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Date: April 17,2001

To: Representative John Coghill, House State Affairs Committee Chair

From: Representative Ethan B e r k o w i t z ^ ^ ^

Re: House Bill 231 hearing

House Bill 231 - “An Act eliminating the primary election, relating to the general 
election, and eliminating state recognition of political parties.” - has a referral to the 
House State Affairs Committee. Copies of the sponsor statement and the bill are 
enclosed. Please schedule the bill for a hearing. I suggest teleconferencing the hearing to 
encourage public input.

HB 231 seeks to avoid the entire primary election problem arising from California 
Democratic Party v. Jones by adopting non-partisan elections without primaries -  just 
one general election in November. This model has been followed in local elections. For 
example, in Anchorage, Fairbanks and Juneau, ballots for mayor and the local assemblies 
do not list party affiliation. Thus, removing the need for primary elections.

I look forward to working with you and your staff on HB 231. Please contact my aide, 
Phelan Straube, or me if you have questions. Thank you in advance for your 
consideration.
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House BbK 231

“An Act eliminating the primary election, relating to the general 
election, and eliminating state recognition of political parties.”

HB 231 seeks to eliminate the need for a costly primary election by providing for 
a nonpartisan general election wherein each candidate will be nominated by 
petition. This legislation offers Alaska the ability to take an entirely new direction 
rather than simply reform the existing system.

A nonpartisan legislature would allow legislators to concentrate on Alaska’s 
interests without influence from national party agendas. Campaigns would 
feature candidates and their individual ideas - not stereotypes attached to party 
labels.

This model exists quite successfully in local elections. For example, in 
Anchorage, Fairbanks and Juneau, ballots for mayor and the local assemblies do 
not list party affiliation. Campaigns are conducted based on ideas and 
individuals.

Political parties are essentially private organizations. W e  ought to question how 
they have achieved such a prominent role in our system and whether they 
deserve to retain that role. We should create an electoral system that serves 
Alaska’s interests, not one that serves political parties. I would appreciate your 
support.

Sponsor Statement



LOUISIANA REVISED STATUTES 
TITLE 18. LOUISIANA ELECTION CODE 

CHAPTER 5. PRIMARY AND GENERAL ELECTIONS

§ 401. Purpose and nature of primary and general elections

A. Purpose. Primary and general elections are held to elect persons to Congress and 
to all the elective offices in this state, except the office o f presidential elector.

B. Nature. All qualified voters o f this state may vote on candidates for public office 
in primary and general elections without regard to the voter's party affiliation or lack o f it, 
and all candidates for public office who qualify for a primary or general election may be 
voted on without regard to the candidate's party affiliation or lack o f it.

§ 402. Dates o f primary and general elections

A. Gubernatorial elections. Elections for governor and officers elected at the same 
time as the governor shall be held every four years, beginning in 1983.

(1) Gubernatorial'primary elections shall be held on the second to last Saturday in 
October o f an election year.

(2) Gubernatorial general elections shall be held on the fourth Saturday after the 
second to last Saturday in October o f an election year.

B. Congressional elections. Elections for members of Congress and officers elected 
at the same time as members of Congress shall be held every two years, beginning in 1982.

(1) Congressional primary elections shall be held on the first Saturday in October o f 
an election year.

(2) Congressional general elections shall be held on the first Tuesday after the first 
Monday in November of an election year.

C. Municipal and ward elections. In all municipalities with a population of less than 
four hundred seventy-five thousand, elections for municipal and ward officers who are not 
elected at the same time as the governor or members o f congress shall be held every four 
years.

(1) Primary elections for municipal and ward officers who are not elected at the same 
time as the governor or members of congress shall be held on the first Saturday in April of 
an election year, or on the second Tuesday in March o f an election year, if the statewide



presidential preference primary election is scheduled on the second Tuesday in March o f the 
presidential election year.

(2) General elections for municipal and ward officers who are not elected at the same 
time as the governor or members of Congress shall be held on the fourth Saturday after the 
first Saturday in April o f an election year unless the primary election for such officers is held 
on the second Tuesday in March; in such case the general election shall be held on the third 
Saturday in April of an election year.

D. Parochial and municipal elections in a parish containing a municipality with a 
population o f four hundred seventy-five thousand or more and in which the municipal and 
parochial elections are held at the same time. Elections for parochial and municipal officers 
in such a parish containing a municipality with a population of four hundred seventy-five 
thousand or more shall be held every four years, beginning in 1986.

(1) Primary elections for parochial and municipal officers in a parish containing a 
municipality with a population of four hundred seventy-five thousand or more and in wliich 
the municipal and parochial elections are held at the same time shall be held on the first 

‘ Saturday in February o f an election year.

(2) General elections for parochial and municipal officers in a parish containing a 
municipality with a population of four hundred seventy-five thousand or more and in which 
the municipal and parochial elections are held at the same time shall be held on the fourth 
Saturday after the first Saturday in February of an election year.

E. Special elections to fill newly created office or vacancy in office. An election to 
fill a newly created office or vacancy in an existing office, except the office o f state legislator 
or representative in congress, shall be held on the dates fixed by the appropriate authority in 
the proclamation ordering a special election as follows:

(1) A  special primary election shall be held on the first o f the following days that is 
not less than eleven weeks after the date on wliich the proclamation calling the special 
primary election was issued:

(a) The second to last Saturday in October, when the special general election is held 
on the fourth Saturday after the second to last Saturday in October. ,<

(b) The first Saturday in October, when the special general election is held on the first 
Tuesday after the first Monday in November.

*. * i X * . •

(c) The first Saturday in April, when the special general election is held on the fourth



Saturday after the first Saturday in April or on the second Tuesday in March during the 
presidential election year, if the statewide presidential preference primary election is 
scheduled on the second Tuesday in March of the presidential election year; however, 
commencing in 1986 and every fourth year thereafter, this date shall not be applicable in a 
parish containing a municipality with a population o f four hundred seventy-five thousand or 
more.

(d) The third Saturday in October, when the special general election is held on the 
fourth Saturday after the third Saturday in October o f 1985 and every fourth year thereafter.

(e)(i) The first Saturday in February of an election year for parish and municipal 
officers in a parish containing a municipality with a population o f four hundred seventy-five 
thousand or more.

(ii) The first Saturday in February o f 1995. except in parishes and municipalities 
where an election on bonds, taxes, and other propositions or questions has been called and 
held in January o f 1995. Notwithstanding the provisions contained in >  R.S. 18:467 and 
468, the qualifying period for primary elections held on the first Saturday in February of 
1995 shall open on the third Monday in December of 1994 and shall close at 5:00 p.m. on 
the Wednesday following the third Monday in December o f 1994.

(2) A  special general election shall be held on one of the following days:

(a) The fourth Saturday after the second to last Saturday in October o f 1983 and every 
fourth year thereafter.

(b) The first Tuesday after the first Monday in November of even-numbered years.

(c) The fourth Saturday after the first Saturday in April of any year unless the primary 
election is held on the second Tuesday in March; in such case the general election shall be 
held on the third .Saturday in April; however commencing in 1986 and every fourth year 
thereafter, this date shall not be applicable in a parish containing a municipality with a 
population of four hundred seventy-five thousand or more.

(d) Hie fourth Saturday after the third Saturday in October o f 1985 and every fourth 
year thereafter.

(e)(i) The fourth Saturday after the first Saturday in February in a parish containing 
a municipality with a population o f four hundred seventy-five thousand or more, when the 
special primary election in such parish and municipality is held on the first Saturday in 
February o f an election year for parish and municipal officers.



(ii) The fourth Saturday after the first Saturday in February o f 1995, when the special 
primary election is held as authorized in R.S. 18:402(E)(l)(e)(ii) on the first Saturday in 
February o f 1995.

(3) The secretaiy o f state shall not include the name o f any candidate on any ballot 
for a special election to fill a vacancy in any office to which this Subsection is applicable 
unless such special election has been called in accordance with the provisions of this 
Subsection and scheduled on one o f the dates provided herein. Any elector who is eligible 
to vote in any such special election may apply for injunctive relief to prohibit the placing of 
the name o f any candidate in an improperly called election on the ballot. Venue for such 
application shall be in any parish in which the election is called, and the secretary of state 
shall be the proper party defendant.

(4) Repealed by Acts 1999, No. 254, § 3, eff. Jan. 1, 2000.

F. Bond, tax, or other elections. Every bond, tax, or other election at which a 
proposition or question is to be submitted to the voters shall be held only on one of the 
following dates:

(1) The second to last Saturday in October or the fourth Saturday after the second to 
last Saturday in October o f 1983 and every fourth year thereafter.

(2 ) The first Saturday in October or the first Tuesday after the first Monday in 
November o f even-numbered years.

(3) The first Saturday in April or the fourth Saturday after the first Saturday in April 
o f any year or on the second Tuesday in March or third Saturday in April during the 
presidential election year, if the statewide presidential preference primary election is 
scheduled on the second Tuesday in March of the presidential election year; however, 
commencing in 1994 and every fourth year thereafter, the first Saturday in April shall not be 
applicable in a parish containing a municipality with a population of four hundred 
seventy-five thousand or more.

(4) The third Saturday in October or the fourth Saturday after the third Saturday in 
October o f 1985 and every fourth year thereafter.

(5) The third Saturday in January o f any year, the third Saturday in July o f any year, 
which dates, in addition to the other dates provided for in this Subsection, shall be 
exclusively for elections on bonds, taxes, and other propositions or questions and for no 
odier kind o f election, except for a special election called to fill a vacancy in the office of 
state legislator; however, commencing in 1994 and every fourth year thereafter, the third 
Saturday in January shall not be applicable in a parish containing a municipality with a



(6 ) For a parish containing a municipality with a population of four hundred 
seventy-five thousand or more, the first Saturday in February or the fourth Saturday after the 
first Saturday in February in 1986 and eveiy fourth year thereafter.

(7 ) In case o f an emergency, upon application to and approval by the State Bond 
Commission by two-thirds vote o f its total membership, and with approval of the governor, 
the governing authority o f a parish, o f a municipality, or o f a parish or city school board may 
conduct a bond or tax election on a Saturday which is not provided for in this Subsection.

G. Prohibited days. No election o f any kind shall be held in this state on any of the 
days of Rosh Hashanah, Yom Kippur, Sukkoth, Shimini Atzereth, Simchas Torah, the first 
two days and the last two days o f Passover, Shavuoth, Fast o f AV, or the three days 
preceding Easter. If the date o f any election falls on any o f the above named days, the 
election shall be held on the same weekday of the preceding week.

§ 481. Candidates who qualify for a general election

The candidates who qualify for each office remaining to be filled in the general 
election are those who received the two highest numbers o f votes, the four highest numbers 
of votes, and so on among those not elected in the primary election, until the maximum 
number o f candidates for each office on the general election ballot is reached.

§ 482. Number o f candidates who may qualify *or a general election

Except in the case o f a tie vote, the number o f candidates for an office who may 
qualify for the general election is twice the number of persons remaining to be elected to the 
office.

§ 483. Effect o f tie vote in a primary election

I£ as a result o f a tie vote in a primary election, the number o f candidates who would 
qualify for the general election is more than twice the number o f persons remaining to be 
elected to the office, all o f the candidates who received the same number o f votes in the 
primary election qualify for the general election.

p o p u l a t i o n  o f  f o u r  h u n d r e d  s e v e n t y - f i v e  t h o u s a n d  o r  m o r e .



L o u i s i a n a ’ s  O p e n  E l e c t i o n  L a w

by Representative Charles D. Lancaster, Jr.

In 1973, during Governor Edwards’ first 
term in office, he proposed legislation which 
became Louisiana’s open election law. Gover­
nor Edwards proposed our present election 
system because he was aggravated that after 
two Democratic primaries, he was still faced 
with a general election, at that time, against 
Congressman David Treen.

Louisiana’s open election law did away with 
both the Democrat and Republican Party 
p r imar ies .  Ins tead o f  party p r imar ie s ,  
Louisiana’s open election law authorizes one 
primary election for all candidates, regardless 
of political affiliation or lack thereof, after which 
the top two candidates run off in what is 
referred to as a general election. Louisiana is 
the only state in the United States that does 
not preserve the right of both political parties 
to have either an endorsed or nominated can­
didate in a ballot position in the general elec- 

- -  tion.
The long term impact of the open election 

system on both political parties, as intended, 
has been devastating. Initially, the Republican 
Party appeared to be the beneficiary of the 
change from a close primary to an open elec­
t ion sys tem  s ince  many  c on se rv a t iv e  
Democ ra ts ,  who had rema ined  in the 
Democratic Party only for the purpose of being 
able to vote in that Party’s primary, were now 
able under the open election system to switch 
their affiliation to the Republican Party.

However, the negative impact of the open 
election system has far outweighed the per­
c e ived  bene f i t s .  Mult ip le R e p u b l i c a n  
candidates’ running against Democrats and 
one another for the same office at the same 
time has resulted in enormous divisions within 
the Republican Party, destroying both the 
structure and the cohesiven.ess of the Party. 
There can be no doubt that Bennett Johnston 
and Edwin Edwards would not have won their

last elections had the Republican Party still 
retained the right to select one nominee to face 
them in a general election.

The Louisiana State Republican Party has 
tried to come up with a selection system that 
would be acceptable to multiple Republican 
candidates, but thus far has failed in its mis­
sion. Multiple Republican candidates at all 
leve ls o f  g o ve rnm en t  s imply see^Cthe 
Republican endorsement or ignore it, and 
then, regardless of whether they receive it or 
not, continue into the primary election, caus­
ing divisiveness and resentment on all sides.

Although, on occasion , this “ numbers 
game" inherent in the open election law may 
benefit an individual Republican candidate, it 
certainly will never benefit the Republican 
Party as an institution. Instead, the Republican 
Party will simply be reduced to another political 
organization that endorses candidates for 
public office rather than nominating one can­
didate.

Only when the State of Louisiana recognizes 
the right of a political party to nominate a 
candidate for inclusion on the general election 
ballot will the political parties of this state 
regain the status that they enjoy in every other 
state and United States of America. Unfor­
tunately, the outlook for any legislation that 
would restore to political parties their right to 
automatically nominate a candidate for t h e /  
general election appears to be remote.

As a result o f the failure of both the 
Republican State Party and the Louisiana 
Legislature to resolve this situation, the sup­
port of Louisiana Republicans will again be 
diluted among at least three Republican can­
didates for Governor rather than united behind 
a single Republican nominee who would them 
be in an excellent position to be elected Gover­
nor this year.
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Circuit Breakers
(conlinutdfromp. 7)
$400 . F o r h o m e o w n e rs  in  the low est 
incom e tax b rac k e t (b e lo w  $5 ,099), 
e lig ib le  c la im an ts  can  g e t  a  c red it up  to  
$400 . F or th o se  in  the  h ig h e s t e lig ib le  
b racket ( in co m es o f  $ 1 3 ,5 0 0  to  
$ 15 ,000) the  c re d it is  $ 5 0 . F o r  ren ters 
e lig ib le  fo r th e  p ro g ra m , th e  m axim um  
cre d it is 9 .5 %  o f  to tal a n n u a l ren t in 
the lo w es t in co m e b rac k e t, d ropp ing  to  
2 .5%  for th o se  in  the  h ig h e s t bracket. 
T h ese  figures a re  a d ju s te d  each  y ea r 
fo r  in fla tion .

Other M ethod
P ennsy lvan ia  has  a c irc u it b reak er re ­
b a te  program  to  p ro v id e  p roperty  tax 
re lie f  to e ld e rly  o r  p e rm a n en tly  d is ­
ab led  persons. T h e  re b a te  is  100%  o f  
the p roperly  tax b ill (u p  to  a  m axim um  
o f  $5 0 0  fo r c la im an ts  w ith  less than 
$ 5 ,000  in incom e), d ro p p in g  to  10% o f  
the tax b ill fo r  c la im an ts  w ith  incom es 
o f $ 13 ,000  to  $1 5 ,0 0 0 . P en n sy lv an ia  
d o es not in d ex  th e se  in c o m e  levels o r 
the rebate am o u n ts  fo r  in f la tio n . B u t 
to  p rovide re lie f  from  in fla tio n  to those 
e lig ib le , the  s la te  p ay s a n  add itiona l re ­
ba te  called  an  “ in fla tio n  d iv id en d ” 
each  year. It ran g es from  $ 2 0  fo r in ­
co m e  betw een  $ 1 3 ,5 0 0  to  $15 ,000 , to 
$  125 for in c o m e  u n d e r $ 5 ,0 0 0 .

C u r r e n t  I l l i n o i s  B ill 
H o u se  Bill 1568 (S chakow sky- 
D eJaeg h e r-R icc-B a lan o ff)  w ou ld  in ­
c rease  the c irc u it b rea k e r  incom e c e il­
ing  from $ 1 4 ,0 0 0  to  $ 1 6 ,0 0 0  n ex t year. 
S tarting  in  1993 the  in co m e ce iling  
w ou ld  be indexed  to  in fla tio n  using  the 
C onsum er P ric e  Index  fo r  A ll U rban  
C onsum ers (C P I-U ). T h e  b ill w ould  
a lso  sligh tly  ch a n g e  o n e  o f  d ie  lim its 
fo r a  c ircu it b rea k er g ra n t from  4 .5%  
to  4 .25%  o f  ho u seh o ld  in co m e. T h e  
b ill is  on  in te rim  stu d y  in  th e  H ouse 
R evenue C o m m ittee . ■

O p e n  

P r i m a r i e s :  

P r o  a n d  C o n .

Corina Bergschneider 
Research Assistant

T h e  righ t to  vo te is  c o n ­
sidered  sacred  in a  d e ­
m ocracy , b u t m ore and  
m o re  A m ericans have 
chosen  no t to  vo te since  
1960. N ationw ide tu rn o u t 
in  p residen tia l e lec tions 
d ropped  a lm ost 13 p ercen tag e  p o in ts  
over the p ast 2  decades; ju s t  o v er 50%  
o f  the vo ting-age p op u la tio n  voted  in 
the 1988 p residen tia l e lec tio n . T u rn ­
o u t in non-p residen lial y ears  has a lso  
fallen, to  abou t 36 .5%  o f  the voting- 
age popu la tion— a d ec lin e  o f  12 p e r­
cen tage  po in ts s ince  1966.

A r g u m e n t s  f o r  O p e n  P r i m a r i e s  
S om e believe the d ec lin e  in  tu rnou t 
can  b e  stem m ed  a t th e  s ta te  level by  
am ending  elec tion  law s to  allow  
“open” p rim aries, a lth o u g h  the  e v i­
dence  is m ixed . In an  open -p rim ary  
sta te , vo ters need not d ec la re  a  party  
affilia tion . T hey  ge l a  b a llo t fo r each  
party  and, in  the vo ting  b oo th , choose  
o n e  to  v o te  on . H aw aii, Idaho , M ich i­
g an , M inneso ta , M issou ri, M ontana, 
N orth  D akota , South C aro lin a , T e n ­
nessee , U tah , V erm ont, V irg in ia , and  
W isconsin  h av e  open  p rim aries. 
A laska, L ou isiana, and  W ash ing ton  g o  
further, hav in g  "b lan k e t” open  p rim a­
ries in w hich voters g e t o n e  ballo t 
show ing  p rim ary  ca n d id a tes  fo r all 
parties. T h ey  can  vo te  in on e  p a rty ’s 
p rim ary  fo r so m e o ffices  an d  in a n ­
o th e r p a r ty 's  p rim ary  fo r  o th e r  o ffices , 
bu t canno t vo te  in m ore than  on e  p ri­
m ary  per o ffice . “C lo sed "  p rim ary  
sta tes such  as Illino is req u ire  vo ters to  
d ec la re  a  party  a ffilia tion  to  g e t the ir 
desired  ballet.

P roponen ts o f  open p rim a rie s  claim  
they  raise tu rnou t by  m ak in g  vo ting  
e a s ie r  and m o re  p rivate . A  v o te r’s 
party  ch o ice  rem ains sec re t, and

independen t vou'ng is fac ili­
ta ted .

m
i f l t |  A cadem ic stud ies  com - 

p a n n g  vo te r p artic ipa tion  
in  open  and  c losed  prim a- 

P q  r ies  have not consis- 
' tcnily  found h igher

tu rnou t in open -p ri- 
| f | f l  m ary  sta tes. A  s tudy  

o f  619  con tested  con - 
g ressional p rim arie s  

\  held  in 1978 an d  1980 
found no  sign ifican t effec t o f  the type 
o f  p rim ary  on  turnout. S tud ies o f  
p residen tia l p rim aries also  d id  not 
c lea rly  find  tha t the type o f  p rim ary  
affected  participation . H ow ever, tw o  
k inds o f  stud ies d id  find a  connection  
betw een  open  p rim aries and turnout.

U.S. Senate Primaries 
A study  o f  117 con tested  p rim aries fo r 
U .S . S enate sea ts  from  1968 to 1980 
in  43  sta tes found  h igher partic ipa tion  
in sta tes w ith  le ss  restric tive  p rim aries . 
T h e  percen tage o f  the vo ting-age 
population  vo ting  in open-prim ary  
sta tes averaged  abou t 5%  m ore than in  
c losed-p rim ary  states. T h e  p ercen tage  
vo ting  in sta te s  w ith b lanket p rim aries 
averaged  ab o u t 7%  higher than in 
c lo sed -p rim ary  stales.

Gubernatorial Primaries 
T h ree  su rveys o f  gubernatorial p r im a ­
ries also  found  h igher tu rnout in  s la tes 
w ith  open  p rim aries. O n e s tu d y  ex am ­
ined guberna to ria l prim aries from  
1950 th rough 1976, in  non -sou them  
sta tes in w hich both  the D em ocratic  
and  R epub lican  parties had con tests.
T h e  range o f  tu rnou ts (in  th is s tudy , 
ca lcu la ted  a s  a  percen t o f  the en tire  
vo ting-age popu lation ) w as from  
abou t 20%  to abou t 50% . C lo sed -p ri­
m ary  sta tes tha t d id  no t a llow  v o te rs  to  
cliangc p arty  reg istra tion  fo r a t least 6  
m onths b efo re  th e  prim ary , o r  ( lik e  I l­
lino is) requ ired  a declara tion  o f  party  
affilia tion  a t the  po lls , had the lo w es t 
average tu rnou ts— about 24%  and
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25% rcspeclively. Other closed-pri­
mary states had average turnout 
around 32.5%. Average turnout in all 
the closed-primary states was about 
27% of the eligible voting-age popula­
tion. Open-primary states had average 
turnout of almost 34%, and 2 blanket- 
primary states (Alaska and Washing­
ton) had average turnout of 39%.

Another study, of 111 gubernatorial 
primaries from 1968 to 1980 in 44 
states in which both parlies had con­
tests, examined the combined impact 
of several electoral conditions on turn­
out. The study suggested that a 9% in­
crease in voter turnout could be ex­
pected if a state switched from a 
closed primary that, going farther than 
Illinois, requires voters to register with 
a party before the primary, to the other 
extreme of a blanket primary.

A third study, of turnout in gubernato­
rial primaries in 36 northern states 
from 1951 to 1980, found that open- 
primary states had higher participation 
for both parties, and especially the Re­
publican party.

Other Factors Influencing Turnout 
Although the type of primary may in­
fluence turnout in some states, many 
other factors could affect participation. 
The gubernatorial studies found no 
one factor alone explaining participa­
tion differences among stales. But a 
combination of facloi tight explain a 
considerable part of Lire variation be­
tween states with unusually high and 
unusually low turnout. One study 
found that 7 of the 8 states with the 
highest turnouts (over 38% of the vot­
ing-age population) had two or more 
of the following characteristics: high 
turnout in the general gubernatorial

election: high proportion of primaries 
contested; open primaries; and a com­
petitive two-party system. Nine of the 
10 states with the lowest turnout (un­
der 25% of eligible voters) had at least 
two of the following factors: low 
turnout in the general gubernatorial 
election; few contested primaries; and 
closed primaries. Other factors that 
can change a state’s primary turnout 
include voters’ age, educaUon, and in­
come; the balance of power between 
parties; the closeness of each primary 
race; and the presence of an incumbent 
in the race. In addition, registration 
requirements, party endorsements, and 
having the presidential primary on the 
same date or in the same year can af­
fect turnout.

A r g u m e n t s  A g a in s t  O p e n  

P r im a r ie s
Despite what can be said in favor of 
open primaries, there are considerable 
arguments against changing the pri­
mary system. Opponents of open pri­
maries fear a loss of party cohesion 
and control of candidate nomination 
and selection. They say more voters 
could act as independents or as ‘'cross­
overs” who cast ballots in the oilier 
party's primary. These votes might 
.change election outcomes because 
non-party members could select a dif­
ferent candidate than party members 
would. Crossover voters could inten­
tionally “raid” another party’s primary 
and vote for the weakest candidate, 
hoping to make that party easier to de­
feat in the general election.

Independent and Crossover Voting 
Research to test the validity of these 
fears includes studies on the amount 
and effects of independent and cross­
over voting in open primaries. One

REPUBLICAN
PARTY

review of state presidential primaries 
found the number of independent and 
crossover voters to be higher in open 
than closed primaries. In the 1976 and 
1980 presidential primaries in Florida 
and Pennsylvania, and the 1980 Cali­
fornia presidential primary (all closed 
primaries), about 25% to 31% of pri­
mary voters were either independent 
or crossover voters. In Wisconsin 
(with open primaries) 43% to 49% 
wcie independents or crossovers. 
Crossover voters were 9% to 11% of 
primary participants in Wisconsin, and 
3% to 6% of voters in the closed-pri­
mary slates. The closed primary was ” 
believed to restrict crossover voting, 
but its effect on an apparently growing 
number of independent voters in Cali­
fornia, Florida, and Pennsylvania was 
questionable.

When the candidate choices of inde­
pendent and crossover voters in all 4 
states were compared with party mem­
bers’ primary selections, the differ­
ence in candidate preference between 
the two groups ranged from small to 
significant. Primary results were 
tested to see whether different partici­
pation rules might have changed the 
outcome. Researchers concluded Lhat 
the winners of the Wisconsin, Califor­
nia, and Florida presidential primaries 
would have been the same (although 
their winning margins would have 
been different). Researchers con­
cluded the same for primaries in Penn­
sylvania, with one exception: In 
Pennsylvania’s 1980 Republican and 
Democratic primaries, party members’ 
choice between primary candidates 
was so close lhat independents and 
crossovers may have changed the out­
come.

(con tinued on p . 10)
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Open Primaries
(continuedfiom p. 9)
One of the studies mentioned above, 
on gubernatorial primaries from 1950 
to 1976 outside the South, compared 
Republican and Democratic turnout 
rates over time to see whether changes 
in levels of primary turnout between 
parties increased in open-primary 
slates due to the greater ability of vot­
ers to move between parties. It found 
no greater variation in each party’s 
percentage of the total vote in open- 
primary than closed-primary states.
Six open-primary slates had the same 
fluctuation in each party’s share of tire 
vote as five slates that had closed pri­
maries requiring each voter to register 
a party affiliation at least 6 months be­
fore the election. Blanket-primary 
states had the highest average variation 
in the percentage of primary voters per 
party, but only slightly more than in 
some closed-primary states. Demo­
cratic and Republican percentages of 
the total primary vole differed the most 
over lime in states where the balance 
of power between the parties was 
clianging. But even in those states 
there was a marked time lag between 
increased party competition and 
greater equably in the share of the pri­
mary vote between the parties. In 
states that had such changes in the bal­
ance of power, the variation in party 
participation rates was no greater if the 
primary was open.

Extent o f “Raiding”
Studies looking for evidence of orga­
nized "raiding” in Wisconsin’s open 
primary have found none. Raiding on 
a large scale is considered unlikely be­
cause it would require highly sophisti­
cated voters, a^d if organized by a po­
litical party it would attract consider­
able attention.

Some pollsters questioned voters in the 
1984 Wisconsin presidential primary

!!■! I Bill IIIH11IIIIIIP I V 1 IW H M  |M |

looking for inconsistent voting (which 
could indicate raiding) by individuals. 
The survey found lhat 2% of people 
who voted in the Republican primary 
and 9% who voted in the Democratic 
primary reported an intent to vote 
against their chosen primary candidate 
in the general election. When uncer­
tain voters, or those unsure whether 
they would repeat their primary vote 
in the general election, were added, 
these percentages grew to 10% of vot­
ers in the Republican primary and 
16% of those in the Democratic pri­
mary. The pollsters did not claim to 
know how much of this apparently 
contradictory voting behavior consti­
tuted intentional raiding.

Illinois Primary Election Law 
To participate in an Illinois primary, 
voters must slate their name, address, 
and party affiliation to the election 
judges, one of whom must clearly re­
peat the information in a voice loud 
enough to be heard by everyone in the 
polling place. If the voter is not chal­
lenged, the judge gives the voter a pri­
mary ballot of that party. If the voter 
is challenged, and is not personally 
known by the judges to have the nec­
essary voting qualifications, the voter 
must sign an affidavit including a 
statement of affiliation with the cho­
sen party. The affidavit is attached to 
the official poll record. A challenged 
voter must also display 2 pieces of 
identification showing a cunreni ad­
dress, or produce an affidavit signed 
before an election judge by another 
qualified voter in the precinct who is 
known or proven to the election 
judges to be a precinct voter. The affi­
davit must state that the challenged 
voter is known by the qualified voter 
to have resided in the precinct and 
state for the 30 days before the pri­
mary, and is believed to be a member 
of, and affiliated with the specified 
party.

A voter who signed a nominating peti­
tion for an independent candidate, or a 
candidate of a party, cannot vote in 
another party’s primary. Primary vot­
ers must be at least 18, U.S. citizens, 
registered, and residents of their pre­
cinct at least 30 days before the pri­
mary.

In 1972 a federal district court upheld 
the Illinois requirement that voters de­
clare their party affiliation before vot­
ing in a primary. The court said this 
requirement docs not unduly burden a 
voter’s right to privacy, free associa­
tion, or voting, or violate the federal 
Voting Rights Act of 1965. The court 
said that whatever bui den is suffered 
by a voter is outweighed by llic state’s 
compelling interest in preventing elec­
tion fraud. The court did invalidate 
another provision in the Election Code 
tliat prohibited anyone from voting in 
one party’s primary who had partici­
pated in another major party’s primary 
within the last 23 months. That part of 
the decision was upheld by the U.S. 
Supreme Court in 1973. The Court 
declared this provision unconstitution­
al because it “substantially abridged” a 
voter’s ability to associate effectively 
with a party, thus infringing on the 
right of free political association guar­
anteed by the First and Fourteenth 
Amendments to the U.S. Constitution. 
The provision is still in the Election 
Code but is not inforccd.

Since 1953 the General Assembly has 
considered 41 bills to establish open 
primaries. All but the latest were 
tabled in commiucc in their house of 
origin. House Bill 15 (Curran- 
Woolard-TroUcr), proposing a blanket 
open-primary system, is on interim 
study in the House Election Law 
Committee. 8

Gayle Turek 
Research Assistant
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CAMPAIGNS, ELECTIONS 
& POLITICAL PARTIES

LOUISIANA LEGISLATIVE COUNCIL 
Memorandum 

February 19, 1974
0306

RE: Open primary e lect ion systems

I .  Introduction
This memorandum discusses the d i f f e r in g  kinds o f  open primary laws 

adopted in other states which may be considered by the Jo in t Legis la t ive 
Committee to Study Election Laws. Before the dra ft ing o f  an open primary 
b i l l  can be commenced, i t  is necessary that the committee formulate some 
basic decisions with respect to the type o f  open primary the committee 
plans to present to the 1974 leg is la tu re ,  Some o f  the basic decisions to 
be made are : (1 )  what is to be the system o f  reg is t ra t ion ,  by party 
a f f i l i a t i o n  o r  not; (2 ) what is to be the system o f  casting votes; i . e . ,  
is cross-voting to be permitted; (3 )  what is to be the system o f  candidates 
qual i fy ing and f i l i n g  f o r  o f f i c e ,  i . e . ,  do candidates qua l i f y  by party; 
i f  so, can the candidates c r o s s - f i l e ;  (4 )  how are the names on the b a l lo t  
to be arranged - by party or by o f f i c e ;  and (5 )  which candidates names 
appear on the b a l l o t  in the second e lec t ion  - the two receiving the highest 
vote f o r  each o f f i c e  regardless o f  the party or the one party candidate f o r  
each o f f i c e  who received the highest number o f  votes. In order to ass is t  the 
committee with these decisions this memorandum consists o f  an overview o f  
procedures f o r  conducting e lec t ions ,  reg is te r ing voters , f i l i n g  f o r  candidacy, 
expressing party a f f i l i a t i o n  and other re levant questions. Also to be 
considered is  the e f fe c t  o f  open primaries on p o l i t i c a l  party strength, voter 
pa r t ic ipa t ion  and e lect ion costs f o r  both candidates and the s ta te .
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Following the overview o f  primary election laws, commentary re la t i v e  to 
possible abuses and benefits o f  the d i f fe r ing  laws w i l l  be given.
F in a l ly ,  in l ig h t  o f  the 1921 Constitution as well as the proposed 1974 
Consitution, the question o f  whether i t  would be necessary to amend e i the r 
const itut ion to adopt an open primary system w i l l  be considered.

I I .  Open Primaries

In most states the d irect primary has replaced the p o l i t i c a l  
conventions as the method fo r  choosing candidates. The primary al lows 
the voter ,  as opposed to a convention delegate, to d i r e c t l y  choose the 
nominee f o r  o f f i c e .  Over the years two types o f  primaries and two d i f f e r e n t  
procedures f o r  conducting them have arisen. The procedural d i f fe rences 
involve primary runof fs .  The primary runof f  developed in the sing le 
party southern states to prevent a minority fact ion o f  the Democratic party 
from winning the nomination, which was tantamount to winning the general 
e lec t ion . Northern states in general do not have primary runo f fs .

The two types o f  primaries are closed and open primaries. As we know 
in Louisiana, a closed primary l im its part ic ipat ion to the members o f  that 
p o l i t i c a l  party.

Some states have adopted by Kw open primary systems. Three kinds o f  
open primaries have developed: the regular open primary, the blanket open 
primary and the nonpartisan open primary. B r i e f l y  defined, the regu lar 
open primary al lows the voter to keep his party a f f i l i a t i o n  secret and to 
vote e i the r  a l l  Republican or a l l  Democrat but not to vote f o r  candidates 
o f  more than one party in the same e lect ion . The blanket primary al lows 
the voter to vote fo r  one person under each o f f i c e  heading regard less o f  
t in  vo te r 's  o r  candidate's party a f f i l i a t i o n .  The nonpartisan open 
primary requires that the candidates on the b a l l o t  be l i s t e d  without any



- 3 -

party a f f i l i a t i o n  and the voter is not required to indicate any party 
preference.

A. Regular Open Primary
Wisconsin, Utah, North Dakota, Montana and Minnesota have regu la r 

open primary laws. In Minnesota, Montana and Utah the voter does not 
state his party a f f i l i a t i o n  when he reg is te rs  to vote. North Dakota 
does not require voter reg is t ra t ion .

These states vary with respect to the procedures by which the 
candidate places his name on the primary b a l l o t .  In Minnesota and 
Wisconsis a candidate must f i l e  an a f f i d a v i t  o f  candidacy s ta t ing  his 
name, address, party a f f i l i a t i o n ,  o f f i c e  being sought and a statement 
indicating that he meets a l l  requirements f o r  the o f f i c e .  Also he must 
f i l e  a pet i t ion o f  nomination signed by 2000 people f o r  s ta te  o f f i c e  and 
1 0 0 0  people f o r  a congressional o f f i c e  and less f o r  smal ler d i s t r i c t s .
The signers o f  the Wisconsin peti t ions promise to support the candidate 
in the upcoming primary. In North Dakota the candidate f i l e s  an 
a f f i d a v i t  with a c e r t i f i c a t e  o f  endorsement from a state p o l i t i c a l  party 
chairman. Or instead o f  the endorsement he submits a pe t i t ion  signed by 
3% o f  the voters part ic ipat ing in the next preceding e le c t ion .  In 
Montana the candidate on ly needs to f i l e  a dec larat ion o f  candidacy and 
f o r  state e lect ions pay a $50.00 fee. In Utah each p o l i t i c a l  party has 
a preprimary convention. The two leading candidates o f  each convention 
are placed on the i r  respective party b a l l o t s .  Independents are permitted 
to enter the primary by co l lec t ing  a pe t i t ion  with 300 names.

For a l l  states the form o f  b a l l o t  and voting procedure is  quite 
s im i la r .  Each b a l lo t  is  divided into a section f o r  each p o l i t i c a l  party . 
Candidates are l i s ted  by o f f i c e  under each p o l i t i c a l  party . The voter may 
choose to vote f o r  candidates in one o r  the other party but not both. Most 
o f  the states have a statement on the b a l l o t  to the e f f e c t  that "The e le c to r



cannot vote f o r  more than one party ."  In a l l  states the candidate fo r  
each o f f i c e  from each party who receives the highest number o f  votes 
advances to the general e lect ion to represent the party. This occurs, 
whether o r not a candidate has received t major ity o f  the votes cast 
f o r  the o f f i c e .  In North Dakota, the name o f  a candidate who is a primary 
lo se r  cannot be placed on the general b a l l o t .  On the other hand in 
Montana a lo se r  may run as an independent.

B. Blanket Primary
Both Alaska and Washington have blanket primary systems.
In Alaska the voter can reg is te r  his party a f f i l i a t i o n  in the 

o f f i c i a l  voter reg is t ra t ion  book, i f  he des ires .  This is vo luntary .
In Washington no notice o f  party a f f i l i a t i o n  is given during voter 
reg is t ra t ion .  A l l  Alaskan candidates f o r  state executive, state 
l e g i s l a t iv e  and national l e g i s l a t iv e  o f f i c e s  are nominated in a primary 
e lec t ion .  To be placed on the b a l l o t  the person must f i l e  a declaration 
o f  candidacy stat ing his name, address, e lec t ion d i s t r i c t ,  o f f i c e  he 
seeks, name o f  his p o l i t i c a l  party , date o f  primary, and a statement 
saying that he meets a l l  requirements f o r  the o f f i c e .  Also a f i l i n g  
fee must be paid to the secretary o f  s ta te .  No nominating pe t i t ion  is 
necessary. In Washington the candidate must a lso f i l e  an a f f i d a v i t  and 
dec larat ion o f  candidacy. On the a f f i d a v i t  he states in which party he 
seeks nomination. Also a f i l i n g  fee is to be paid. The Washington and 
Alaska b a l l o t s  are the same. All  candidates regardless o f  party a f f i l i a t i o n  
are grouped under the o f f i c e  that they are seeking. In part isan elections 
the candidate's name is fo l lowed by his party 's name. The voter votes f o r '  
th is  choice regardless o f  voter o r  candidate's party a f f i l i a t i o n  and without 
a dec larat ion o f  p o l i t i c a l  f a i t h .  Only the major p o l i t i c a l  part ies are 
allowed on the primary b a l l o t .  The candidate who receives the p lu r a l i t y  o f
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votes f o r  his party is placed on the general e lect ion b a l l o t -  The 
general e lect ion b a l l o t  is divided into a normal Democrat vs. Republican 
contest. The Alaska laws have a system that allows independents to enter 
the general e lect ion by f i l i n g  a nominating pe t i t ion .  Attached is a copy 
o f the Washington blanket primary b a l l o t .

I I I .  Commentary

I t  goes without saying that the i n i t i a l  observation concerning the two 
election open primary system is the fact that a substantia l f inanc ia l  
savings resu l ts  not only to the candidates but a lso to the s ta te .  The 
state and parishes w i l l  save from having one less e lect ion to hold and 
subsidize. Candidates w i l l  be spared the expenditure o f  time and funds 
required in a primary runo f f .  Said savings i s . o f  great value because o f  
the constant r is ing costs o f  campaigning as well as the increasing cost 
o f  conducting e lect ions .

When open primaries are mentioned, the question o f  cross over voting 
and raiding is usua lly a lso ra ised. Raiding is  a t ig h t ly  organized e f f o r t  
by one party to determine the primary resu l ts  o f  the other party . I f  
Louisiana were to adopt an open primary raiding would be un l ike ly .  The 
Republican party is not populous enough to ra id and e f fe c t  the outcome o f  a 
Democratic primary. The fact iona l Democratic party is not organized enough 
to raid the Republican primary. The in te res t  generated by the Democratic 
primary a lso  would prevent voters from crossing over to the Republican 
primary. Voters normally remain in the primary which w i l l  produce the 
winning candidate. Cross over voting and ra iding are not common occurrences 
in the states with open primaries.

With a Republican in the Louisiana congressional delegation and the 
apparent demise o f  the Long - anti-Long bi fact iona l ism in the Democratic 
Party , one could expect the Louisiana Republican Party to grow. Regular
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or blanket open primary system is not l i k e l y  to re ta rd  Republican party growth. 
Al l the states with open primaries have hea lty two party p o l i t i c s .  Alaska 
and Washington with the blanket oper. primaries appear to have the more 
balanced p o l i t i c a l  party systems. The open primary e lec t ion  should not be 
considered an enemy o f  the two party p o l i t i c a l  system.

One o f  the features o f  the balnket open primary is  the increased 
pa r t ic ip r t ion  in e lections that i t  al lows independents. The independent 
could choose to support candidates o f  e i the r pa r ty ,  not j u s t  one party .

IV. Constitutuional it.y
A. 1921 Constitution o f  Louisiana
No section in the 1921 Const itution indicates that a vo te r  must reg is te r  

his p o l i t i c a l  a f f i l i a t i o n .  The form o f  the app l ica t ion  contained in A r t ic le  
V I I I ,  Sec. 1 (c )  shows no place to be used f o r  party designation. Section 17 
s o le ly  states "The Legis lature sha l l  provide f o r  the re g i s t r a t i o n  o f  voters 
throughout the s ta te . "  This Section would not present a problem should the 
state adopt an open primary system.

A r t i c l e  V I I I ,  Section 4 o f  the 1921 Consitution s tates that "The 
Legis la ture sha l l  enact laws to secure fa i rness  in party primary e le c t ion s ,  
conventions o r other methods o f  naming party candidates. The power o f  the 
le g is la tu re  to enact open primary e lec t ion  laws, however, is  l im ited  by the 
const i tut iona l authori ty o f  the p o l i t i c a l  pa r t ies  to determine voting 
q u a l i f i c a t ion .  The const i tut ion s ta te s :  "No person sha l l  vote a t  any primary 
e lect ion o r in any convention or other p o l i t i c a l  assembly held f o r  the 
purpose o f  nominating any candidate f o r  publ ic o f f i c e .  Unless he is  a t  the* 
time a registered voter ,  and have such other and addit ional q u a l i f i c a t i o n s  
as may be prescribed by the party o f  which candidates f o r  pub!ic o f f i c e  are 
to be nominated.11 Thus the p o l i t i c a l  party has c on s t i t u t i o n a l l y  derived 
powers to l im i t  part ic ipat ion in th e i r  primaries by designating that Democrats



can only vote in a Democratic primary and Republicans in a Republican primary. 
Therefore , i t  appears that a const itut iona l amendment would be necessary to 
give to the le g i s l a tu re  the power to es tab l ish  a l l  qua l i f i c a t ion s  f o r  
pa r t ic ipa t ion  in p o l i t i c a l  party primaries.

A r t i c l e  V I I I ,  Sec. 15 s ta tes : "All e lec t ions by the people, except
primary e l e c t i o n s . . . s h a l l  be by o f f i c i a l  b a l l o t ,  printed and d ist r ibuted 
at the expense o f  the s ta te ;  and at the head and immediately preceding the 
l i s t  o f  names o f  the candidates o f  each p o l i t i c a l  party o r  nominating paper, 
a spec i f ic  and separate device adopted by such p o l i t i c a l  party by which the 
p o l i t i c a l  party and the candidates o f  such p o l i t i c a l  party or nominating paper 
may be indicated ."

Section 15 a lso  states that voter should be ullowed to vote a s tra ight 
party t i c k e t .  This Section o f  the Constitut ion re fe rs  to the procedure to 
be fo l lowed in placing the name o f  a candidate on the general e lect ion 
b a l l o t  and in th is  statement o f  the procedure i t  re fe rs  to the "second 
primary". Since there would no longer be under any form o f  open primary, a 
second primary, Section 15 would necessitate an amendment. Other provisions 
o f  Section 15 could conceivably need amending, p a r t i c u la r l y  those providing 
f o r  the placement o f  names on the b a l l o t ,  t h i s ,  o f  course, would depend 
upon the type o f  open primary being proposed.

B. Proposed Constitut ion
A r t i c l e  XI,Section 1 o f  the proposed const i tut ion s tates "The 

l e g i s l a tu re  sha l l  adopt an e lec t ion  code which sha l l  provide f o r  permanent 
r eg is t ra t ion  o f  voters and f o r  the conduct o f  a l l  e le c t ion s . "  This gives

<

the le g i s l a tu re  the power to adopt any o f  the open primary systems discussed 
above. No const i tu t iona l  amendment would be needed in the event the proposed 
const i tu t ion  i s  adopted on April  20, 1974.
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The Impact of the 
Louisiana Open Elections 

System Reform
By Charle s D. Had ley

Election law s a re  used to produce desired politi­
cal consequences. For example, election laws de­
term ine th e  num ber of political parties in a poli­
tical system  (Rae, 1971; Wildgen, 1972). Literacy 
tests  an d  poll taxes, am ong o ther devices, re ­
moved b lacks and  poor whites from the  southern 
electorate  (Key, 1949; R usk and Stucker, 1978), 
w hile th e  V oting  R ights Act of 1965 and  its 
am endm ents added blacks, poor w hites, Hispan- 
ics, and  A m erican  Indians to the  electorate.

P erhaps th e  m ost significant reform  to affect 
the functioning  of political parties in  the  A m eri­
can political system  was the widespread adoption 
of p rim ary  elections during  the Progressive E ra. 
In  the  sh o rt ru n , p rim ary  elections did create 
political com petition—intraparty  competition—in 
political subdivisions w ith one dom inant political 
party , in th e  Solid South am ong Dem ocrats and 
in the N o rth  am ong Republicans. T he Progres­
sive objective to undercu t the power of political 
bosses, how ever, was never realized w hen 
p rim ary  elections were p u t into place. And, in  
the  long ru n , p rim ary  elections w eakened politi­
cal parties by rem oving th e ir  monopoly over can­
didate nom inations (Ranney, 1975; Key, 1956). 
More recen tly , the  national Dem ocratic party  
m ade a conscious effort to re tu rn  the  system  of 
p residen tia l candidate selection to the  caucus/ 
convention process; however, the new rules estab­
lished for th a t  purpose had unin tended conse­
quences—a renew ed in te rest in and w idespread 
adoption of p rim ary  elections (Ranney, 1974; 
R anney, 1977. Cf. C rotty , 1983).

The Open Elections Law

W hile the  n a tio n a l Dem ocratic p a rty  a ttem pted

to end p residen tia l p rim ary  elections, the  elec- 
torally  dom inant L ouisiana Dem ocratic p a rty  
carried  th ings one step  fu r th e r by e lim in a tin g  
th e  s ta te ’s general election in  a ll b u t nam e d u r­
ing the  1975 leg islative  session. U nder the  open 
elections system , which governs all elections ex­
cept p residen tia l (for w hich th e  na tiona l Demo­
cratic  pa rty  requ ires closed p rim ary  elections), 
a ll cand idates for an  office face each o ther in  a 
p rim ary  election. If no cand idate  receives a  m a­
jo rity  of th e  votes cast, th e  top tw o votegetters, 
regardless of party  affiliation, if  any, en ter a  ru n ­
off general election.1

The open, elections system  w as enacted despite 
w idespread opposition from  th e  s ta te ’s m ajor 
new spapers, the  R epublican p arty , prom inen t 
D em ocratic officials, an d  good-governm ent 
groups such as the  League of W omen V oters and  
the  Public A ffairs R esearch  Council. I t  w as 
enacted th ro u g h  the  p e rs is ten t efforts of G over­
nor Edw in W. Edw ards who w as elected four 
years ea rlie r a fte r th ree  successive, hard-fought 
political b a ttle s—an eight-candidate Dem ocratic 
prim ary th a t  he led w ith  23.5 percent of the  vote, 
a  run-off p rim ary  th a t  he won w ith  50.2 percent, 
and  a  general election won w ith  57.2 percen t 
ag ain st a  “ fresh” R epublican contender.

A fter its  rejection by the  U.S. D epartm en t of 
Justice following a review required by the Voting 
R ights A ct of 1965, th e  open elections law  w as 
resu rrected  in  th e  leg is la tu re  n e a r th e  close of 
the session by gu tting  a  dorm ant bill to m ake th e  
ad justm en ts requ ired  by Justice . I t  w as q u i c k l v  

signed by G overnor E dw ards, flown h ack  to

C harles D. H adley is associate professor of political science 
a t  th e  U niversity  of New  O rleans.
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W ashington, D.C., w ith  the governor’s executive 
counsel, a n d  approved for im plem entation  in the 
fall e lections in  which Edw ards w as ru n n in g  for 
reelection . Any R epublican opponents were re ­
q u ired  to com pete in  the  open p rim ary  election, 
and  the  gen era l election w as e lim inated .

Inter-party and Intraparty Competition

An analysis of the  election cycles before and after 
com plete im p lem en ta tion  of the  open elections 
system  reveals  its  im pact on the  s ta te ’s political 
p a rtie s  an d  the  electoral fo rtunes of th e ir  candi­
dates. R epublican voter reg istra tion , w hile near­
ly tr ip lin g  betw een 1976 and 1984 (3.7 percent 
versus 12.4 percent), rem a in s  fa r below the  30 
p ercen t figu re  pred icted  by G overnor Edw ards 
in  support o f the  open elections law  a t  legislative 
hearings. The increase, in fact, m ay be a ttributed  
o a rtia lly  to  th e  co n tinua tion  of closed prim ary  
i lections req u ired  for th e  selection of delegates 
to the  p residen tial na tional conventions. As well, 
d u rin g  th e  1980 and  1984 p res id en tia l election 
cam paigns, th e  L ou isiana  R epublican party  
m ade concerted voter reg istra tion  efforts through 
telephone b an k s  an d  ta rg e ted  b u lk  m ailings 
(w ith postage-paid  vo ter reg is tra tio n  change 
cards) from  elected L ouisiana R epublican of­
ficials. A t th e  sam e tim e, however, there  has been 
a para lle l g row th  in independen t vo ter re g is tra ­
tion from 2.8 percent to 7.9 percent over the  same 
period.

The new elections system  in itia lly  worked 
a g a in s t th e  L ou isiana  R epublican  party . The 
num ber of R epublican  cand idates for th e  s ta te  
leg islatu re  im m ediately  w as reduced to one-fifth 
for the  S en a te  (17 in  1972 versus 3 in  1975) and 
to nearly  one-fourth for th e  H ouse (39 in  1972 
versus 11 in  1975). T he R epublican  party  
recovered som ew hat, as  evidenced by its  increas­
ed candidacies for both the  S enate  (5 in 1979 and 
7 in 1983) an d  House (17 in 1979 and  26 in  1983) 
in recent elections. However, candidates v/ithout 
p a rtisan  a ffilia tions a re  beg inn ing  to seek  elec­
tion  to both th e  S en a te  (3 in 1983) and  House (4 
in 1983), an d  one won reelection  to th e  House of 
R ep resen ta tives. T he new  elections system  ap ­
p ears  to h ave  had  little  effect on th e  num ber of 
R epublicans seek ing  election to th e  U.S. Con­

gress and on voter tu rn o u t in gubernatorial elec­
tions which respectively was 52 percent. 51 p e r­
cent, and 54 percent for 1972,1979, and 1983 (cf. 
Kazee, 1983).2

The new elections system  has worked increas­
ingly to the advan tage  of incum bents. P rior to 
its adoption, 1948-72, an  average of 43 percent 
of the s ta te  S enate  and  41 percent of the  House 
incum bents w ere reelected. After the im plem en­
ta tion  of the  open elections system , the  percen t­
age of reelected incum bent senators steadily  in ­
creased from 56 to 72 and  82 over election years  
1975,1979, and 1983 as did the percentage of re ­
elected incum bent House m em bers (68, 74, and  
76) (O’Connor, 1982: 53 for the pre-1983 figures). 
Incum bent G overnor Edw ards, moreover, h a n ­
dily won reelection in  1975 during  th e  open p ri­
m ary phase w ith  62.3 percent of th e  vote (see 
Black, 1983: 603-14).

In adap ting  to the  open elections system , the  
Louisiana Republican party  developed a  stra tegy  
to tu rn  the  apparen t incum bent election security  
fu rth e r to  its  advantage. A fter the  in itia l elec­
tion of four Republican House m em bers in  1972, 
the  continued R epublican expansion in  the  s ta te  
legislature cam e principally through the  conver­
sion of elected conservative Dem ocrats to th e  
Republican party . The process began in 1977 
when th ree  House m em bers converted. An addi­
tional Republican House m ember was elected in 
1979 and  two House m em bers, one ju s t  p rio r to 
the  1980 sw earing  in, converted. In  1983, 
R epublican candidates captured  two additional 
H ouse se a ts  in  th e  new ly  re a p p o rtio n e d  
leg islatu re, b ring ing  th e ir  to tal to l l . 3 The one 
Republican S enate  sea t w as re ta ined .

S ittin g  Republican s ta te  legislators and  Loui­
siana  Republican party  officials became increas­
ingly adep t a t  courting  and  converting s ittin g  
Dem ocrats. They ta rg e ted  those w ith  conser­
vative political philosophies and those whose dis­
tricts had conservative Republican voting profiles 
in p residen tia l and guberna to ria l elections.' 
F u rtherm ore , a prom ise was m ade not to ru n  
R epublican candidates ag a in st them  afte r they  
converted. Six additional m em bers of th e  House 
an d  a  sena to r converted to the  Republican p a r­
ty  du rin g  the  1984 presidential election cam ­
paign. A nother five m em bers of the  House, in-
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eluding a m em ber of the Democratic National 
Com m ittee and its  form er speaker under 
Republican Governor Treen, and a senator con­
verted in 1985 bringing the party’s totals to 22 
of 105 House seats and 3 of 39 Senate seats.

With Governor Edw ards constitutionally pro­
hibited from seeking reelection,5 the 1979 gu­
bernatorial election perm its an assessm ent of 
Democratic party  divisiveness. Among the guber­
natorial candidates, all of whom were required 
to compete in an open primary election regardless 
of partisan affiliation, the Democratic field in ­
cluded L ieutenant Governor Jam es E. Fitzmor- 
ris, Jr.; Secretary of S ta te  Paul J. Hardy; House 
Speaker E.L. “Bubba” Henry; Public Service 
Commissioner Louis Lambert; and State Senator 
Edgar "Sonny” Mouton. U.S. Congressman 
David C. Treen was the  only Republican candi­
date. The top two votegetters were Republican 
Treen who led the prim ary field with 297,674 
votes and Democrat Lam bert who, with the back­
ing of organized labor, ran  a close second with 
283,266 votes to edge out Fitzmorris by 2,506 
votes. Fitzm orris alleged election fraud. When 
the electoral dust settled, all the losing Demo­
crats backed Republican Treen, campaigned on 
his behalf, and, a fter T reen’s narrow runoff vic­
tory (50.3 percent), received high-level appoint­
m ents in his adm inistration. In 1983, however, 
Treen was defeated for reelection in a basic two- 
candidate contest, losing to popular former Gov­
ernor Edwards, who received 62.4 percent of the 
open prim ary vote.

Successful electoral efforts by Republican can­
didates is greater among the more minor political 
offices such as police ju ry  (county commissioner) 
and school board. The n u n b e r  of Republican 
elected officials, including U.S. Congressmen, 
sta te  legislators, d istric t attorneys, sheriffs, 
police jurors, city councilmen, and school board 
members, increased from fewer than 50 in 1975 
to 118 in 1981, 270 in 1983, and 345 in 1984, 
representing 8.5 percent of all officials elected 
in Louisiana.

C am p aign  C o s t s

The open elections system  worked to the imme­
diate advantage of Governor Edwards (and future 
incumbents) by refocusing the major cam paign

effort and related spending from the general elec­
tion—in the prim ary, runoff, general election 
series for Democrats—to the open primary elec­
tion which could be won with a m ajority of the 
vote, thus negating the necessity and expanse of 
a runoff general election. Republican candidates 
were forced to join the crowded field of Demo­
cratic contenders with varying degrees of politi­
cal liberalism/conservatism. W ith th is electoral 
refocus and intense competition, the 1979 Loui­
siana gubernatorial campaign became the most 
costly ever held in the United S tates up to th a t 
time.

The $20.6 million spent pu t Louisiana far out 
front in all of the gubernatorial campaigns held 
between 1978 and 1980; the rem aining top six 
state contests, in rank  order, include California, 
West Virginia, New York, Texas, and Kentucky 
in which respectively was spent $13.5 million, 
$12.7 million, $11.3 million, $11.2 million, and 
$9.3 million. The average gubernatorial cam ­
paign expenditure over the period was $3.5 mil­
lion which is further reduced to $2.2 m illion by 
removing the six big spenders from the compila­
tion. Recalculated on a  cost per vote basis, how­
ever, Louisiana with $15.03 ranks behind Alaska 

, ($19.35) and West V irginia ($17.18). Per vote 
campaign costs for the  other sta tes were signifi­
cantly less, the average being $2.29 (Beyle, 1983: 
188-90). The 1983 gubernatorial campaign was 
much of the same w ith Edwards reporting a 
record campaign expenditure of $12.6 million to 
incumbent Governor Treen’s $6.4 million. In  per 
vote terms, Edwards alone spent $12.52 and Ed- 
wards/Treen together $11.91.

Elect ion  Adminis tration C o s t s
From an analysis of election adm inistration costs 
over the four-year election cycles imm ediately 
preceding and following complete im plem enta­
tion of the new election system, election adm in­
istration costs continued to rise despite the elim ­
ination of the third set of elections. The sm allest 
am ount spent by the state to adm inister elections 
prior to the new system was $1,327,837 (1974) 
and the largest was $2,317,503 (1973); the  cycle 
average was $1,871,284. In  contrast, the lowest 
cost in the  first cycle under the  open elections 
system  was $1,936,472 (1980) and  the  h ighest
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was $3,554,635 (1979) when the 1982 figure 
($4,859,012) is recalculated for consistency by us­
ing 1971-80 costs ($2,721,046).* Louisiana’s 
election adm inistration costs increased 30 per­
cent to an open elections system cycle average 
of $2,662,616. In terms of constant dollars, which 
take into account inflation (1972=100), election 
adm inistration costs, on the average, remained 
nearly unchanged over the election cycles before 
and after complete implementation of the open 
elections system (see Andersor and Hadley, 1983, 
for the figures, including a comparison with 
Kentucky).

N u m b er  of  E lect ions
Louisiana elim inated one complete set of elec­
tions, yet there was no reduction in election ad­
m inistration costs. Why? One possibility, since 
changed, was the required holding of special elec­
tions to fill judicial, state, and local vacancies. 
However, the increase in judicial elections was 
modest—from an  average of 30 to 38 from one 
election cycle to the next. The increase in other 
special elections, however, was more substan­
tia l—107 versus 150—but consisted mainly of 
municipal referenda not paid for by the state 
unless held in conjunction with state elections. 
Also, as required by sta te  law, special elections 
to fill vacancies must be held in conjunction with 
regularly scheduled elections. The number of 
elections held increased by nearly 1,000 after 
complete implementation of the open elections 
system. From an  inspection of available records 
in the Elections Division, Office of the Secretary 
of State, th is change appears to be related to in ­
creased challenges to incumbent public officials, 
challenges which result in runoff general elec­
tions.

Political Party Role

Prior to the adoption of the open elections system, 
the Democratic and Republican parish executive 
committees “qualified” candidates who ran for 
office under their party label and collected can­
didate “qualification” fees. The committees also 
accepted recommendations and appointed poll 
commissioners, ran  the prim ary and runoff pri­
m ary elections, and tabulated and promulgated 
the election results. Prohibited from adding sur­

charges to the qualification fees by the 1972 legis­
lature, the political party  parish executive com­
mittees were left w ithout any functions when the 
state assumed complete responsibility for the con­
duct of elections, including the professionaliza­
tion of poll commissioners and candidate qualifi­
cation, under the open elections system. Prim ari­
ly to give the s ta te  Democratic party and Demo­
cratic parish executive committees financial s ta ­
bility, the 1982 legislature perm itted the sta te  
political parties and parish executive committees 
to add surcharges to the candidate qualification 
fees imposed by the  state. The collected su r­
charges are only perm itted to be spent for organ­
ization m aintenance. The income brought the 
state Democratic party  back from complete bank­
ruptcy as the  gross fees collected in  1983,1984, 
and 1985 am ounted to $265,000, $90,000, and 
$16,000 respectively. The wide variation in  col­
lected fees, of course, depends upon the offices up 
for election in  each of the  four years in an  elec­
tion cycle.

S u m m a ry  and C o n c l u s i o n
The open elections system, enacted by the legisla­
tu re  and im plem ented for the 1975 elections 
through the persistent efforts of Governor Edwin 
W. Edwards, served h is pending reelection gc ul. 
R ather than  having to m ount a dem anding elec­
tion campaign through a prim ary and runoff pri­
mary only to m eet a  fresh, well-financed Repub­
lican candidate in  th e  general election as he had 
in  1971-72, he easily  won reelection in the  pri­
m ary phase of th e  new open elections system  
which required all candidates to compete regard­
less of partisan  affiliation, if  any.

Not only did the  new elections system force R-j 
publican candidates to compete from the begin­
ning of the elections process, it also dampened 
the growth of the fledgling Louisiana Republican 
party. Republican voter registration experienced 
steady but modest growth. The number of Repub­
lican state legislative candidacies initially were 
substantially  reduced. The recent Republican 
sta te  legislative sea t gains became more a t­
tributable to the conversion of sitting  conserva­
tive Democrats (15) th a n  to changes in th e  elec­
tion system. The new elections system, moreover, 
placed such a  prem ium  on the open prim ary
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phase th a t election contests, such as th a t for 
governor in 1979, intensified Democratic divi­
siveness. (The 1933 gubernatorial election, while 
a ttrac ting  nine candidates, rem ained a two-way 
battle  between incumbent Governor David C. 
Treen and former Governor Edwin W. Edwards, 
who considered himself “governor in tem porary 
exile.”) Also, election adm inistration costs did not 
recede under the new system even though the 
third set of elections was elim inated as increased 
in traparty  competition during the open prim ary 
produced an increased numbei of runoff general 
elections.

From the standpoint of cam paign finance, the 
new system, with its in te n s i f y  prim ary election 
phase competition, gave b< .: to very expensive 
election campaigns such c.. the 1979 guberna­
torial contest, which was th ' <ost expensive ever 
held in the United S tate ' . ! 1983 guberna­
torial contest, settled during the  prim ary phase, 
was not far behind. Finally, to accommodate the 
open elections system, the  ballot was restruc­
tured from a party column to office block arrange­
m ent to inhibit straight ticket voting. Party  sym­
bols—considered invaluable to illiterate  and 
sem iliterate voters and including the unique 
designation for-the state versus national Demo­
cratic parties—were elim inated from the ballot. 
The conduct of prim ary elections was absorbed 
by the sta te  from the political party  executive 
committees which were left w ithout functions in 
the electoral process.

Election rules changes are not neutral While 
they may have immediate electoral benefits, they 
also have far-reaching and unforeseen conse­
quences which significantly can affect the party 
system (e.g., Ranney, 1974: 72-74,93). A t a  tim e 
of increased concern w ith the  streng then ing  of 
party  organizations (Cotter, e t al., 1984; Price, 
1984), the Louisiana ballot was restructured  in 
a way to inhibit straight party  voting, and Loui­
siana political parties lost a major role in the elec­
tions process. If the direct prim ary made “(politi­
cal] parties even more decentralized than before" 
(Ranney, 1975), the Louisiana open elections 
system  institutionalized m ultifactionalism — 
crowded electoral contests for the  sam e o ffice- 
described by E ari Black (1983) a t the  guber­
natorial level. The possibility to win w ith 50 per­

cent of the votes cast has forced all e mdidates 
to refocus attention on and to intensify impaign 
efforts a t the prim ary election phase. The elec­
tions system tends to produce increasingly crowd­
ed election contests a t all levels of government 
for both the Democratic and Republican parties.

N o t e s
1. The U.S. Department of Justice, on complaint from the 

NAACP, twice rejected a similar electoral change for 
Mississippi on the basis of racial discrimination.

2. The 1983-84 figures were supplied by the Executive 
Director, Louisiana Republican Party, and by the Elections 
Division, Office of the Secretary of State, State of Louisiana.

3. Conservative political philosophy, too. separates Loui­
siana Democratic party professionals with respect to a 
return to closed primary elections.

4. Both the House and Senate had one Republican member 
elected in 1982 special elections.

5. A Louisiana governor is constitutionally limited to two 
consecutive terms of office.

6. Polling place rents and poll commissioner compensation 
were increased beginning 1981.
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Elec t ion laws are used to produce  des ired  
poli t ical  consequences  (Rae ,  1971; Wildgen, 1 972). 
For exam ple ,  they w ere  used to keep blacks  and poor  
whites out  of  the southern  e l e c t o r a t e  (Key,  1947; 
Rusk and Stucker,  1978) and, with the  Voting R ig h t s  
A c t  o f  1965, to add both  groups to the  voting rolls.

Perhaps  the most  " 'gnif icant  r e fo rm  to a f f e c t  
,, the funct ioning of  po li t i ca l  pa r t i es  in the  A m er ican

poli t ical  sys tem was the widespread adopt ion  of  
pr im ary  e lec t ions  dur ing  the  Progressive e ra .  In the 

i shor t  run,  pr im ary  e lec t ions  did c r e a t e  pol i t i ca l
i[ t c o m p e t i t io n —in t r a p a r ty  com pe t i t ion—in 'p o l i t i c a l  sub-  •

divisions with one dominant  po li t ical  pa r ty ,  in the  
•I Solid South  among D em o cra t s  and in the  N or th  among  .*

Republicans.  The  Progressive o b je c t ive  to undercu t  
the power  of  po li t i ca l  bosses, however ,  was neve r  
rea l ized  when pr im ary  elec t ions  were  put  into p lace .  " 
And,  in the  long run,  pr imary e lec t ions  s ign i f ican t ly

♦Without  the a ss i s tance  of  Alan A b ra m o w i tz  who 
generous ly  shared  the  ques t ionnai re and the  co o p e ra ­
tion o f  s t a t e  p a r ty  leaders  Deborah  A. S ch ae f fe r ,  
John  B. Vinturei la,  Donna Akers,  and G reg  Beuerm an  
this  s tudy would not  have been possible.  I t  was 
f ac i l i t a ted  by r e s e a r c h  grants  from the  Co l lege  of  
Liberal  A r t s  and by support from the  C o m p u t e r  
R esea rc h  C en te r ,  Univers i ty of  New Orleans .  I also 
wish to acknowledge  valuable adv ice  from my co l ­
league  Michael D. McDonald and a s s i s tan ce  from 
Deborah B. Haley.
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weakened  poli t ical pa r t i e s  by removing tlicir mono­
poly over  cand ida te  nominations (Itunney,  1975; Key, 
1956). More recen tly ,  the nat ionnl Democra t ic  Party 
mode a conscious ef fo r t  to r e tu rn  the system of 
p res ident ia l  cand ida te  selec t ion  to the caucus/con­
ven tion  procecs;  however,  the new rules established 
for th a t  purpose had unintended consequences--a 
renew ed  in te re s t  in and widespread adoption of 
pr im ary  e lec t ions  (Ranney,  1974; Ranney,  1977, 
Cf. C ro t ty ,  1983).

The  open e lec t ions  sys tem

While the nat ional  D e m o c ra t i c  Par ty  a t t e m p t e d  
to  end , p r im ary  e lec t ions ,  the elec to rn l ly  dominant  
Louisiana D em o c ra t i c  Par ty ,  th rough the pers is tent  
e f fo r t s  of  Governor Edwin W. Edwards,  ca r r ied  them 
one s t e p  fu r th e r  by el iminat ing  the s t a t e ' s  general  
e lec t ion  in all but  name during the 1975 legislat ive 
session.  Under the open e lec t ions  sys tem,  which 
governs  all e lec t ions  excep t  pres iden t ia l  for. which the 
na t ional  D e m o c r a t i c  P a r ty  requ i re s  closed primary  
e lec t ions ,  all cand ida te s  for  an o f f ice  face each  other  
in a p r im ary  elec t ion .  If no cand ida te  rece ives  a 
majo r i ty  o f  th e  vo tes  cas t ,  the top two vote  g e t te r s ,  
regard less  o f  p a r ty  a f f i l i a t ion , e n t e r  a  run-off  genera l  
e lect ion.

The open e lec t ions  sys tem  was enac ted  desp ite  
widespread opposit ion from the  s t a t e ' s  major news­
papers ,  the Republ ican  Par ty ,  p rominen t  D em ocra t ic  
of f ic ia ls ,  and good governm en t  groups  such os the 
Public A ffa i r s  R esea rc h  Council .  A f te r  being r e ­
j e c t e d  by th e  U.S. D e p a r tm en t  o f  J u s t i c e  in a review 
requ i red  by the  Voting Rights  A ct  o f  1965, it was 
r e s u r r e c te d  in the  leg is la ture  by g u t t ing  a dormant 
bill to  make the  necessary  ad ju s tm en t s  requi red  by 
J u s t i c e ,  s igned by Governor Edwards,  and personally 
c a r r i ed  by the  G overnor ' s  Execu t ive  Council back to 
J u s t i c e  for  final  approval  in t im e  for  im plem enta t ion  
in the  Fall  e lec t ions  where Governor  Edwards was
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running for r e -e lec t ion .  (See Anderson and Hadley,  
1983a.)

Party  professionals  on the  open e lec t ions  s y s tem

From the analysis  o f  p a r ty  p rofess iona ls—county  
chai rmen,  county execu t ive  c o m m i t t e e  m e m bers ,  
PAC chni rmen,  and S ta t e  C en t ra l  C o m m i t t e e  m e m ­
bers—who responded to the D e m o c r a t i c  D e le g a te  
Survey com ple ted  April 19, 1982, with  a r e sponse  r a t e  
of  over 56% and the  Republ ican L eadersh ip  Survey 
com ple ted  N ovem ber  15, 1982, with  a re sponse  r a t e  
of over 61%, the re  is wide a g r e e m e n t  am ong  D em o­
c ra t i c  and Republ ican  P a r ty  p rofess iona ls  t h a t  the  
open e lec t ions  sys tem  saves  " the  s t c t e  m one y  by 
having few er  e lec t ions"  (76.5 versus  74.3%),  saves  
"candida tes  both money and cam pa ign  s t r a i n  by . 
having fewer  e lec t ions"  (78.2 v e r s u s . 71.0%),  did not  
"undercu t  the g rowth  of  the Louisiana Republ ican  
Par ty  because  it was assumed t h a t  t w o ' D e m o c r a t s  
would always be in the run -o f f  e l ec t ions"  (73.0 versus  
66.3%), and tha t  the  law does not  d i s c r im in a t e  
"against  any  poli t ica l  p a r ty  o r  group" (70.8 versus  
91.9%) as shown in Table 1. P a r ty  profess ionals ,  
however,  d isag ree  w he the r  the  law was a m is tak e  
"now th a t  we have had some e x p e r i e n c e  w i th  th e  way 
the open primary  law opera tes ;"  52.8% o f  the  D em o ­
c r a t s  and only 13.7% of  the R epub l icans  t a k e  th a t  
view. In fee t ,  a majo r i ty  of  the  D e m o c r a t i c  P a r ty  
professionals  (54.1%) agree  th a t  an a t t e m p t  should 
"be made to r e tu rn  Louisiana to the sy s t e m  o f  c losed 
p r im ary  e lec t ions  in which Repub l icans  and  Indepen­
den ts  CANNOT PARTICIPATE such  as in our  p re s i ­
dent ia l  pr im ary elec t ions ,"  a view held by only  14.0% 
o f  the ir  Republican coun te rpa r ts .

Despite  the  f a c t  tha t  D e m o c r a t i c  p ro fess iona ls ,  
who feel  an a t t e m p t  should be mode  to return,  to  the 
sys tem of  closed p r im ary  elec t ions,  be l ieve  t h e  open 
e lec t ions  system saves  the s t a t e  money (67.2%) and
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table I. Stole parly leaders' perceptions of the Louisiana open elect Inns syslrm, 1902 (In percentages).

Democrats Republicans
Tes_ JNo_ (w)_ res _Ho_ |N)_When It was passed by the state legislature, did you think that the open primary election law would:

Save the state money by havingfewer, elections  76.5 73.5 (119) 74.3 25.7 (101)
Save candidates both money and campaign strain by having fewerelections...........................  78.2 21.8 (119) 71.0 29.0 (100)
Undercut the growth of the Louisiana Republican Tarty because It was assumed that two Democrats would always be In the run-offelections...........................  27.0 73.0 (III) 33.7 66.3 (I0()
Provide a stimulus for the growthof the Louisiana Republican Party 45.5 54.5 (112) 71.4 28.6 (I0S)

flow that-we have had some eiperlence with the way the open primary law 
operates, do you think It was amistake?  52.8 47.2 (123) 13.7 86.1 (117)
Should an attempt be made to returnLouisiana to the system of closedprimary elections In which Republicans(Oemocrats] and Independents CAHNOt <P4RIICIPAIE such as In ourpresidential primary elections? .... 54.1 45.9 (122) 14.0 86.0 (114)
The way the upen primary taw 1a functioning, do you feel ll discriminates against any politicalparty or group?      29.2 70.6 (120) 8.1 91.9 (III)

I

saves  cand ida tes  money and cam paign  s t ra in  (65.6%), 
they  overwhelmingly ag re e  t h a t  the  open e lec t ions  
sys tem was a mis take  (89.4%) perhaps  because  they  /  
pe rce ive  th a t  the  law s t im u la t e s  Republ ican  P a r ty  
growth  (54.0%) and  th a t  i t  d i sc r im ina te s  (50.8%) as /  
shown in Table 2. When con t ro l led  for  race ,  
moreover ,  i t  is white  r a t h e r  than  black D e m o c r a t i c  
P a r ty  profess iona ls  who fee l  t h a t  the  law d isc r imi­
na tes .  Though few in num ber  the ir  Republ ican  
c o u n te rp a r t  hold s imilar  views with  r e s p e c t  to  the 
open e lec t ions  system.  Subs tan ti a l  numbers  f ee l  th a t  
i t  saves the  s t a t e  money (61.5%), saves  c a n d id a te s
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T n lilr  J  M u le  p«My lenders’ p rrerp llrm t o f the l/nilalann open e lr e l ln l i s  sy stem , 
llm «r favoring n r r lu rn  to c lrncd  primary c lc c t lo m , 1 ) 12  (In p r r rc n l-  
ngesl.

Agree an ittcmpl should b( nude to return to the system of doted primary elections
Oemocrats Rcpublleans

When It wii pjjjrd by the state legislature, did you think that the open primary election law would:

(H) Wo (H) rn (N)_ _Ho_ \H)_

Save the stale money* ........... 67;2 (64) 86.8 (53) 61.5 (13) 77.9 (86)
Save candidates money and campaign strain................... 65.6 (64) 92.3 (52) 57.1 (14) 73.8 (84)
Undercut growth of Louisiana Ropubl lean Party.................. 26.6 (64) 26.7 (45) 64.3 (14) 28.4 (88)
Stimulate Louisiana Rerubllcan Party growth....................... 54.0 (63) 34.0 (4?) 38.5 (13) 77.8 (90)

Open primary law was a mistake ,,, 89.4 (66) 8.9 (56) 6R.8 (16) 4.1 (98)
Open primary law discriminates..... 50.8 (63) 3.7 (54) 46.2 (13) 2.1 (97)

for the complete question wording set Table I.

money and cam paign  strain  (57.1%), was a mis take  
(68.8%), and th a t  it di scr iminates  (46.2%). Republi ­
can  professionals  who wish to r e tu rn  to closed 
p r im ary  elec t ions,  moreover,  feel  th a t  the law under­
cu t  the g rowth  o f  the  Republican P a r ty  in Louisiana 
(64.3%). Not surprisingly, only 38.5% fee l  th a t  the 
law s t im u la t e d  p a r ty  growth. Substan ti a l  num bers  of  
Republ ican P a r ty  professionals take a co n t ra ry  posi­
t ion as shown in Table 2.

i
D emographic  and poli t ical c h a ra c te r i s t i c s

Given the  s t rong  sen t im en t  to r e tu rn  to closed 
pr im ary  elec t ions,  i t  becomes  im por tan t  to identi fy  
the  p a r ty  professionals ,  especial ly among the  e lec -  
to ral ly  dominan t  Democra ts ,  who hold those a t t i ­
tudes.  The key demographic c h a ra c t e r i s t i c s  are 
educa t ion ,  fami ly  income, age,  and place  of  res idence  
as shown in Tab le 3. Support for  a r e tu rn  to closed
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Iible 3 Drmngriphlc characteristic) of Louisiana s(itc party Iciilirrt whoSupport the return to dosed prlmiry elections, 19112 (In pcrccnt.igns),

Ocmoeritj _H_ Republleans , H .

tducitlon
High school grjduite or less 39.1 (?3) -

Some college 58.6 (79) 18.5 (77)
College griduite 57.1 <70) 17.? (82)

fanlly Income
lest thin US,000 41.? (34) 73.1 (13)

125-44,999 56.8 (44) 10.0 (30)
(45,000 plus 61.4 (44) 13.4 (67)

£a*
1809 67.1 (5?) 19.4 (36)
40-49 ‘ 47.6 (?U 13.8 (79)

50 plus 44.8 (49) II.1 (45) *
Rlice of residence

City 6?.? (74) 15.0 (80)
town 54.5 (77) . 10.0 (20)

Runl irei 30.8 (76) 14.3 (14)
See

Kile 55.9 (93) 11.4 (79)
• Femilt 4B.3 (79) ?1.9 (32)

pr imary e lec t ions  increases  the  more  ed u ca ted  the 
D em ocra t ic  P a r ty  professionals  a re  (58.6% and 57.1% 
among those with  som e col lege educa t ion  and co llege 
graduates)  and the  g r e a t e r  the ir  family income is, the  
st ronges t  suppor t  coming from th ose  with  family 
incomes of  $45,000 or  more  (61.4%). It  d e c r e a s e s  
with increased age;  the youngest  a g e  group,  18-39,  
has the s t ronges t  des ire to r e tu rn  to  closed p r im ary  
elec t ions  (67.3%). Support ,  moreover ,  tends  to  de ­
crease  the  less popula ted  the  a r e a  in which one 
lives; those living in rural  a rea s  have a suppor t  level 
^ f  only 30.8% as  com pared  with  th a t  o f  c i ty  dwellers  
(62.2%).
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While the age relat ionship remains  similar  
am ong Republican Par ty  professionals ,  support  for a 
r e tu rn  to closed primary  elec t ions  diminishes as age 
increases ,  from 19.4% (age 18-39) to  11.1% (age 50 
plus), it is reversed  for education and family income.
Support  is g r ea te s t  am ong those with some col lege
educa tion  (18.5%) as opposed to college g radua tes  
(12.2%) and among those earn ing  less than $25,000
(23.1%) as opposed to those with the  highest  family
incomes  (13.4%/$45,000 and over). In te re s t ingly ,  it is 
the  Republ ican  Par ty  female  professionals ,  a t  a level  
near ly  tw ice tha t  of the ir  male  c o u n te rp a r t s  (21.9% 
versus 11.4%) in con t ra s t  to D e m o c ra t i c  Pa r ty  male 
professionals  (55.9%), who suppor t  the r e tu rn  to 
closed p r im ary  elect ions .

Levels  of  par ty  ac t iv i t y  and poli t ical  philosophy,  
t^o,  am ong D em ocra t ic  P a r ty  professionals ,  a r e  r e ­
la ted  to support  for  the r e tu rn  to  closed pr im ary  
e lec t ions  as shown in Tab le  4. C ons is ten t  with the 
age  re la t ionship  examined  ear l ie r ,  the  s h o r te r  the  
length  of  t im e  one has been ac t ive  in pa r ty  poli t ics ,  
the  g r e a t e r  the tendency  is to suppor t  the r e tu rn  to 
closed pr im ary  elec t ions  (60% for those ac t ive  less 
than  10 yea r s  as opposed to  45.5% for those a c t iv e  20 
y ea r s  or  more).  Moreover,  support  is r e l a t e d  to • 
involvement in par t i san  pol i t ics  e i th e r  measured  by 
the  number of par ty ,  governm en t ,  and campaign  
posit ions held (48.1%, 54.5%, and 73.9% respec t ive ly  
for  ca tego r ie s  1-2, 3, - r  4 or  more)  or  by how o f ten  
one was involved in r e c e n t  s t a t e  and nat ional  poli t ical  
campaigns  (56.7%, a l l /m os t  versus 45.8%, few/none) .  
The  relat ionships ,  however,  do no t  hold up for  
Republican Par ty  professionals.  Poli t ica l  philosophy 
is ano the r  m a t te r ;  conserva t ive  D e m o c r a t s  give the 
lowest  level  of  support (39.4%) while the most  
conse rva t ive  Republican Par ty  profess ionals  give the 
highest level of  suppor t  (18.2%)—near ly  tw ice  th a t  of  
those som ew ha t  conserva t ive  (11.3%)—for the r e tu rn  
to closed primaries .



IJble 4 Pol 11lc«I chinctcrlstlcs of toulltmi state irly Irulpis ut.o lu|iport Ibe return to doted prUiry electlon», I9M? (In per- centimes).

twwitl _IJ  Atpubllcmi H _
How long bivi you been id Ire In perty politics In (.oulslini?

, less thin 10 ytiri
litwtin 10 ind 20 ytiri

More thin 20 yeirj
How often hive you been idlvety Involved In recent itite ind nitlonil polltlcil cimpilqnsl

Active In Ill/most
Active In few/none

Suroiry of pirty, government, ind cinpilgn positions held

How would you describe your own polltlcil philosophy?
Vevy/somewhit Ifberit i

Hlddle-of-the-roid 
Somewhit conservative 

Very conservltlve

60.0 (50) 16.7 (54)
35.X 175) 10.5 (30)
46.2 (42) 14.3 (21)

58.2 (97) 14.0 (100)
45.0 (24) 15.3 (13)

48.1 (77) 9.1 (44)
54.5 (22) 23.1 (.76)
73.S (73) 13.6 (44)

55.7 (61) . . •»

70.B (24) --
39.4 (33) It.3 (52)
- -- 18.2 (44)

Summary  and discussion

A m a jo r i ty  of  the e lec to ra l ly  dominant  D em o­
c ra t ic  P a r ty  professionals ,  pe rhaps  due to the  bel iefs  
tha t  the open e lec t ions  system d isc r im ina tes  aga ins t  a 
pa r ty  or  group  and  s t im u la te s  Republ ican  P a r ty  
growth,  support  a  r e tu r n  to closed pr im ary  e lec t ions .  
They tend to  s h a re  the  com mon dem ograph ic  c h a ra c ­
te r i s t ic s  o f  be ing younger,  co l lege  educa ted ,  urban  
a ;d having high family incomes  and poli t ical  c h a ra c ­
te r i s t ic s  of  being mos t  recen t ly  very  ac t iv e  in par ty  
poli t ics  and having midd le -o f - the - road  and l iberal
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poli t ical  philosophies. T he re  is n much lower level  of  
suppor t ,  but suppor t  nonethe less ,  among Republican 
Pa r ty  professionals though the p a t t e r n  is not c l ea rcu t ;  
the overriding mot iva t ion  may be the  c o r r e c t  p e r c e p ­
tion tha t  the open e lec t ions  s y s tem  undercu ts  the ir  
p a r ty  (Cf. Kazee ,  1983).

\y
Interest ing;  D em o c ra t i c  and Republ ican  par ty  

professionals  m ispe rce ive  the im pac t  o f  the  oper  
e lec t ions  system on Louisiana and i t s  poli tics.  The  
s t a t e  did not save  e lec t ion  adm in is t ra t ion  cos ts  
through the el iminat ion  of  one s e t  o f  elec t ions;  in 
fac t ,  average e lec t ion  adm in is t ra t ion  cos ts  inc reased  
from the last  e lec t ion  cyc le  ($1,871,284), 1971-1974,'  
prior  to the co m p le te  im p lem en ta t io n  o f  the  new 
sys tem  to the e lec t ion  cycle im m ed ia te ly  a f t e r  
($2,662,616),  1978-1981 (Anderson and Hadley,  1983b). 
Cam paign  expendi tu res  rem ain  am ong  the h ighest  in 
the United S ta te s .  Five D e m o c r a t i c  guberna to r ia l  
cand ida tes  and 1979 winner Repub l ican  David  C. 
Treen  spent  a to ta l  of $20.6 mil lion (excluding in-kind 
contr ibut ions)  (PAR Analysis,  1980); th e  1983 ex p en ­
d i tu re  to ta led $19 million when fo rm er  G overno r  
Edwin W. Edwards r e c e n t ly  unsealed! in c u m b en t  
Governor  Treen.

The open e lec t ions  sys tem  weakened  Louisiana 's  
poli t ical  pa r t i e s  by requir ing  a ba l lo t  modi f ica t ion  
from par ty  column to o f f ice  block,  making  optional  
the necess i ty  of p a r ty  a f f i l ia t ion  when running for  
poli t ical  of f ice ,  removing  poli t ical  p a r t i e s  from qual ­
ifying cand ida tes  for  o f f ice ,  and ins t i tu t iona l iz ing  
mul t i fac t iona l  cand idac ies  over  which the  p a r t i e s  may 
be trying to g e t  some con t ro l  through c a n d id a te  
endorsements .

It rema ins  to be seen w he the r  the p a r t y  p ro­
fessionals  support  for a r e tu rn  to  closed  p r im ary  
e lec t ions  will lead  to fu tu re  e l ec to ra l  r e fo rm .
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Minutes, Committee on House and Governmental Affairs May 4,1995

House Bill No. 1252 by Representative Lancar* ^

House Bill No. 1252 provides for a party primary election system with voting by any voters in 
the primary election of any party for any office. Representative Lancaster presented the bill.

Representative Lancaster explained that while House Bill No. 1252 retains the right of the 
major parties to nominate a candidate to the general election, it allows crossover voting by 
members of either political party and by independent voters in either party's primary election. 
He explained that a voter could cast some votes for one party's candidates and some votes 
for the other party's candidates but could cast only one vote per race. He stated that the bill 
seeks to remedy what he sees as the dilution of the importance of the party system.

Representative Copelin asked for clarification on the bill. Representative Lancaster replied 
that the three types of election systems in the country include an open election system such 
as is used in Louisiana, an open primary system such as provided for in House Bill No. 1252, 
and a closed primary system.

Representative Hebert announced that the fiscal note on the bill indicates increased costs to 
the state of $6,876,985 for fiscal years 1995-96 and 1999-2000 and $4,155,000 for fiscal 
years 1996-97 and 1998-99 due to the additional primary elections.

Representative Lancaster stated that while he favors a plurality vote determining the outcome 
of the first primary, the runoff primary elections would more accurately reflect the will of the 
people.

Ms. Elsie Cangelosi, Department of Elections and Registration, P. O. Box 14179, Baton 
Rouge, Louisiana, informed the committee that the fiscal note does not take into account the 
fact that every voting machine will have to be locked out in order to allow for crossover voting 
mixed between the two parties.

Representative Downer asked how such mixed voting would work as a practical matter at the 
polls and how independent candidates are not excluded from the system.

Representative Lancaster stated that the machines would not have to be locked out, because 
all candidates will be listed on the ballot and when the votes are counted, the top democrat 
and top republican for each office will enter the general election. He explained that an 
independent could get on the ballot through the use of the petition system as required by the 
U.S. Supreme Court.

4
Representative Copelin pointed out that, for instance, the republican in the general election 
could have received fewer votes in his primary than the second highest candidate in the 
democratic primary. Representative Lancaster acknowledged that this is the case with the 
open primary systems as used across the country, with the top democrat and the top 
republican facing each other in the general election at the conclusion of the primary elections.
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Minutes, Committee on House and Governmental Affairs May 4, 1995

Representative Bruneau noted that runoff elections would be held unnecessarily in cases 
where one candidate receives the majority of the total votes cast in the primaries. 
Representative Lancaster repeated that no other state has a system wherein the top 
republican and top democrat do not enter the general election regardless of differences 
among the various states' systems and that both parties have suffered under the open system 
by having less of a role in elections. He stated further that the open election system favors 
fringe candidates o, the far left and far right political factions to the detriment of mainstream, 
moderate candidates of either party.

Representative Hebert announced that Mr. Jim Nickel, Louisiana Democratic Party, 263 Third 
Street, Suite 102, Baton Rouge, Louisiana, filed a witness card indicating the party's 
opposition to the legislation but did not testify.

Representative Copelin noted the necessity of technical amendments to the biii and further 
requested an amendment that would make the bill effective immediately. Representative 
Copelin offered a motion that the amendments be adopted to which there was no objection. 
Representatives Bowler, Bruneau, Copelin, Dorsey, Downer, Green, Guillory, Hebert, 
Lancaster, Stine, and Willard-Lewis voted yea, and the amendments were adopted by a vote 
of 11-0.

Representative Lancaster offered a motion that House Bill No. 1252 be reported with 
amendments to which Representative Copelin objected and made a substitute motion to defer 
action on the bill. The roll was called on the substitute motion which passed by a vote of 8-3 
with Representatives Bruneau, Copelin, Dorsey, Downer, Green, Guillory, Hebert, and Willard- 
Lewis voting yea, and Representatives Bowler, Lancaster, and Sti e voting nay. Action was 
deferred on House Bill No. 1252.

House Bill No. 2158 by Representative Vitter
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House Bill No. 1576 by Representative Murray

House Bill No. 1576 provides for a closed party primary election system with candidates and 
voters participating in a first and second primary according to party affiliation, except the party 
state central committee may permit voting by unaffiliated voters. Representatives Murray and 
Lancaster presented the bill.

Representative Murray explained that the bill would allow voters to vote only for candidates 
who are members of their party in separate party primaries to determine who would be the 
candidate for that party in the general election. He noted that the bill would reinstate the 
system that was in place prior to the implementation of the open primary system.
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Noting that only 21% of the registered voters in the state are republican, Representative 
Green pointed out that there was a democrat pitted against a republican in each runoff race 
in the last gubernatorial election, a fact he said indicates that the current system meets the 
same objective of a party system.

Representative Murray stated that the bill seeks to make party affiliation more meaningful and 
would lead to more moderate views on issues than in the past. He stated that rather than 
candidates of each party making statements designed to attract voters of the other party, 
candidates should adhere to party platforms and voters should vote according to the 
candidates' positions on certain issues. He added that Louisiana is the only state with the 
particular election system currently in operation.

Representative Green pointed that the provisions of the bill requiring a closed primary election 
for each party translates to 21% of the electorate automatically choosing one candidate in a 
runoff, while the larger portion of the voters would be excluded from choosing a preferred 
candidate in the primary if he happened to be a republican. Representative Murray pointed 
out that it would be a simple matter to switch parties in order to cast a vote for a candidate 
of one's choice in that case. Representative Green noted that many voters might prefer a 
candidate of one party for one office and of another party for another office. Representative 
Murray repeated that an intention of the bill is that voters express their support for candidates 
of one party or another.

Representative Green asked why the bill allows for crossover voting in the general election 
and not in the primary election under such a theory of party affiliation. Representative Murray 
answered that the voter would be able to choose the candidate to become the standard 
bearer for his party.

Representative Bruneau noted the need for technical amendments to the bill and offered a 
motion that the technical amendments be adopted. Representatives Bowler, Bruneau, 
Copelin, Dorsey, Green, Guillory, Hebert, Lancaster, Stine, and Willard-Lewis voted yea, and 
the technical amendment was adopted by a vote of 10-0.

Representative Bruneau noted that under provisions of the bill, independent voters would not 
be able to vote until the general election unless a particular party will allow the independents 
to vote in its primary, which he said would disenfranchise 200,000 voters. He noted further 
that the bills provides for a second primary election for each party followed by a general 
election and asked how much the additional election would cost.

Ms. Elsie Cangelosi, Department of Elections and Registration, P. O. Box 14179, Baton 
Rouge, Louisiana, informed the committee that one statewide election costs the state 
approximately $3.5 million. Relative to the election cycle, she stated that the open primary 
would be held on the regular date, the runoff primary would be held on the regular date for 
the current general election, and the general election would be held in December.

Representative Bruneau stated that such system would not encourage voters to more actively 
participate in elections. He added that a candidate other than one who is running for political 
party office should present his philosophy to the entire electorate regardless of party affiliation. 
He noted that voter registration remains closed under provisions of the bill.
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Representative Lancaster stated that rather than a primary candidate running for public office, 
he is running for the nomination of his political party, which wo: *' be followed by participation 
in the public general election.

Representative Bruneau responded that, whereas currently the majority rules, under the 
provisions of House Bill No. 1576 candidates who represent a minority of the voters could be 
in the general election, precluding the voice of the entire electorate from being heard in 
choosing its representatives.

Representative Hebert announced that the fiscal note on the bill indicates increased costs to 
the state of $6,876,985 for fiscal years 1995-96 and 1999-2000 and $4,155,000 for fiscal 
years 1996-97 and 1998-99 due to the additional primary elections.

Representative Bruneau stated his opinion that the motivation for the bill is that people were 
dissatisfied with the choice of candidates in the last gubernatorial general election.

Representative Copelin asked how the bill would benefit the parties. Representative Murray 
stated that many candidates run as democrats who do not have traditional democratic 
positions in their platform. He acknowledged that the Louisiana Democratic Party does not 
support the bill. Representative Lancaster answered that the party system has served the 
state and country well and that the republican party supports a system whereby each party 
is represented in the general election, with the addition of an independent candidate in the 
runoff using the petition process.

Representative Copelin pointed out that the U.S. Department of Justice has taken a position 
that states which change from an open system to a primary system must provide for plurality 
vote rather than majority vote and noted that the bill requires a majority vote. Representative 
Murray commented that it is difficult to predict rulings of the department because such rulings 
are are sometimes inconsistent.

Mr. Jim Nickel, Louisiana Democratic Party, 263 Third Street, Suite 102, Baton Rouge, 
Louisiana, stated the party's opposition to the legislation. He pointed out that the open 
primary system has served to strengthen the republican party in the state and that the current 
system provides Louisiana voters with a free and unencumbered opportunity to participate in 
elections. He noted that a closed primary system would in many cases lead to runoff primaries 
which would in turn lead to increased costs of elections both to the taxpayers and to 
candidates. He noted that while Louisiana is the only state with an open primary system, it 
also has the highest voter turnout on a regular basis, which can be attributed to the open 
primary system.

Representative Copelin suggested an amendment which would make the bill e fr' ■'“ "e  
immediately. He offered a motion that the amendment be adopted to which there wa& »,o 
objection. Representatives Bowler, Bruneau, Copelin, Dorsey, Green, Guillory, Hebert, 
Lancaster, Stine, and Willard-Lewis voted yea, and the amendment was adopted by a vote 
of 10-0.

Representative Lancaster offered a motion that House Bill No. 1576 bill be reported with 
amendments to which Representative Copelin objected and made a substitute motion to 
defer action on the bill. The roll was called on the substitute motion which passed 8-3 with
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Representatives Bruneau, Copelin, Dorsey, Downer, Green, Guillory, Hebert and Willard-Lewis 
voting yea and Representatives Bowler, Lancaster, and Stine voting nay. Action on House 
Bill No. 1576 was deferred.
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Ms. Cangelosi presented a number of recommendations made by the Department of Elections 
and Registration which she said would bring the law into compliance with actual election day 
procedures relative to conversion of automatic voting machines to printer type machines and 
to electronic voting machines since legislative authorization allowing new typps of machines. 
She added that there are more and more parishes with voting machines capable of producing 
printer type or electronic election results and noted that in her opinion the proposed changes 
are technical.

Representative Irons proposed a motion that recommendations #3-7 and #10-13, which are 
the technical changes referred to above relative to voting machines, be adopted en globo. 
There was no objection to the motion which passed by a vote of 8-0 with Representatives 
Bowler, Bruneau, Dorsey, Green, Guillory, Irons, Lancaster, and Reilly voting yea.

Ms. Cangelosi noted that there had been a recommendation brought before the board relative 
to the form in which names may be signed on a recall petition that was no longer necessary 
in light of extensive discussion on the subcommittee bill draft on the subject.

The final recommendation presented by Ms. Cangelosi was made by the Department of State 
and relates to military absentee voting by mail. She explained that currently if a voter 
encloses his primary ballot envelope in the same return envelope with his presidential ballot, 
his primary ballot may remain sealed until the gener tl election and not be counted. The 
amendment provides that such ballot envelope shall be marked "Presidential Ballot Only", she 
stated.

Representative Irons proposed a motion to adopt this recommendation. There was no 
objection to the motion which passed by a vote of 8-0 with Representatives Bowler, Bruneau, 
Dorsey, Green, Guillory, Irons, Lancaster, and Reilly voting yea.

House Study Request No. 15 by Representative Lancaster

Representative Lancaster presented House Study Request No. 15 of the 1993 Regular 
Session which requests the Committee on House and Governmental Affairs to study the 
feasibility and advisability of replacing the open election system with a party primary election 
system.

Representative Lancaster noted that the current system of electing officials in the state has 
now been in effect for 18 years and that Louisiana is the only state which does not retain the 
right of both political parties to have a nominee in the general election. He pointed out that 
the state’s system is often erroneously referred to as an open primary system in which voters 
can vote as they choose, with the top Republican and top Democratic candidates engaging 
in a runoff. Representative Lancaster further explained that a closed primary system is one 
in which only those registered within a particular party can vote for the nominee in that party, 
with both parties running a candidate in the general election.

4

Representative Lancaster noted that Mississippi tried and failed to change to an open 
elections system when the U.S. Department of Justice determined that the open system 
discriminates against minorities. Representative Lancaster stated that he feels political parties 
lend stability to government and make the U.S. stand out among other democracies.

Professor Charles D. Hadley, University of New Orleans, Department of Political Science, New
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Orleans, LA, appeared before the subcommittee to provide background information on the 
open election system. He stated that in his opinion the current system exists because 
Governor Edwards supported its implementation following the 1972 gubernatorial election to 
cut down on the effort and costs of campaigning. He noted that opposition to the open 
election system was widespread throughout the state at that time and that it was not 
precleared by the U.S. Department of Justice when first submitted.

Representative Bruneau stated that the system was not immediately precleared because of 
provisions allowing qualifying of candidates by petition.

Professor Hadley continued that the open election system cuts down on party competition and 
the number of initial candidates', as well as offering incumbents protection. He stated that the 
open system did not in fact reduce the cost of elections because the state assumed the 
responsibility of holding and promulgating the primary phase of elections and that it also 
rendered the role of political parties ineffective partly because party executive committees 
often automatically endorse incumbents. Professor Hadley noted that the political parties 
were helped by later legislation providing that political parties could add filing fees.

Professor Hadley referred the subcommittee to articles he had published on the subject of 
election systems and made them available to the members.

Representative Green asked the percentage of Republicans in the state’s electorate. 
Representative Bruneau answered that Republicans make up 19.4% of the electorate under 
the open elections system. Representative Green noted that many statewide elections turn 
out to be matches between Republicans and Democrats under the present system and asked 
if this does not contest the argument that the open election system thwarts the efforts of 
Republicans to have a candidate pitted against a Democratic candidate in a runoff election. 
Professor Hadley responded that he believes the system discriminates against black 
candidates as well as Republicans. Representative Green noted that there does not seem 
to be an outcry from blacks or other minorities against the open election system. Professor 
Hadley agreed, but noted that in his opinion this is because Governor Edwards, who originally 
sought to implement the system, has always had solid support among the black community. 
He stated further that a closed primary system would enhance the growth of the Repi jlican  
Party because more districts would probably run Republican candidates and more voters 
would register Republican in order to be able to vote.

Representative Bruneau stated that the state abandoned the closed primary system because 
of scandal in the 1978 congressional election. In answer to questions by him, Professor 
Hadley responded that up to that time Republicans made up only about 5% of the electorate 
and that there are many more Republicans in the 'o^lslature and in local office under the open 
primary system, as well as more blacks. Professor Hadley pointed out, however, that many 
Republicans in the legislature were elected as Democrats and converted to the Republican 
Party and that the reason there are more blacks in the legislature is because of the way 
districts are drawn.

Representative Bruneau stated that the open system allows for more public participation and 
choice by voters.

Representative Lancaster stated that from its onset he has thought the open system would 
weaken parties’ influence on government and that this void of influence would be filled by
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special interest groups’ contributions to campaigns. He noted further that in his opinion the 
political party structure in Louisiana is as weak as any in the country and that historically 
under the party system many people registered as Democrats but voted as Republicans. 
Professor Hadley agreed with Representative Lancaster’s assessments. Representative 
Lancaster stated that a strong party system would generate accountability and allow for 
something other than personalities and special interest groups to run the state.

Representative Lancaster noted that in the most recent gubernatorial primary, the Republican 
candidates garnered a total of approximately 70% of the vote, so that presumably a 
Republican should have been elected. He added that under the party primary system the 
votes would not have been split and that the Republican in that runoff election was not the 
Republican Party’s choice of candidate.

Mr. Jim Nickel, representing the Louisiana Democratic Party, 263 Third Street, Suite 102, 
Baton Rouge, LA testified that there is no clear consensus among Democrats on the issue 
of election systems. He stated that the Democratic Party has concentrated its efforts on 
winning elections under the current system rather than changing the system and consequently 
has not acquired a wealth of knowledge on the issue to share with the subcommittee.

In response to inquiry by Representative Bruneau, Mr. Nickel stated that under the open 
election system, the Democratic Party has been able to develop a staff, a research 
component, an ability to actively engage in elections in many areas, and an ability to raise 
and expend funds as a party.

Representative Lancaster asked how the Democratic Party chooses the candidates it 
supports. Mr. Nickel answered that the bylaws provide for a majority vote of the state central 
committee to endorse candidates for state and federal office. He added that the parish 
committees have the responsibility to endorse candidates for local offices. Mr. Nickel stated 
further that the party attempts to assist Democratic candidates in races where it can make a 
difference rather than helping every Democratic candidate in every race. In response to 
Representative Lancaster, he stated that the party has never during his career endorsed a 
challenger against an incumbent Democrat.

Mr. Nickel agreed with Representative Lancaster that special interest has as much or more 
impact on campaigns than either party, which he said is why the Democratic Party supports 
as many incumbents as it does.

In response to questions by Representative Lancaster, Mr. Nickel stated that he would 
personally prefer not to be limited to a closed primary system.

Mr. Nickel commented that in his opinion it is the fault of the Democratic Party and not of the 
system in general that has weakened the party. Representative Lancaster stated that the 
same is true of the Republican Party, but that the current structure is difficult for both because 
of lack of impact of either party.

Mr. Dud Lastrapes, representing the Louisiana Republican Party, 209 Englewood Drive, 
Lafayette, LA, testified that the Republican Party has grown substantially as a result of the 
open primary system. He remembered that in the past people were discouraged from 
registering as Republicans because they couldn't vote in primaries. He agreed with 
Representative Lancaster that political parties iend stability to the political process, and that

- 6 -



Minutes, Subcommittee on Elections March 9,1994

the present system tends to biur the differences between the parties and the issues in a 
campaign so that voters vote for personalities. Mr. Lastrapes said a stronger party system 
would eliminate confusion for voters in determining what candidates stand for.

Representative Lancaster asked Mr. Lastrapes to describe the difficulty of the Republican 
Party in trying to formulate a procedure whereby a gubernatorial candidate is selected. Mr. 
Lastrapes answered that the state central committee is the policy making body c« Jie party 
and determines the process. Representative Lancaster noted that the endorsement procedure 
has resulted in running candidates who do not always do well in the primary under the open 
elections system. Mr. Lastrapes agreed that the endorsement procedure presents a challenge 
and stated his preference for a party system of election.

Representative Lancaster commented that the state would be better served under a party 
system because the wide divergence between factions of both parties moves the focus away 
from political issues and philosophies.

Representative Bruneau commented that the majority of the voters should have the say in an 
election. He said that a party primary system would not necessarily guarantee a majority 
consensus.

IV. O THER BUSINESS

Representative Bruneau reminded Ms. Cangelosi of his request that the commissioner of 
elections follow up on complaints made by voters that the bell on the new electronic voting 
machines in Orleans Parish is not loud enough to signal the end of voting. She answered that 
the voting machine company had been contacted and is reviewing the situation.

V. A N N O U N C EM EN TS

Representative Bruneau commended Ms. Cangelosi for her continual efforts in the 
maintenance of the Code of Elections.

VI. A D JO U R N M E N T

The meeting was ad jo jm ed at 11:40 a.m.

Emile "Peppi" Bruneau, Jr., Chairman 
Subcommittee on Elections of the 

Committee on House and Governmental Affairs

D ate  A p p ro v e d :_
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Open primaries
BY MARY BONE

hich states have open primaries?
Voters are not required to register as mem­

bers of a political party in the 25 states with some 
form o f open primary, according to the Federal 

Election Commission. In Alaska, Califor- _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
nia and Washington, voters participate in 
blanket primaries, listing all candidates of 
all parties for all offices. Voters may vote 
for one candidate for each office and are 
not restricted to voting in  one political 
party. States with closed primaries enforce 
party discipline, prohibiting voters from 
voting for candidates outside of their own 
parties.

States also have unique approaches to 
primary voting. Indiana’s primary is par­
tially open. Voters are not required to list 
their party when registering to vote. At the 
polls they are asked for which party they 
are voting and given a  ballot for that party.

Louisiana has a “unitary” or nonparti-

• Voters may cross party tines in open-primary states.

than 50 percent of the vote is elected to the office; there is 
no election for that office in the general election. If  no 
candidate receives the majority of votes, the two candi­
dates w ith the most votes go on the general or runoff elcc- 

■ don ballo t T he U.S. Supreme C ourt de­
clared Louisiana’s elections u n co n stitu ­
tional this year, ruling it violated federal law 
by not holding national elections in Novem­
ber. A federal judge ruled that Louisiana will 
have its state and local prim ary on  O c t 3. 
The runoff for that election will be on Nov. 
3 and will also include a prim ary for na­
tional candidates. If a runoff is declared for 
national candidates, that election will take 
place Dec. 3.

For more information, contact the States 
Information Center. T he SIC provides an  
inquiry and reference service to the states. 
Its staff responds to information requests 
from state government officials and staff on 
a variety of issues. Contact the SIC at (606)

san primary, in w hich the candidate who receives more I 244-8254, or by e-mail at sic@csg.org.

States with open, blanket and unitary 1998 primaries

B B  O p e n  p r im a r ie s  B la n k e t p r im a rie s  0 3  U n ita ry  p r im a r ie s  (n o n p a r t i s a n )  Source: Federal E lection  C o m m ission

32 . state government news October 1998

C cse>J
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The US Supreme Court on Monday, June 26th, struck down the California blanket prim ary system  as a violation 
o f  the First Amendment rights o f  the state's political parties. The case involved a challenge by the state's 
Dem ocratic, Republican, Libertarian and Peace and Freedom parties to the primary system put in place by 
Proposition 198 wliich was adopted by voters in 1996. Under the blanket primary system, each party held a party 
primary, with candidates o f each respective party seeking that party's nomination for various offices. The winner 
o f each o f  the party primaries, along with qualified independents, then ran in a general election. Voters were not 
restricted to voting in one party primary, but could vote for candidates for various offices in different party 
primaries. The issue fueling the challenge was the practice o f  allowing anyone, regardless o f  party affiliation, to 
vote in any o f die party primaries; i.e., registered Democrats could vole in the Republican gubernatorial primary, 
and vice-versa. This allowed non-party members to have a say in who the party nominated for governor.

The various parties challenging the provisions o f  Prop. 198 asserted that as political parties they had, as an 
elem ent o f  the constitutional freedom o f  speech and association, the right to determine who was eligible to 
participate in the party's process o f selecting a nominee. The nominee was, the parties urged, the duly appointed 
standard-bearer for die party and non-party members should have no part in his selection. This practice is what 
has been termed "cross-over voting", a phrase popularized recently in the Republican presidential nomination 
process, where Sen. McCain was believed to have had the ability to attract non-Republican voters into the 
Republican presidential nomination process.

The Court held lhat, while the states mav have some com pelling state interests in conducting fair and open 
elections, this blanket primary system was to great an infringem ent on the freedoms o f  speech and association 
o f  die parties and their registered membership to justify  the interference o f  the state. The Court reiterated the 
permissible infringements, such as prohibiting parties from denying registration or participation on the basis o f  
race, but struck down the practice o f  cross-over voting in party primaries.

Louisiana operates what is described by the Court as a nonpartisan blanket primary system. (The term "open 
primary" as used in many other states docs not refer to the sam e system  as is used in Louisiana. Rather, "open 
primary'" in these oilier states refers to a party primary system  in which voters select the party prim ary in which 
they will participate at the time o f voting.) In Louisiana, while political parties are free to endorse candidates, 
using selection methods adopted internally by the party, there is no real "nomination" process which is designed 
to pit one party's nominee against another party's nominee in a general election — in other words, in Louisiana 
there is no party primary. Rather, all candidates who meet som e basic qualifications, which arc applicable across 
the board, run in a primary. In the event that no one candidate gets a majority o f  the total vote cast, the two 
highest vote getters participate in a run-off. The Court spoke to the constitutionality o f  what it terms a "non- 
partisan blanket primary" where parties can nominate candidates for a primary, through internal means, who are 
joined in the primary by qualifying independents. The top two vote getters, regardless o f  party  affiliation, proceed 
to a run-off. The Court cites the "non-partisan blanket prim aiy" as a possible constitutional alternative to the 
California system.

The decision (by Justice Scalia), along with the concurrence (by Justice Kennedy) and the dissent (by Justices
Stevens and Ginsburg) can be found at:
http://supct.law .cornell.edu/supct/htm l/99-401.ZO .htm I.

US Supreme Court Strikes Down Blanket Primaries in CA

prepared by House Legislative Services
Dan Garrett 

June 26,2000

http://supct.law.cornell.edu/supct/html/99-401.ZO.htmI

