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By Terence Jeffrey

WASHINGTON, D.C.—A young man who looks like a teenager walks into a
liquor store and pulls a bottle of cheap whiskey off a shelf.

He puts it down at the checkout counter and pulls out his wallet.

The clerk at the counter looks at him skeptically. “Can I see your ID?” he asks.

“Yes,” says the young man, who instantly takes his driver’s license out of his
wallet and hands it to the clerk.

The driver’s license indicates to the clerk that the customer in front of him
had turned 21 two months ago. He sells him the cheap whiskey.

Then another young man walks into the store. He grabs a bottle of very
expensive champagne and puts it on the counter.

Once again, the clerk asks the young man if he has an ID.

“No,” says the young man.

“Then I can’t sell you this champagne,” says the clerk.

“You have got to be kidding me,” says the young man. “I am 22 years old.”

“Then prove it,” says the clerk.

“I left my driver’s license at home,” says the young man.

“Then go get it,” says the clerk.

“No, I’ll go buy my champagne somewhere else,” says the young man, who
leaves the store in disgust.

This second hypothetical young man, however, was only 19, which made him
old enough to vote but not old enough to buy champagne.

If it were up to the Democrats in the U.S. House of Representatives, neither
of these young men—or anyone else—would need to show an ID to vote.

No identification required

Last March, 220 of the 221 Democrats in the House—but not one Republi-
can—voted to pass the “For the People Act.”

The introduction to the bill claimed it had the following purpose: “To expand
Americans’ access to the ballot box, reduce the influence of big money in politics,
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strengthen ethics rules for public servants, and implement other anti-corruption
measures for the purpose of fortifying our democracy, and for other purposes.”

“Congress also finds that States and localities have eroded access to the right
to vote through restrictions on the right to vote including excessively oner-
ous voter identification requirements,” said the bill.

One section of the bill carried this title: “Permitting use of sworn written
statement to meet identification requirements for voting.”

“Except as provided in subsection (c),” it says, “if a State has in effect a re-
quirement that an individual present identification as a condition of receiving and
casting a ballot in an election for Federal office, the State shall permit the indi-
vidual to meet the requirement—(A) in the case of an individual who desires to
vote in person, by presenting the appropriate State or local election official with
a sworn written statement, signed by the individual under penalty of perjury,
attesting to the individual’s identity and attesting that the individual is eligible to
vote in the election; or (B) in the case of an individual who desires to vote by
mail, by submitting with the ballot the statement described in subparagraph (A).”

“The Commission,” the bill said, “shall develop a pre-printed version of the
statement described in paragraph (1)(A) which includes a blank space for an
individual to provide a name and signature for use by election officials in
States which are subject to paragraph (1).”

So, if this bill were to become law, a person could simply sign a preprinted
government form and drop a ballot in a mailbox without presenting anyone
with an identification.

Expired identification accepted

Sen. Amy Klobuchar (D-Minnesota) has offered a slightly stricter bill in the
Senate. It is called the “Freedom to Vote Act.”

One part of this bill is headlined: “Voter Identification and Allowable Alter-
natives.” It says in part: “If a State or local jurisdiction has a voter identifi-
cation requirement, the State or local jurisdiction—(A) shall treat any appli-
cable identifying document as meeting such voter identification requirement.”

“The term ‘applicable identifying document’ means, with respect to any individual,
any document issued to such individual containing the individual’s name,” it says.

It then stipulates that this document can only have expired within the past
four years. “The term ‘applicable identifying documents,’ ” says the bill, “shall
include any of the following (so long as that document has not expired or, if
expired, expired no earlier than four years before the date of presentation).”

Some of the “applicable identifying documents” then listed in the bill are com-
pletely reasonable: “A driver’s license or an identification card issued by a State,
the Federal Government, or a State or federally recognized Tribal government.”

Some are more dubious: “A bank card or debit card.”

So, if this bill became law, a debit card that expired in 2021 would be a valid
identification for someone voting in 2024.

It is not unreasonable in the 21st century to require people who want to vote
to demonstrate that they are legally eligible to do so by presenting a valid
form of identification.
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