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Executive Summary

The purpose of this report is to inform the audience on the issue of photo identification requirement while voting.  This report will provide information about both the positive and negative side of photo identification requirement.  Throughout this report Phil-Is-Sophical will show you how we examined our research, used class concepts, and connected the links to provide the audience with a thorough view on each side of the issue.
Introduction

Our group, Phil-Is-Sophical, was assigned the task of preparing and presenting an effective argument for the use of photo identification while voting.  The topic of photo ID requirement is especially relevant at this time, seeing as this year is an election year.  Our goal was to provide the audience with the information necessary to make an educated decision independently.
We researched the topic in-depth, conducted a very thorough audience analysis, devised Toulmin models for both the positive and negatives sides, and evaluated the effectiveness for both sides of the argument.  Please see Appendix B to follow along with our oral presentation that was presented in class.
Case Introduction

Before we go into details about the case, we must first introduce some key aspects of the case.  The affirmative statement, which is the statement for change, is as follows:
“All voters should show a photo ID before voting.”

The burden of proof falls on those who believe photo ID should be required when voting.  They have the burden of proof because they must prove there is a significant need for a change in the current law.
The arguments for our case were printed in a USA Today editorial article released on January 8, 2008.  The affirmative case was written by Thor Hearne, who is an attorney with Lathrop & Gage in St. Louis, the lead counsel for bipartisan elections professionals and Republican members of Congress.  For the negative side, the argument was edited by Ken Paulson.  Having introduced the facts of the case, we can now move on to our assumptions about the case.
Assumptions

After evaluating the article from USA Today and extensively researching other sources about the photo ID argument, we had to make some assumptions about the debate and the people involved or affected by the debate.
Our first assumption is that there is no right or wrong solution for the debate.  If the affirmative side, those for requiring photo IDs at the poll, wins there will be many upset people who feel it is unfair to require proof of identity while partaking in the basic right to vote.  If the negative side, those against requiring photo IDs at the poll, wins there will be many people who feel that the voting process is fraudulent and not reliable.  There is no right or wrong answer for this argument since there is no way to please everyone.
The second assumptions we derived is that both sides of the argument are based primarily on personal opinion and political affiliation.  Each person has a different point of view on the issue of requiring a photo ID to vote.  After a great amount of research, we concluded that the debate is basically split by political affiliation, with democrats on the negative side and republicans on the affirmative side.
An assumption that we had about those affected by this debate is that only potential voters are affected by the issue.  People who are not of age to vote do not have a substantial reason to be involved in the argument since they are ineligible to vote at the time being.  Therefore, we will not focus on those under the legal voting age in our audience analysis.

Our final assumption we arrived at is the cost or process of obtaining a photo ID could possible prevent a fair voting system.  If all eligible people are not able to afford a photo ID or do not have time to go through the process, the voting system could be skewed and prevent potential voters from making their opinion count.
Audience Analysis

Before we could discuss the pros and cons of both sides of the argument, we needed to examine who would be affected by this issue by conducting an audience analysis.  To develop a good sense of our audience, we went in depth by analyzing how each audience would be impacted by the voter ID issue. 
We discovered that USA Today reaches approximately 3, 882,000 people.  With the addition of USAToday.com and the USA Today Network, over 5.4 million people read USA Today daily.  Men comprise 68 percent of the readers, while females are the remaining 32 percent of the audience.  The average age for a reader of USA Today is 46 years old.  The percent of people who read USA Today in specific age brackets are as follows: 63 percent of people age 18-49, 66 percent of people age 25-49, 50 percent of people age 35-54, and 48 percent of people age 40-59.  Most of the readers are well educated with 71 percent of the readers attending any college.  Readers with a college B.A. or a post grad degree is 43 percent.  In regards to the occupation USA Today customers hold, 34 percent have professional/managerial jobs, 25 percent are top/middle managers, and 80 percent of the readers are employed.  Finally, 74 percent of the readers are homeowners.
In regards to USA Today’s competitors, which include The New York Times and the Milwaukee Journal Sentinel, USA Today has a younger following.  While The New York Times and the Milwaukee Journal Sentinel started their audience breakdown at age 25, USA Today included readers starting at age 18.  Since they focus on younger people and acknowledge them as a current audience, USA Today gains the support of the younger audience.  Since the voting age is 18 years old, it is also critical to include 18 year olds as an audience for our debate on photo ID requirements.  Also, USA Today’s circulation is nationwide, as is the debate on photo identification requirements.  This is relevant because USA Today is available to the entire audience included in the debate.  
NRD Model

With the NRD model, we were able to examine the need, remedy, and disadvantages for both the affirmative and the negative sides of the photo ID debate.  We also used the NRD model to incorporate the “devil” or the people who would be most resistant to the change.  This debate, which seemed to fall along split partisan lines, varied greatly from one side of the debate to the other.  
For the affirmative side, our group determined from our research that the greatest need for change would be to show photo identification to aid in fraud prevention, build confidence in electoral fairness, and to ensure the integrity of the voting process.  We also found evidence that approximately 80 percent of Americans do support identifying themselves with photo identification before voting.  Therefore, the remedy would be for voters to show their photo identification at the polls to prevent fraudulent votes and to increase fairness.  On the other hand, the two greatest disadvantages of the affirmative side would include the fact that the cost of a photo ID is quite high for some people to pay ($26-50/per id) and also that it is inconvenient to take the steps required to get a photo ID.   Due to lack of photo identification, some Americans would be turned away from the polls and would be unable to partake in one of the most basic rights as an American citizen, voting on election day.  The devil to the affirmative side includes Democrats who oppose using photo identification to vote, the poor, some elderly people, and minorities who lack a photo id and therefore may be unable to vote.
Since every debate has two sides, our group decided to formulate another NRD model to provide the evidence for the opposing side of the photo ID argument.  The negative side had several opposing points, ranging from raising memories from the past of African Americans being hindered from voting due to poll taxes and literacy tests, to the comments about invasion of privacy and cost, and finally to the fact that not every state in the United States requires photo identification on voting day.  To make a true impact and to aid the affirmative case, our group believed that photo identification would have to be required in all states to truly serve as fraud prevention and to instill the confidence of electoral fairness.  We believe that the remedy to these needs would be to continue the use of current polling methods for security by matching signatures to poll books, making photo identifications readily available to the public, as well as making sure that photo identification is required to vote in all states so this dilemma can be dealt with at a national level.  As for some possible disadvantages to the negative side of the debate, the older polling methods of matching signatures to poll books is time consuming and somewhat outdated.  There has been documented evidence from our research that certain voters have been turned away from the polls due to small imperfections in their signatures and therefore have been unable to partake in their American rights.  Furthermore, without using photo identification the integrity of the vote cannot be ensured, meaning that one person can vote several times using a different name.  The devil for the negative side of this case proved to be Republicans and those who support using photo identification to vote, including the states in the U.S. that currently do require using photo identification to vote. (see Appendix A for NDR Model.)
Toulmin Model
As we continue our analysis of the arguments contained in the USA Today article, it is beneficial to dissect the arguments piece by piece with the Toulmin Model.  Breaking up the pieces of the whole argument will allow us to see the individual claims, the evidence supports points to the claims, and whether the evidence is warranted or not.  It is with the analysis of the Toulmin Model that we could detect any holes that may exist in the logic of an argument or see if the argument is solidly built. 

Toulmin:  The Affirmative Side

In any debate style argument, the affirmative side is always advocating change away from the status quo.  Because of this stance, the affirmative side has the burden of proof, or the requirement to show that the call for change is absolutely necessary.  In the case of the arguments we were tasked to analyze, the affirmative side is advocating a requirement that all American citizens show photo identification when they cast a ballot.  
Affirmative Claim
The claim that the affirmative side builds its argument around is the following:

“Former president Jimmy Carter, civil rights leader, Andrew Young and many others (including, according to a number of national polls, more than 80% of Americans) support the requirement that people identify themselves with photo ID before casting a ballot.”
By mentioning two public figures whose job titles bring authority to the claims, the affirmative side has built in an amount of persuasion into their claim.  Even without introducing any specific evidence at this point, the argument is off to a good start.
Affirmative Evidence One

Of course, any argument has no value simply as a claim, and the affirmative side uses three main pieces of evidence to back up their claim.  The first piece of evidence uses pathos to appeal to the reader’s desire for a fair election process.
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The average American citizen is most likely in favor of a fair election process.  By mentioning this in the evidence, the affirmative side has effectively made a link between its main argumentative point (photo ID) and a common desire among voters.
Affirmative Evidence Two

The second piece of evidence utilizes logos as its persuasive technique, using simple logic to make a point.
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Besides making a basic logical argument, this piece of evidence is appealing to the idea of routine.  Many people go about their daily lives in a routine that rarely changes.  This routine brings reassurance, because change can often be uncomfortable.  By using a word such as “everyday”, the second piece of evidence appeals to the desire for routine.  This could be quite effective to subdue potential fear for the affirmative side’s claim, since they are showing the change they are advocating would not be overly difficult to handle and get used to.

Affirmative Evidence Three

The third and final set of evidence uses ethos to be effective, appealing to authority as it points to the claim. 
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Besides appealing to the authority with the mention of election judges, the mention of removing a subjective method of identification should resonate well with the desire of most voters for a fair and unbiased election process.
Affirmative Warrants and Support for Warrants
The warrant and support for the warrant are designated below by the arrow connecting the evidence and claim.  In this case, both the warrant and the support for the warrant are unstated, requiring the reader to “connect the dots” mentally on their own.
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The warrant and support for the warrant for the second piece of evidence follows along the same way as the previous evidence.  Both are unstated in the article, again leaving it up to the reader to fill them in.
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Like the two sets of evidence before it, the third piece of evidence for the affirmative side’s claim has a warrant and support for the warrant that is unstated:






All three of these warrants and support for warrants are left unstated in the argument, meaning the reader has to make the link on his or her own.  The important factor to note is that all three parts of the argument do have warrants and support for warrants, therefore the evidence connects to the claim being made by the affirmative side.

Toulmin:  The Negative Side
The negative side of the argument is advocating no change from the current situation.  In the case of this debate, the negative side claims that national photo identification requirements would do more harm than good.  The negative is arguing that there is no substantial proof to make a change from the status quo.  By not having a burden of proof like the affirmative side, the negative side only needs to prove the affirmative side’s arguments are not effectively compelling. 

Negative Claim

The negative side’s overall claim in the USA Today article is as follows:

“Make standards too onerous, and some eligible voters will inevitably be unable to exercise democracy’s most fundamental right.” 
Large nationwide debates in the U.S. often center on what specific rights people have as Americans.  Centering a claim on calling the right to vote “democracy’s most fundamental right” immediately peaks interest in the reader.  Most readers would not want a law that inhibited other’s rights in such a way, and because of this the negative side’s claim is well constructed.

Negative Evidence One

The negative side contains three distinct types of evidence that point to the claim, just as the affirmative side demonstrated.  The first piece of evidence uses pathos as a means of conveying its point, appealing to the reader’s emotional response.

The first piece of evidence strikes intensely by mentioning the inherent and unfortunate racial aspect to this debate.  Emotionally loaded language is used to appeal to the reader’s emotions.  Even if the reader personally does not have “ugly memories” of the usage of poll taxes and other tactics to exclude African Americans from voting, the way the evidence is worded conjures an idea of what it could have been like in the mind of the reader.

Negative Evidence Two
The second piece of evidence for the negative side uses ethos as a way of persuasion.  Highlighting that the evidence comes from state statistics appeals to authority.


Immediately following the evidence in the article, the negative side describes the situation in Indiana, which is an important state in the photo identification argument.  State statistics had not found a statistically significant amount of voter fraud occurring, despite the lack of a law requiring photo ID in Indiana.  This kind of evidence works two-fold as a way of persuasion.  Authority at the state level did not have significant proof of fraud, and the statistics did not logically lead to the conclusion of a need for a change to required photo ID.  All in all, the second evidence given by the negative side makes quite an effective argument.
Negative Evidence Three

The third and final piece of evidence for the negative side comes from an appeal to logic.  By using logos, this specific argument is asking the reader to evaluate with his or her head.


This lengthy, multi-sentence evidence actually works quite simply when it is analyzed.  It sums up the previous two pieces of evidence in a conclusive form and also pre-empts a main argument on the affirmative side.  The negative side of the argument appeared before the affirmative side in the USA Today article, allowing the benefit of pre-empting the affirmative side’s argument about building voter confidence in the election process.  The negative side builds credibility by agreeing that a photo ID can be a useful way to build confidence in elections, but follows by pointing out all the stipulations that must occur for such a requirement to work.  At press time for the article, no such plan had been suggested with enough detail to be actionable. 
Negative Side Warrants and Support for Warrants

The warrants and support for the warrants are designated by below the arrow connecting the evidence and the claim.  The warrant and support for the warrant are unstated in the article.





Like the first warrant and support for warrant, the next set was also left unstated in the article.




Like the previous two sets of evidence, the third piece of evidence for the negative side’s claim has a warrant and support for the warrant that is unstated.





Two significant facts reveal themselves from the analysis of the warrants and support for warrants on the negative side.  First, all three sets were left unstated, leaving it to the reader to make the logical link from evidence to claim.  Second, while leaving the warrants and support for warrants unstated is potentially dangerous, all three pieces of evidence have a logical warrant and support for warrant. 
Toulmin:  So What?

The general observations of the argument using the Toulmin Model reveal both sides have warrants which use all three persuasive techniques: authoritative, substantive, and motivational.  While not always a necessity for building an effective argument, having warrants for all three techniques reveals arguments that have been well thought out and considered. 
Affirmative Side

We will now discuss the main points that the affirmative side is trying to prove.  We ranked the arguments in order of importance, beginning with the most important and relevant information and ending with the least relevant information to the case.
The main point that the affirmative side is trying to make is that supporters of ID laws believe requirements are necessary to prevent fraud.  The need to show photo identification prevents voter fraud attempts (Discovery Institute).  Making a photo ID mandatory could prevent people from trying to vote twice, as well as preventing non-Americans citizens from voting.

Another point the affirmative side makes is that proponents argue a law would restore voter confidence, therefore increasing participation (newsmax).  Supporters argue that the perception voters would have is just as important as reality (MSNBC).  If voters are aware that precautions are taking place with a new photo ID requirement, they would feel more confident while voting and feel like their vote matters.  

Indiana has this photo ID law and ninety-nine percent of people that voted there had photo identification.  Newsmax stated that, “In five years, the whole nation is going to be like Indiana.  A majority of people want this in their elections.”  There was not one single case or lawsuit that was brought against the state of Indiana claiming that the law inhibited their ability to vote (USA Today).  

An additional argument made by the affirmative is that participation increased in groups previously believed to be burdened by ID laws.  Thor Hearne, writer of the affirmative side in the USA Today article, discovered through his research that within the poor, black people, and elderly people, voter participation actually increase when a photo ID was required at the polls.
The final argument for the affirmative side is that the ID law could be phased in over consecutive years, lessening possible complications.  There was a 2005 report found that ID laws themselves are not the issue, but a plan to slowly phase the law would increase, not decrease, voter participation (Jimmy Carter, New York Times).  There was a proposal offered to suggesting uniform voter photo identification to be phased in over five years.  To help with this transition, states would provide free voter photo ID cards to eligible citizens, as well as offering mobile units to register voters and provide the IDs.
Negative Side

Now we will go over the arguments that the negative side is trying to prove.  One major argument made by this side is that the cost for a photo ID may inhibit the poor and elderly.  Opponents argue that the cost of an ID, which can range from $7-$50, is too costly for those who can’t afford to acquire one simply for voting.  It can also be a huge hassle just to obtain an ID.  To get a photo ID in Indiana, a stamped birth certificate must be provided.  If a person does not have a birth certificate they will have to get one, and some jurisdictions charge another fee if you need a copy of it.  If a person does show up without a photo ID at the polls, they can vote provisionally.  If a person does this, they must show up at the County Election Board within ten days and provide a photo ID, if they are able to get a birth certificate in that amount of time.  This could provide difficulty for many potential voters.  According to the United States Census Bureau and federal transportation officials, about twenty million voting-age Americans lack a driver’s license, which is generally the form thought of when “photo identification” is mentioned.  

There is also no hard evidence of fraud at the polls and are no statistically significant cases of proven voter fraud (the Associated Press).  The most significant voter fraud case we found that dealt with this issue was an elderly woman who was accused of voting twice.  She signed her name twice at the polls because the poll workers made an error, not the woman herself.  This case was immediately dismissed at court.

 Another point made by the negative side is the ID laws raises memories of poll taxes and literacy taxes previously used to discourage African Americans from voting.  Neil Bradley, who is the Associate Director of the Atlanta-based American Civil Liberties Union Voting Rights Project stated, “The fee that is required to obtain a five-year state ID card is tantamount to a poll tax, which was abolished by the 24th Amendment of the Constitution.”
The photo identification requirement could also be seen as an invasion of privacy.  This law could be viewed as conflicting with voters’ privacy rights and with the Voting Rights Act.  A few more examples that the ID law violates include:

· The Fourteenth Amendment because the law treats voters unequally.

· The 1965 Voting Rights Act because the law results in the denial of voting rights to African Americans and Latino voters.

· The 1964 Civil Rights Act because the law applies different standards for those voters who vote in person compared to those who vote by absentee ballot.  The law disqualifies voters based solely on whether they have a government-issued photo ID or not.

The final point the negative side makes is that many states won’t allow voting without an ID.  Nineteen states require that voters show a photo ID while 25+ states recommend it, such as Wisconsin, Florida, Georgia, and Indiana.   This could cause confusion because laws are made at a state level, when the issue of voting is a national event.  

Evaluation of Arguments
In conclusion, either side lacks “hard” factual evidence.  This debate could also be seen as split along partisan lines ,with the affirmative side leaning more towards the republican side and the negative being more democratic.  The photo ID issue is also predicted to become a major topic nationwide in the coming months because of the November election.  

Taking all the arguments, class concepts, the USA Today articles, and additional sources into consideration, we decided to rate both sides of the argument.  We gave the negative side a seven out of ten and gave the affirmative side a five out of ten.  Since this debate is mostly based on personal opinion, we rated the sides based on who had the best valid arguments along with evidence to support it ,in which we felt the negative did a better job doing.  

Feedback

Phil-Is-Sophical reviewed the feedback from our oral presentation to aid in our continuous improvement and to increase the quality of our next presentation.  Overall, the feedback was positive, but our team strives to accomplish our goals at a high standard and is always receptive to feedback as we strive for continuous improvement.  

Our presentation in which we debated the affirmative and negative sides of photo identification at the polls went well, and we received positive feedback from Professor Clampitt, who stated that our presentation was well organized, well researched, and incorporated many of the models and information taught in the course.  Two of the greatest areas of positive feedback from our presentation included the organization and presentation of our Toulmin Model, as well as the audience analysis research that we conducted.  We were told that our Toulmin Model looked very professional, and the way in which the power point was organized made the information very clear and easy to follow.  In addition, the feedback provided our group with the knowledge that our evidence provided good justification for our points throughout the presentation.  We ensured that our Toulmin Model was in depth and showed extensive effort into strategically analyzing the key points of our debate since we wanted to prove an unbiased opinion towards the debate.  We also analyzed both sides extensively to avoid “paralysis by analysis.”  Another area of feedback that made our group proud was the fact that our audience noticed the amount of research we conducted on our audience.  We used several sources and reliable information about several nationally published newspapers to aid in our audience analysis, as well as to compare and contrast the USA Today audience with other newspaper audiences nationwide.  Overall, our feedback was very positive which made our group pleased and grateful that all of our time and effort paid off with a well received presentation. 
Improvements

Based on the feedback we received from the class and from Professor Clampitt, we concluded as a group that there are some areas of our presentation that could have been stronger.  The feedback provided specifics about what we could do to achieve better results in future presentations. 
According to Professor Clampitt’s feedback, in the future our group needs to take a few extra steps to aid in the comprehension of some of our materials.  He suggested that our group makes sure to specify where and when we used research outside of the information provided in class.  By doing so, our audience would be able to distinguish when we used researched material versus material from class.  In the future, we will take Professor Clampitt’s advice and be sure to site our sources throughout our presentation. 
Another area of improvement dealt with ensuring that we provide conclusive evidence to arrive at a final winner to our debate in accordance to our audience analysis of USA Today’s readers.  Our group did strive to accomplish this goal, however not citing clearly when and where we used different sources and points of reference from other articles confused our audience and made it unclear if we did or did not tailor our final decision towards our audience from our analysis.

We are always continuously improving to make our presentation stronger and better.  We believe that if we make these few improvements, we can present an even stronger presentation and be more successful in the future.
Conclusion 

Throughout this project, our group has continuously been reminded of how important it is to use class concepts to assist in solving a case.  After reviewing our case facts, establishing assumptions, analyzing our audience and research, and taking an in depth look into the debate through the Toulmin Model, our group has now learned how to sufficiently analyze an issue.  Our group realizes the benefits and the impact that the information we are taught in class can have on our future.  Being in the 1 percent of people who can look at a problem, analyze it, and come up with strategic results by looking at  key elements of a problem will prove to be a significant tool in future success. 

Overall, Phil-Is-Sophical felt that this case helped us to apply key concepts learned in class, which will be extremely valuable to our future.  For this case, our group prides itself on our hard work and dedication to producing a quality end result.  Our group looks forward to future endeavors and further application of our communication skills. We also look forward to demonstrating the steps displayed by a thoughtful strategic professional, which include group skills, critical thinking, personal skills, and communication expertise.  As a wise man once said, "Anyone can talk, but few do so strategically" 
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Appendices
Appendix A: NRD Model
Affirmative Side

Need for Change

· All voters should be required to show a photo id before voting to aid in fraud prevention, to build confidence in electoral fairness, and to protect the integrity of the vote. 

· According to national polls, more than 80% of Americans support the requirements that people identify themselves with a photo id before casting a ballot. 

 Remedy for Change:

· By voters showing an id at the polls, they will ensure that they are who they are and that they have been registered so that fraud prevention and electoral fairness are more prevalent.  
Disadvantage to Change:

· Cost of a photo id ($26-50 per id) could prevent some from voting. Mostly according to research the poor, elderly and minorities are likely to lack photo identification. 

· Invasion of Privacy
Devil:

· Democrats who oppose using photo identification to vote, poor, some elderly and minorities who lack a photo id and therefore may be unable to vote and exercise one of their major rights as a US citizen. 

Negative Side

Need for Change

· Requiring voters to show photo identification before voting brings up memories of poll taxes, and literacy tests once used to discourage blacks form voting. 

· Using photo identification can be seen as an invasion of privacy.

· Photo identification is not required in all states to cast a vote. This may discourage some voters from voting and/or make them unable to cast a vote. 

· Photo identification can be costly.

 Remedy for Change:

· Develop a method in which photo identification can be provided free of charge. 

· Utilize the current method that is being used of matching signatures in poll books. 

· Make photo identification required in all states so that the dilemma is dealt with at a national level. 

Disadvantage to Change:

· Utilizing older polling methods are slow and somewhat outdated. 

· Without using photo identification, you can not ensure the integrity of the vote. This means that one person can vote several times using a different name.

· Photo identification does assist in fraud prevention. 

Devil:

· Republicans and those who support using photo identification to vote. Several states do require using photo identification to vote. 

Please continue to Appendix B on the next pages for the PowerPoint presentation as presented March 4, 2008.

