SHELBY COUNTY V. HOLDER: Shelby County v. Holder is a 2013 Supreme Court case. The Supreme Court, the ultimate decider of what laws are or are not in agreement with the Constitution, ruled that Section 4 of the 1965 Voting Rights Act is outdated. The Voting Rights Act was established in 1965 to particularly help protect African American voting rights in primarily Southern states. Section 4 of the Voting Rights Act required that the FEDERAL GOVERNMENT must approve any local voting changes in those areas where blacks had often been restricted in voting. The Supreme Court ruled that in our present day, this requirement is no longer necessary.
	1. What did the Supreme Court rule? Why? (OWN WORDS) ______________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
2. What is the issue being argued? ______________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________


The following includes excerpts and paraphrasing of the Supreme Court’s decision and statements from Supreme Court judge who disagreed.
	Supreme Court's Voting Rights Act Decision
Chief Justice Roberts opens his opinion by stating that "the Voting Rights Act of 1965 employed extraordinary measures to address an extraordinary problem," using the "strong medicine" of applying heavy requirements on some states and not others to fight suppression of voting rights. He then suggests that those rules have outlived their usefulness.
At the same time, voting discrimination still exists; no one doubts that. The question is whether the Act’s extraordinary measures, including its disparate treatment of the States, continue to satisfy constitutional requirements. As we put it a short time ago, “the Act imposes current burdens and must be justified by current needs.”

Invoking the 10th Amendment, which reserves powers to the states that are not specifically granted to the federal government, and citing doctrines claiming that states should be treated equally, Chief Justice Roberts argues that the Voting Rights Act "sharply departs" from these principles of states' rights.
The Voting Rights Act sharply departs from these basic principles. It suspends “all changes to state election law— however innocuous—until they have been precleared by federal authorities in Washington, D. C.” States must (ask) the Federal Government for permission to implement laws that they would otherwise have the right to enact and execute on their own. . . . the process can take years.
The Act applies to only nine States (and several additional counties). While one State waits months or years and expends funds to implement a validly enacted law, its neighbor can typically put the same law into effect immediately, through the normal legislative process. 

The chief justice concludes that times have changed: the formulas that govern singling out one state from another for different treatment, which once "made sense," have lost their relevance, and "nearly 50 years later, things have changed dramatically." But the rules governing which jurisdictions must be overseen have been repeatedly passed by Congress without change.
But history did not end in 1965. By the time the Act was reauthorized in 2006, there had been 40 more years of it. During that time, largely because of the Voting Rights Act, voting tests were abolished, disparities in voter registration and turnout due to race were erased, and African-Americans attained political office in record numbers. And yet the coverage formula that Congress reauthorized in 2006 ignores these developments, keeping the focus on decades-old data relevant to decades-old problems, rather than current data reflecting current needs.
The Fifteenth Amendment commands that the right to vote shall not be denied or abridged on account of race or color, and it gives Congress the power to enforce that command. The Amendment is not designed to punish for the past; its purpose is to ensure a better future.

Chief Justice Roberts closes his opinion by explaining what the decision does not do. It does not overturn the Voting Rights Act's ban on discriminatory voting rules. Furthermore, it leaves Congress the opportunity to draft new rules -- based on current conditions -- to determine which states or local governments should be subject to preclearance. 
Our decision in no way affects the permanent, nationwide ban on racial discrimination in voting. Congress may draft another formula based on current conditions. Our country has changed, and while any racial discrimination in voting is too much, Congress must ensure that the legislation it passes to remedy that problem speaks to current conditions.
Dissenting Opinion from Justice Ginsburg
With overwhelming support in both Houses, Congress concluded that, for two prime reasons, §5 should continue in force, unabated. First, continuance would facilitate completion of the impressive gains thus far made; and second, continuance would guard against back­ sliding. Those assessments were well within Congress’ province to make and should elicit this Court’s unstinting approbation.

In voting rights cases, she wrote, the court should defer to Congress, which has been given sweeping powers under the Constitution, and especially in amendments passed after the Civil War, to protect such rights. Applying different rules to different states is nothing so unusual, she wrote, and the court should only ask if the methods used by Congress to address the problem are rational, and not subject them to a tougher test. 
The stated purpose of the Civil War Amendments was to arm Congress with the power and authority to protect all persons within the Nation from violations of their rights by the States. In exercising that power, then, Congress may use “all means which are appropriate, which are plainly adapted” to the constitutional ends declared by these Amendments. “It is not for us to review the congressional resolution of [the need for its chosen remedy]. It is enough that we be able to perceive a basis upon which the Congress might resolve the conflict as it did.”
The struggle for fairness in elections, she argues, is not over, though the tactics of those who would suppress voting have changed. The court, she said, "errs egregiously by overriding Congress's decision."
The Court holds §4(b) invalid on the ground that it is “irrational to base coverage on the use of voting tests 40 years ago, when such tests have been illegal since that time.” But the Court disregards what Con­gress set about to do in enacting the VRA. That extraor­dinary legislation scarcely stopped at the particular tests and devices that happened to exist in 1965. The grand aim of the Act is to secure equal citizen­ship stature, a voice in our democracy undiluted by race. As the record for the 2006 reauthorization makes abun­dantly clear, second-generation barriers to minority voting rights have emerged in the covered jurisdictions as attempted substitutes for the first-generation barriers that originally triggered preclearance in those jurisdictions. The sad irony of today’s decision lies in its utter failure to grasp why the VRA has proven effective. The Court appears to believe that the VRA’s success in eliminating the specific devices extant in 1965 means that preclear­ance is no longer needed. With that belief, and the argument derived from it, history repeats itself.

	suppress: to end or stop by force
What does it mean to “outlive their usefulness”? ________________________________________________________________________
discrimination: the practice of unfairly treating a person or group of people differently from other people or groups of people
disparate: different from each other
Invoke: to make use of (a law, a right, etc.)
What does Chief Justice Roberts, the head judge on the Supreme Court, refer to to defend his argument? ________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
According to the Voting  Rights Act, what did some states have to do to change election laws? ________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
What are 3 reasons that Justice Roberts consider this a problem? 
1.
_______________________________________________________________________________________________
2.
_______________________________________________________________________________________________
3. ________________________________________________________________________________________________
What does the 15th Amendment require? ________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
preclearance: prior approval
What problems does Justice Roberts want any new laws regarding voting to deal with? ________________________________________________________________________________________________
Dissent: differ in opinion
Congress: the group of people who are responsible for making the laws of a country in some kinds of government
continuance: the period of time when something continues
What are 2 reasons that Justice Ginsburg believes that parts of the Voting Rights Act should not be changed or overturned?
1.
________________________________________________________________________
2. 
________________________________________________________________________
What was the purpose of the amendments that followed the Civil War? ________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
err: to make a mistake
VRA: Voting Rights Act
According to Ginsburg, what is the mistake in making section 4b invalid? Provide 2 reasons.
1. ________________________________________________________________________________________________
2. ________________________________________________________________________________________________
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