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Reject early voting scheme  

The Connecticut Constitution prohibits early voting. That could soon change, as Secretary of the 

State Denise Merrill recently announced her support for an early-voting amendment. She said 

most other states allow this practice, so the time has come for the Constitution State to join the 

ranks. 

 

Since taking office last January, Ms. Merrill has championed some sound election reforms. This 

one, however, is questionable. 

 

A central part of the greatness of the United States is that its leaders are chosen by and 

accountable to their fellow citizens. Yet, the amendment proposed by Ms. Merrill is almost 

solely a reaction to the increased number of people voting via absentee ballot to avoid 

interrupting their daily routines to vote. 

 

Ms. Merrill is not the only one sanctioning this laziness. House Minority Leader Lawrence 

Cafero, R-Norwalk, fell short of supporting the amendment but backed the thrust of Ms. Merrill's 

argument by calling for no-excuse absentee voting. 

 

If Ms. Merrill and Rep. Cafero have their way, voters will not have to make the time to exercise 

their civic duty. Instead, officials will send the all-too-familiar message that the government is 

prepared to cater to every citizen's every need. 

 

Connecticut's current voting system is practically ideal. It allows for traditional voting on 

Election Day, and citizens who would like to vote absentee must explain why they are unable to 

make it to the polls on the assigned day. What more does a state need from its voting system? 

 

In recent decades, the United States has had a relatively low voter turnout, which is 

embarrassing, given the country's importance to the principle of democracy. Even in the hotly 

contested 2008 presidential election, 36 percent of registered voters stayed home. 

 

With this in mind, some have argued that if citizens are given a more accommodating time frame 

for voting, turnout will increase. Yet in 2004, University of Missouri political science professor 

Martha Kropf told Congressional Quarterly, "It (early voting) really just mobilizes people who 

were going to vote anyway." This essentially nullifies the only convincing argument in favor of 

early voting. 

 

Last, but not least, the stage could be set for a disaster reminiscent of Bush vs. Gore in 2000. 

After all, if state governments allow early voting in the name of convenience, how far will they 

go? Who's to say laws permitting voting after Election Day won't eventually come down the 

pipe? In a sense, they already do; people with questionable voting credentials are allowed to cast 

provisional ballots that are counted if the voters subsequently are found to be bona fide. 



 

Responsible citizens make a point of voting at the assigned polling place on Election Day, 

regardless of whether it's convenient for them to do so. Proposals like Ms. Merrill's may increase 

turnout by small increments, but they also enable irresponsibility and open the door to fraudulent 

vote-buying schemes. The legislature should reject this amendment on the grounds it will hurt 

the institution of democracy, and may make a further mockery of American elections.  
 


