to do it,” [President Trump, Presidential
Debate, 29/30/2020]
St. Louis voting rights advocates say they are increasingly concerned about voter intimidation,
particularly for people of colour, after President Trump’s comments.82 The Missouri Voter
Protection coalition, a group of Missouri attorneys, have set up a hotline, an online social
media monitoring team and a roving ground team to address any issues of voter suppression
or intimidation. The organisation has 50 attorneys at a time working four-to- five-hour shifts
on the phones on November 2 and 3, about double the number on hand for previous
elections.83
It was reported on KOMU8 News that some Democrats are concerned that an increase in poll
watchers might be disruptive. Sarah Brannon of the ACLU Voting Rights Project said she is
“very concerned that they [poll watchers] are thinking about doing things that would have an
impact. Potentially of making the lines longer and of creating a situation where people were
denied the right to vote.”84
However, both major parties are likely to have poll watchers deployed at key locations,
alongside roving lawyers.
Poll watchers look out for irregularities and provide oversight, raising issues or violations of
the law with local elections officials. Potential violations could include election officials not
properly issuing provisional ballots or not addressing voter intimidation issues.
Missouri State laws lay out rules for poll watchers. The election office in each jurisdiction
approves poll watchers in advance. In most cases, the watcher has to be a registered voter.
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●

No one can show up on Election Day to be a poll watcher.

●

Poll watchers are allowed inside polling locations.
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●

Poll watchers will be wearing a name tag or other credential.

●

Poll watchers cannot speak directly to voters or look over their shoulder as they vote.

●

Poll watchers are there to identify issues and report them to poll supervisors or election
directors to make corrections.

At a Republican Party training event, volunteers were told that no intimidation or actions to
support voter suppression will be tolerated, that includes anything which may interfere with
or delay the legal voting process. [Missouri Election Day Volunteer Training – Republican
National Lawyers Association, 09/10/2020]
At this event, Poll Watchers/Challengers organisers expected volunteers to be deployed for
observations at high turnout polling places, where there is a record of disruption (described
as intentional or unintentional), where events or previous party intelligence suggest disruption
might take place.
Boone County GOP Chairman Tony Lupo said “The main thing that they're supposed to do is
just sit and watch. they're not supposed to talk to people, they're just supposed to sit and
watch and makes sure that things are going well”85
Despite some national concern there is evidence of bipartisan support for poll watching in
Missouri. Chris Hershey, the Democrat director of Platte County said, “I think it brings
legitimacy to the cornerstone of our democracy, which is elections.”86
5. Gerrymandering
Clean Missouri - November 2018
In 2018, Missourian’s voted on the Lobbying, Campaign Finance, and Redistricting Initiative
(2018), known as ‘Clean Missouri’. The vote passed - just over 62% voted in favour, with just
under 38% voting against.
The Clean Missouri initiative:
●

Requires exiting lawmakers wait two years before lobbying their colleagues. Governor
Eric Greitens established a lobbying ban for employees departing from the executive
branch with an executive order signed on January 9, 2017.

●

Eliminates almost all lobbyist gifts worth more than $5.

●

Eliminates partisan gerrymandering when it comes to redrawing lines for legislative
districts to make elections more fair and competitive. Clean Missouri requires an
independent state demographer to lead on technical work in creating district maps,
which would then be reviewed by a citizen commission.
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●

Requires set campaign donation limits at $2,500 for the state Senate and $2,000 for
the House. The previous limit, set forth by 2016’s Constitutional Amendment 2, sets
the mark at $2,600.

●

Limits the ability of individuals and organizations to circumvent the contribution cap
limits by counting the money from single-source committees toward the totals for the
actual original donors.

●

Puts an end to legislative fundraising on state property.

●

Requires legislative records and proceedings to be open to the public.87

The measures attracted endorsements from across the political spectrum; Democrats,
Republicans, Independents and every major anti-gerrymandering organisation.88
Before Clean Missouri, maps were drawn by half-Republican, half-Democrat commissions
appointed by the Governor. If the commission became deadlocked on a map, appellate judges
took over - and they often did, with judges redrawing maps.89
Associated Press analysis suggested the new measures on redistricting could bolster
Democrats and reduce the number of Republican supermajorities.90
Amendment 3 - November 2020
Missouri lawmakers are asking voters to reconsider the measures from Clean Missouri with a
legislatively referred constitutional amendment, known as Amendment 3, on the ballot this
November.
A court ruled that the original wording of the ballot summary was “misleading, unfair and
insufficient” (Cole County Judge Patricia Joyce) as it did not mention the amendment would
repeal Clean Missouri. The Missouri Court of Appeal re-wrote the title and summary to reflect
this.91
Amendment 3 would:
●

Ban gifts from paid lobbyists to legislators and their employees;

●

Reduce legislative campaign contribution limits;

●

Change the redistricting process voters approved in 2018 by: (i) transferring
responsibility for drawing state legislative districts from the Nonpartisan State
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Demographer to Governor-appointed bipartisan commissions; (ii) modifying and
reordering the redistricting criteria.”92
The new independent ‘demographer’ role created by Clean Missouri now drafts districts. The
commission still reviews maps, but unless they have a two-thirds vote, the demographers draft
is final.93 Amendment 3 would bring back the judges role which existed before Clean Missouri.
Note: applications for the role of demographer should be made to the State Auditor, a
Democrat who is currently her party's candidate for State Governor.94
The ‘Clean Missouri’ campaign spent $7m on their campaign against Amendment 3, whilst
‘Fair Missouri’ the campaign for Amendment 3 spent far less, just $250,000.95 The Democrats
are campaigning against Amendment 3, whilst Republicans support the campaign.
Republicans said Amendment 3 would prevent maps with “spaghetti” string districts
combining urban, suburban and rural areas drawn to make races more competitive, though
democrats dispute that.96
The wording of the amendment states; "Districts shall be as nearly equal as practicable in
population and shall be drawn on the basis of one person, one vote." Sean Soendker Nicholson
of the Clean Missouri campaign says Republicans are interpreting that to mean only adults are
counted for redistricting. Missouri would be the first US state to conduct redistricting without
including children in the headcount. Democrats say this would disproportionately affect
minority ethnic voters. Yurij Rudensky, a legal expert on the Redistricting Council with the
Democracy Program at the Brennan Center for Justice said; "Only 21% of Missouri’s white
population would go uncounted, by contrast, 28% of Missouri’s Black population, 54% of its
Asian population, and 54% of its Latino population would be erased when district lines are
drawn."97
At a Gubernatorial debate, Incumbent Governor Mike Parson said “This is a major shift in how
we do elections in the State of Missouri” He suggests that going back for another look with
Amendment 3 should be perceived as a positive step to clarify redistricting. He says he will
“live with” whatever the voters decide. [Mike Parson, Gubernatorial Debate, 09/10/2020]
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YouGov polling conducted with Missouri voters from September 24th - 7th October, showed
voters leaning towards rejecting Amendment 3. 34.9% were for the amendment, 42.6% against
but crucially 22.5% declared as not sure. [SLU/YouGov poll, October 2020]
Amendment 3 passed by a narrow margin with 51% percent approval, a majority of 58,569
votes.
The Missouri Farm Bureau, which strongly campaigned for Amendment 3, said; “The people of
Missouri were loud and clear today in rejecting out-of-state meddling in our elections,
Amendment 3 will continue to keep our communities whole in next year’s redistricting process.
We were outspent more than 150-to-1, but this result shows that the power of grassroots
politics can still overcome the influence of huge donors. We appreciate all of the support from
the Missourians who joined us in this guerrilla campaign on behalf of the people of our state.”
It is not clear what they mean by out-of-state meddling, although it may be assumed that
donors towards Clean Missouri came from outside the state.
Whilst the No to Amendment 3 (Clean Missouri) campaign clearly outspent their opponents
on television ads, they felt the position of their most contested point on the ballot summary changes to redistricting - was crucial in deciding the outcome of the vote. Redistricting was
listed third underneath changes to lobbyist gift and campaign donation limits.
The No to Amendment 3 campaign responded to the defeat; “Amendment 3 was written to
allow for truly radical gerrymandering, but it does not require it. The broad, bipartisan coalition
that passed the Clean Missouri Amendment will be active and engaged in the 2021
redistricting process to ensure that voters and communities come first in new maps, not
politicians.”
Polling Day
On the morning of election day, local media reported Missouri is expecting its highest turnout
since 1992. Election officials were expecting 3.2 million people to cast ballots, which would
represent a 75% turnout. 828,000 Missouri voters have returned absentee or mail-in ballots three times more than counted at the last presidential election. However, it is worth noting
that new mail-in options and expanded absentee options due to COVID will have affected
voting habits this year. [Link]
Boone County Clerk Brianna Lennon spoke to KOMU8 news; “Because of COVID-19, we have
seen a huge increase in the number of in-person absentees and mail-in absentees. The ratio
of how many come in early, versus how many are being cast on Election Day is going to be
much larger than what it was in 2016."
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Polling locations across Missouri will be set up with COVID-19 preventative materials like hand
sanitizer, masks, socially distant lines and plexiglass barriers. However, as there is no statewide mask mandate, officials can only advise voters to wear a mask.
St Louis County are publishing voter turnout figures, including on the day voters and absentee
voters – figures will be available at 07:00, 10:00, 13:00, 16:00 and 19:00.

Turnout figures as of 07:00
Voters on social media have reported long queues at polling places across the State:
Jana Calkins, journalist for Fox4 Kansas City news tweeted; “It’s taking people on the MIssouri
side 1/2-2 hours to vote.”98
@andrew_striedl on twitter posted a picture of his polling place queue in St Charles County.99

98
99

https://twitter.com/jayhawk96/status/1323628887721578496?s=21
https://twitter.com/andrew_striedl/status/1323628232990707714?s=24
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The queue at polling location in St Charles County, MO at 08:00am

@pollysgdaughter tweeted: I got to the polls when they opened at 6am in rural Missouri and
had a 1.5 hr wait in line. We rarely see people in masks here but nearly everyone was masked
in line, thank goodness.
Further queues have been reported in St Louis, where voters claim they haven’t seen a turnout
like it.

Queues at St Louis City at 08.40am
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Local Bus services were fare-free in Columbia City on election day. Municipal service provider
COMO waived fares and identified bus stops closest to polling places using an online map
available on their website.100
After Polling Day
Election workers get COVID
A number of poll workers tested positive for COVID after they attended election day shifts.
An election judge in St Charles county was allegedly aware of their positive test result from
October 30th and failed to self-isolate for the recommended two-week period. The election
judge attended a shift at Blanchette Park Memorial Hall polling site, where 1,858 voters cast
ballots. They passed away shortly after election day, however reports claim it is unclear what
caused the election worker’s death. St. Charles County Director of Elections Kurt Bahr
confirmed that all election workers were required to wear a face covering or shield, remain
behind dividers to separate them from the public and that the election worker did not have
any public facing tasks such as taking identification or handing out ballots.101 Local authorities
are asking people who attended the site to be cautious and contact the County COVID Hotline
if they have any questions.102
28 poll workers in Jackson County have tested positive for COVID. Election Officials suspect
that members of the public have not heeded warnings to not attend in person voting if they
are feeling unwell. Tammy Brown, head of the Jackson County Election Board said; “We, as
election officials, all knew we were at risk,”. Jackson County dealt with nearly 200,000 votes
including more than 60,000 early voters. However, health officials say it is too difficult to trace
transmission to polling places.103
Pro-Trump Rally in Jefferson City
A rally supporting the Trump Campaign was held in the state capital Jefferson City on Saturday
14th November. The event was organised by State Republicans, State Senator Cindy
O'Loughlin, Secretary of State Jay Ashcroft and state director for Republican Senator Josh
Hawley, Dan Hartman. All three spoke at the event and according to local media called for
“improvement to election integrity across the nation.” (KOMU8 news - link below) however,
they failed to provide any evidence to support allegations of voter fraud. Secretary Ashcroft
suggested other state’s look at Missouri’s election as a good example - because voting by mail
was limited. He said, "The best thing we did is we didn't have many people use the mail-in
ballots, we had far more people that used the absentee ballot. What we saw people doing was
100

https://www.komu.com/news/midmissourinews/city-of-columbia-provides-free-bus-rides-on-electionday/article_678b3958-1ddf-11eb-9c0b-0f711ed7f709.html
101
https://www.nbcnews.com/news/us-news/missouri-poll-worker-positive-covid-19-still-worked-shift-diedn1246620
102
https://www.charlotteobserver.com/news/nation-world/national/article247002392.html
103
https://abcnews.go.com/Health/wireStory/poll-workers-contract-virus-election-day-link-unclear-74219450
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bringing those absentee ballots back in-person. We saw a lot of people who were voting
absentee who were going ahead and voting in-person."104
Controversies
Stone County Noose
Election officials were forced to cover up a noose on display next to polling booths in Stone
County. The display refers to the last hanging to take place in Missouri. Stone County claims
the display is not associated with the elections office.

Picture of the noose display at a polling place in Stone County before it was removed.
State Democrats raised the issue of voter intimidation with Secretary of State candidate Yinka
Faleti raising the issue on social media. His statement, alongside a picture of the polling booths
states;

104

https://www.komu.com/news/jefferson-city-trump-rally-protests-election-results/article_2bdee470-26e711eb-96a9-07d7c6d7002a.html
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“Why on earth would a noose be on display anywhere near a voting booth or anywhere at all
for that matter. This goes beyond a gross and appalling lack of judgment by the responsible
parties. This is a brazen attempt at voter intimidation, plain and simple. The noose is a symbol
of racially-motivated and state-sanctioned murders of African Americans. This is another
reminder that in 2020, we still have not come far enough and we have many more miles to
go.”105
Dominique Day, Chair of the UN Working Group of Experts on People of African Descent,
suggests that institutional racism in the US has normalised voter suppression tactics. At an
online event discussing human rights and credible elections she said, “Deterring the black vote
is normalised in the American context.” She added, “The space in which freedom of
information, freedom of expression, political participation, our core criteria of liberty, that’s
always been hedged with respect to people of African descent.” Which suggests that events
like the noose at Stone are not anomalies, but part of a wider historic pattern of events.
Clem Smith, Chair of Missouri State Democrats said; “For a noose to be displayed next to
voting booths is clear intimidation targeting Black voters. This symbol’s purpose is to stoke
the fires of racial prejudice and strike fear in the hearts of people of color. It is a painful
reminder of the murders and lynchings of Black Americans. To see one next to a voting booth
is offensive, inappropriate, and outrageous. It should be obvious to anybody that a noose does
not belong at anybody’s election booth. It must be taken down immediately.”
Whilst the display was covered up by officials, it could be said that the impact, symbolism and
potential effects on voter intimidation were not fully appreciated by Stone County officials.
Presiding Commissioner Mark Maples said; “It never once entered our minds as an intimidation
issue. We just don’t think that way. I think it’s part of the history here in Stone County, it was
a lawful, public hanging — of a white man — and it was one of the last ones in Missouri. Are
we proud of it? No, but it’s part of our history.”106
Twitter misinformation
On Tuesday 27th October, Democratic candidate Yinka Faleti tweeted a Twitter graphic on
mail-in ballot misinformation.
His tweet said; “It’s a real problem when a social media site is having to work overtime to
correct misinformation that is being spread by our very own Missouri Secretary of State.
#Vote”107
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https://twitter.com/yinka_faleti/status/1322287277905772547?s=20
https://eu.news-leader.com/story/news/politics/2020/10/31/stone-co-execution-exhibit-outragesmissouri-democrats/6104909002/
107
https://twitter.com/yinka_faleti/status/1320859250193649665?s=24
106
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There is no evidence of the misinformation Mr Faleti was referring to on the Secretary of State’s
twitter feed. However, the post may have been removed. Mr Faleti’s tweet gathered 70 likes
and 19 retweets.
Drop-off boxes
Secretary of State Jay Ashcroft purchased 85 ballot drop-off boxes at a cost of $42,585.
However, in August he announced they would not be deployed. Mr Ashcroft’s office released
a statement which explained that the boxes were purchased before changes to legislation
meant that mail-in ballots must be returned by USPS only and arrive before 19:00 on election
day. The cost of these boxes was covered by funding from the Help America Vote Act.
Voting right organisation American Women, backed by three St Louis voters, filed an
unsuccessful lawsuit claiming the Mail-Return Mandate would disenfranchise mail-in voters
who wish to drop off ballots.108
WW1 Museum Kansas City
On the morning of election day the WW1 Museum, a polling location in Kansas City, was
defaced with graffiti. The twitter account for the museum condemned “this attempt at voter
intimidation” and called for people to vote.

108
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https://apnews.com/article/98918d42914e9d11acdd530254982ad1

Graffiti on the WW1 Museum in Kansas City, MO – a polling location.
Secretary of State hails election success
Missouri Secretary of State, John Ashcroft, who comfortably won re-election, congratulated
election workers, volunteers and voters on a relatively incident-free General Election. “The
success of yesterday’s historic election is thanks to the tireless effort of Missouri’s voters,
election authorities and poll workers. Election officials and their staff work long hours under
stressful conditions, and it’s their preparation in the weeks and months prior and their diligent
effort on Election Day that made Missouri’s elections run smoothly. It was great to see so many
Missourians participating in our democracy and making their voices heard.”
It was reported that 4.3 million registered Missourians voted in the general election.
6. Local Media
The main newspaper in Missouri is the News Tribune which can be accessed through this link:
https://www.newstribune.com/ - This website was accessible until polling day when it ceased
to open, citing an error message which read “This website is using a security service to protect
itself from online attacks.”
The main radio station in the state is KMOX (kmox.radio.com). However, the radio appears to
be inaccessible in the EU. A replacement station was monitored, KBIA (https://www.kbia.org),
a Mid-Missouri station.
The main television news channel in Missouri is KOMU8 which is accessible through this link:
www.komu.com
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Recommendations
For what concerns Missouri, the special voting procedures in response to the Covid-19
pandemic have been confusing. This is specifically due to the choice, at the legislator level, to
approve the measures in two separate provisions of the RSoM.
Specifically, the legislator adopted an ad hoc article for what concerns mail-in voting, i.e. Article
115.302 RSoM, and included new conditions for eligibility to the pre-existing absentee voting,
with an additional clause to Article 115.277 RSoM. Both Article 115.302 (Mail-in ballots) and
Clause 7 of Article 115.277 (Persons eligible to vote absentee — at-risk category defined) have
a termination date as of December 31st, 2020.
This fragmented legislation created confusion for the voters, making it more difficult for voters
to adopt such voting methods. Provisions that were released to facilitate the access to vote in
light of the Covid-19 pandemic made it more complicated and discouraging. There is no
apparent reason why these special procedures have been drafted and adopted in such fashion.
As a recommendation, ad hoc legislation could be delivered in a more uniform way, i.e. in one
single provision and/or article of pre-existing legislation, making it more accessible and
understandable for citizens. Uniform and accessible legislation is required to actively and
effectively promote the right to vote, instead of reducing the work of the legislator to mere
statements of intent, with the risk of such provisions to go unheeded.
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