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Introduced: 1/22/90
Referred: State Affairs, and Judiciary

BY THE JUDICIARY COMMTTEE

IN THE HOUSE
HOUSE BILL NO. 435
IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
SIXTEENTH LEGISLATURE - SECOND SESSION
A BILL
For an Act entitled: "An Act relating to the definition of "public ser-
vant® in the criminal code."
BE IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:
* Section 1. AS 11.81.900(b)(48) is amended to read:
(48) "public servant” means each of the following, whether
compensated or not, but does not include jurors or witnesses:

(A) an officer or employee of the state, a municipal-
ity of other political subdivision of the state, or a govern-
mental instrumentality of the state, including legislators,
members of the judiciary, and peace officers;

(B) a personwho participates as an advisor, consul-
tant, or assistant at the request or direction of the state, a
municipality or other political subdivision of the state, or a
governmental instrumentality, or an employee of a person de-
scribed in this subparagraph to the extent the employee as part
of the employment assists the employer in the participation

described in this subparagraph;

©) a person who serves as a member of the board or
commission created by statute or by legislative, judicial, or
administrative action by the state, a municipality or other
political subdivision of the state, or a governmental instrumen-
tality;

(D) a personwho has entered into a contract with the

state, a municipality or other political subdivision of the

HBO435A -1- HB 430



state, or a governmental instrumentality of the state, to carry
out services funded in whole or in part by public money, or who
is administering a grant from the state wunder AS 37.05.315
37.05.317 or a grant from a municipality or other political
subdivision of the state, or an employee of a person described in
this subparagraph to the extent the employee as part of the
employment assists the employer in the activities described in
this subparagraph;

(E) a person nominated, elected, appointed, employed,
or designated to act in a capacity defined in ;) - D [(A) -

(C)] of this paragraph, but who does not occupy the position;

-2- HBO435A



STATE OF ALASKA
1990 LEGISLATIVE SESSION

FISCAL NOTE

REQUEST:
Revision Date: Agency Affected :
Title :  "An Act relating to tie definition BRU:

of "public servant™ in the criminal code."

BILL VERSION: . HB 435
PUBLISH DATE

Department of Law

Prosecution

Sponsor : House Judiciary Components : —ALL

Requestor:  House State Affairs

EXPENDITURES/REVENUES:  (Thousands of Dollars)
OPERATING FY 91 FY 92 FY93

PERSONAL SERVICES
TRAVEL
CONTRACTUAL
SUPPLIES
EQUIPMENT

LAND & STRUCTURES
GRANTS. CLAIMS
MISCELLANEOUS

TOTAL OPERATING -0- -0- -0-

CAPITAL

REVENUE

FUNDING: (Thousands of Dollars)

GENERALFUND -0- -0- -0-
FEDERAL FUNDS

OTHER

TOT/\L

POSITIONS:

FULL-TIME -0- -0- -0-
PART-TIME
TEMPORARY

ANALYSIS :  (Attach a separate page if necessary)

Please see the attached analysis.

R.1kJL

Prepared by:  Richard |. Pegues, Director

FY

Division Administrative Services.
N

) FaAd]

Approved by Commissioner :  Douglas B. Baily. Attorney Ceneral

Agency : Department of Law

Distribution (by preparer):
Legislative Finance
Legislative Sponsor
Requestor
Office of Management and Budget
Impacted Agency(ies)

FT 95 FY 9_6
-CI* -0-
-S3- -0-
ra- -0-
Phone-  *65-3672

Date : ~February 5. 1990

Date: "February 5, 1990

page _1_ Of —-



CONTINUATION of FISCAL NOTE ANALYST™

For Bill/Resolution No. HBit®

This bill amends AS 11.81.900(b)("8) to include an employee of a person who
participates as an advisor, consultant, or assistant at the request or direction of the
state, a municipality or other political subdivision of the state, or a governmental
instrumentality, within the criminal code"s definition of a public servant.

The amendment also includes a person, or an employee of the person, who has
entered into a contract with the state, a municipality or other political subdivision of the
state, or a governmental instrumentality of the state, to carry out services funded in whole
or in part by public money, within this definition.

The bill 1is in response to a recent Alaska Court of Appeals decision, in State
v. Mull in, where the court found that an employee of a firm paid from a publicly-funded
contract was not covered under the statutory definition of a public servant;. The Department
of Law has suggested alternative language to correct this problem and to avoid an overly
broad definition that the department believes is contained in the current version of the
bill. Inany event, the bill seeks to clarify existing law, and it will therefore not have
a fiscal impact on the department.
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Representative Max F. Gruenberg, Jr.
District 11
Spenard, Upper Midtown Anchorage

MEMORANDUM

TO Rep. H.A. "Red"™ Boucher
Chairman, House State Affairs Committee

FROM Rep. Max F. Gruenberg, Jr.
Co-chairman, House Judiciary Committed

DATE January 30, 1990

SUBJECT: Scheduling of HB 435

The House Judiciary Committee has introduced HB 435. The
bill would amend the definition of the term "public servant”
in the criminal code, to correct a deficiency noted by the
Alaska Court of Appeals in the case of State v. Mullins.

In Mullins. an employee of a firm hired by the State to
provide counselling services at a State prison was charged
with accepting a bribe of $25,000 to write a favorable report
on an 1inmate. The court ruled that the charge must be
dismissed because the empl® yee was not a "public servant" as
defined by the criminal code.

HB 435 would close this loophole in current law. The bill is
ready for hearing, and | would appreciate your scheduling it
at the first opportunity.

[TOEN : la- 2) ' 7«
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PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO AS 11.81.900(b) (48):

(B®) a person, or employee of a person, participati
[WHO PARTICIPATES] as an advisor, consultant, or assistant at the
request of. the direction of. or under contract with the a

municipality or other political subdivision of the state, or any

other governmental instrumentality;
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MEMORANDUM November 3, 1989

SUBJECT: Bill amending definition of "public servant”
(Work Order No. 6-1706)

TO: Representative Max Gruenberg, Jr.

FROM: John B. Gaguine

Legislative Counsel

Enclosed you will find a bill that amends the definition of
"public servant™ in Title 11, the criminal code. This bill
is necessary to alter the result of the Alaska Court of
Appeals®™ decision in State v. Mullin, 778 P.2d 233 (1989), a
copy of which is attached. There the court held that the
state could not prosecute an employee of a counseling firm
that under contract with the Department of Corrections was
treating incarcerated sex offenders when the employee
allegedly solicited and received $25,000 from an offender to
render a favorable progress report on the offender. Because
ambiguous criminal statutes must be interpreted in favor of
the accused, the court said, the definition of "public
servant™ in AS 11.81 .900(b) (A8) could not be applied to the
employee, since she did not work for the state and was not
directly contracting with the state.

The bill would make two changes in the definition. First it
would broaden subsection (B) - defining "public servant" as
"a person who participates as an advisor, consultant, or
assistant at the request or direction of the state" - to
include the employees of a person who advises, consults or
assists. (The term "person" is defined in AS 11.81.-
900(b)(39) as including, when appropriate, an organization;
AS 11.81.900(b)(37) broadly defines "organization".)
Mullins® attorney implied, 1id. at 234, that she would have
no defense if subsection (B) had incorporated employees of
an advisor, consultant, or assistant, and 1 think this
position may be right. However, because the terms in (B)
are rather vague, | also added a new subsection (D), which
specifically applies to individuals in Mullins® position -
persons, entities or employees of entities which are per-



Representative Max Gruenberg
Page 2
November 6, 1989

forming government services under contract or are adminis—
tering state or local grants.

The change in (B) and the new subsection (D) will largely
overlap. However, because (B) 1is imprecise and because |1
can conceive of some circumstances where (B) would apply and
(D) would not - say where a person not in government was
informally advising the governor or some other high official
- 1 believe it is appropriate to make both changes.

This proposed change would affect a number of statutes
within Title 11, and likely would affect several statutes
outside of that title, since a court would probably look to
the Title 11 definition if a question of interpreting
"public servant” in those non-Title 11 statutes arose.
Several Title 11 statutes criminalize conduct by public
servants: AS 11.41.520(a)(4) (extortion); 11.41.530(a)(4)
(coercion); 11.56.110 (receiving a bribe); 11.56.120 (re—
ceiving unlawful gratuities)(the charge involved in
Mullins); 11.56.370 (permitting an escape); 11.56.850 (offi-
cial misconduct); and 11.56.860 (misuse of confidential in—
formation) . Other Title 11 statutes criminalize activities
taken against public servants: AS 11.46.550 (offering a
false instrument for recording); 11.56.100 (bribery); 11.-
56.210 (unsworn falsification); 11.56.610 (tampering with
physical evidence); and 11.56.830 (impersonating a public
servant). The non-Title 11 statutes that use the term are
AS 05.15.200 (criminalizing making a false statement to a
public servant for a game-of-chance permit), AS 12.36.090
(defining "peace officer” as public servant with power to
maintain order or make arrests), and AS 36.10.200 - 36.10.-
210 (civil and criminal penalties for unsworn falsification
about local hire meant to mislead public servant). | do not
believe that the change in definition creates problems for
any of these statutes.

If 1 may be of further assistance, please advise.

JBG:Imb
L8/012

Enclosure



NOTICE: This opinion is subject to formal correction
before publication in the Pacific Reporter. Readers
are requested to bring typographical or other formal
errors to the attention of the Clerk of the Appellate
Courts, 303 K Street, Anchorage, Alaska 99501, in
order that corrections may be made prior to permanent
publication.

THE COURT OF APPEALS OF THE STATE OF ALASKA

STATE OF ALASKA,
Court of Appeals No. A-2701
Appellant, Trial Court No. 4FA-S88-1924CR

OPINTITON

CHRISTINE MULLIN,

Appellee. {No. 953 - August 11, 1989

Appeal from the District Court of the State of Alaska,
Fourth Jud:cial District, Fairbanks, Christopher E.
Zimmerman, Judge.

Appearances: Robert C. Anderson, Assistant District
Attorney, Harry L. Davis, District Attorney,
Fairbanks, and Grace Berg Schaible, Attorney
General, Juneau, for Appellar t. Dick Madson, Law

Office of Dick L. Madson, Fairboiiks, for Appellee.

Before: Bryner, Chief Judge, Coats and Singleton,
Judges.

BRYNER, Chief Judge.

Christine Mullin was charged with four counts of receiving
unlawful gratuities, in violation of AS 11.56.120(a), which provides:

A public servant commits the crime of receiving
unlawful gratuities if, for having engaged in an official
act which was required or authorized and for which
the public servant was not entitled to any special or
additional compensation, the public servant

(1) solicits a benefit, regardless of value; or

(2) accepts or agrees to accept a benefit having
a value of $50 or more.



"Public servant” is defined in AS 11.81.900(b) (48):

"[Pjublic servant"” means each of the following,
whether compensated or not, but does not include
jurors or witnesses:

(A) an officer or employee of the state, a
municipality or otherpolitical subdivision of
the state, or a governmental instrumentality
of the state, including legislators, members
of the judiciary, and peace officers;

(B) a person who participates as an advisor,
consultant, or assistant at the request or
Direction of the state, a municipality or

other political subdivision of the state, or a
governmental instrumentality;

(C) a person who serves as a member of the
board or commission created by statute or by
legislative, judicial, or administrative action
by the state, a municipality or other political
subdivision of the state, or a governmental
instrumentality;
(D) a person nominated, elected, appointed,
employed, or designated to act ina capacity
defined in(A) through (©) of this
paragraph, but who does not occupy the
position.
The trial court granted Mullin’s motion to dismiss the complaint on the
grounds that Mullin was not a public servant within the purview of
AS 11.56.120. The state appeals from the order of dismissal. We affirm.

At the time of the alleged offense, Mullin was employed by
Fairbanks Treatment Associates (FTA) as a counselor. Fairbanks
Treatment Associates was under contract with the State of Alaska to
providecounseling services to inmates enrolled inthe Sex Offender
Treatment Program at the Fairbanks Correctional Center (FCC).

As a counselor, Mullin provided counseling services to inmates in
the Sex OffenderTreatment Program, maintained case notes recording the

contentof the counselingsessions and her impressions and

recommendations, and contributed to reports made for participants in the

- 953



program. The criminal complaint filed against Mullin charged that Mullin
solicited and agreed to accept a benefit having a value o more than S50
from FCC inmate Arthur Smith. Specifically, the state alleged that Mullin
offered to render a favorable progress report for Smith, who faced an
upcoming hearing before the parole board, in exchange for $25,000.

The state argues that Mullin was a public servant within
paragraph (B) of the definition: "a person who participates as an
advisor, consultant, or assistant at the request or direction of the state

Mullin  contends that the omission from this definition of
employees of persons participating as advisors or consultants indicates the
legislature's intent not to include someone in her position within the
statute.

This is a case of first impression in Alaska. We have nut
previously been called upon to interpret the term "public servant"™ as it is
used in AS 11.56.120.

The state urges us to follow the federal cases interpreting
18 U.S.C. § 201, the federal bribery statute. That statute prohibits
"public officials” from accepting anything of value in return for being
influenced in the performance of their official duties. The statute defines

"public official" as follows:

Member of Congress, Delegate, or Resident
Commissioner . . . or an officer or employee or person
acting for or on behalf of the United States, or any
department, agency or branch of Government thereof,

including the District of Columbia, in any official
function, under or by authority of any such
department, agency, or branch of Government, or a
juror.

18 U.S.C. § 201(a)(1).

In Dixson v. United States, 465 U.S. 482 (1984), the Supreme

Court held that the executive director and rehabilitation coordinator of a
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nonprofit organization designated by the City of Peoria to administer and
distribute federal block grant funds were public officials for the purposes
of 18 U.S.C. § 201. The Court found that the defendants had been acting
"for or on behalf of' the United States in an official function, Dixson, 465
U.S. at 497, notwithstanding the fact that they had no direct contractual
relationship with the United States Government. The Court reasoned that:

[T]he proper inquiry is not simply whether the person

had signed a contract with the United States or agreed

to serve as the Government’s agent, but rather

whether the person occupies a position of public trust

with official federal responsibilities.
Dixson, 465 U.S. at 496. The Court found that by accepting the
responsibility for distributing federal funds, the defendants had "assumed
the quintessentially official role of administering a social service program
established by the United States Congress." Dixson, 465 U.S. at 497.
Four justices dissented from the Court's opinion on the grounds that
"[tlhe rule of lenity demands that ‘'ambiguity concerning the ambit of
criminal statutes should be resolved in favor of lenity." Dixson, 465 U.S.
at 501 (O'Connor, J., dissenting) (quoting Rewis v. United States, 401
U.S. 808, 812 (1971)).

A case more closely analogous to the present case is United
States v. Ricketts, 651 F.Supp. 283 (S.D.N.V. 1987), aff'd, 838 F.2d 1204
(2d Cir. 1987). Ricketts was the house manager of ChrysJdis, a halfway
house that contracted with the Federal Bureau of Prisons, pursuant to a
federal statute, to house federal inmates. Ricketts, 651 F.Supp. at 284.
After finding that "[defendant’s position is closely analogous to that of a

prison guard, who is unquestionably a public official,” the court held that

Ricketts was a "public official” under the definition in 18 U.S.C. § 201.
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The helpfulness of these ~cases is |limited because of the

differences between 18 U.S.C. 8 201(a)(1) and the applicable Alaska
statutes. In the federal statute, "public official™ is defined to include
"person[s] acting for or on behalf of the United States.” The definition
of "public servant™ in AS 11.81.900(b) (48) does not contain similarly broad
language. The legislative commentary to AS 11.81.900(b) (48) does indicate
the legislature's intent to adopt a broad definition of "public servant.”
The commentary states:
The term "public servant” is defined broadly to
include not only every category of government or
public officer, but every employee of every such office
or agency, every person retained to perform some
government service and every person who, though not
having yet assumed his official duties, has been

selected to become a public servant.

The definition has been drafted to make it clear

that those serving "political subdivisions"” and
"governmental instrumentalities” within the state are
public servants. Coverage is also intended to reach

persons who serve governmental instrumentalities and
political subdivisions of the state in advisory or
consultative capacities.

The words "whether compensated or not" have
been added to insure that the bribery statutes cover
individuals who are serving in a compensatory position
as well as those serving without pay. The gist of the
offense is the intent to influence the course of public
administration. The public servant functioning
gratuitously can be ' as effective in corrupting
governmental process as the paid functionary.

Witnesses and jurors are excluded from the
definition. Bribery and bribe receiving of and by
such persons is covered in Article 4 of the Chapter.
Commentary on the Alaska Revised Criminal Code, Senate Journal
Supplement No. 47 at 69-70 (June 12, 1978).
Like the statute itself, the commentary is ambiguous. Mullin may

or may not be included in the phrase "every person retained to perform

some government service." It is not clear whether this refers only to
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those actually retained by the government, or whether it refers as well to
those retained by private employers to do work for the government.
Thus”, we cannot determine from the commentary whether a person retained
in anon-supervisory position bya private organization contracting with
the government is a public servant.

Mullin cites cases fromother jurisdictions in which bribery
statutes similar to our own have been interpreted narrowly. One of these
cases, State v. Pinckney, 276 N.W.2d 433 (lowa 1979), is not directly on
point. The statute involved prohibited the acceptance of gratuities only
by "public officers,” rather than by all public employees. The court held
that Pinckney, a liquor properties manager from the Ilowa Beer and Liquor
Control Department, could not be prosecuted under the statute because he
was only a public employee, not a public officer. The holding and
reasoning in Pinckney are not applicable to the Alaska statute, which does
not distinguish between "officers" and other public servants.

Mullin also cites Bailey v. People, 617P.2d 549 (Colo.1980),
which interprets theColorado statute prohibiting bribery of a public
servant. The Colorado statute defines "public servant” as

any officer or employee of government, whether elected
or appointed, and any person participating as an

advisor, or consultant,’ engaged in the service of
process, or otherwise performing a governmental
function

Colo. Rev. Stat. 8 18-8-101(3) (1973). "Government" is defined
in the same statute:

"Government" includes any branch, subdivision,
institution, or agency of the government of this state
or any political subdivision within it.

Colo. Rev. Stat. § 18-8-101 (1973).
The issue in Bailey was whether an employee of the Colorado

Springs Urban Renewal Effort (CURE), a corporate body created under the
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authority of the Colorado Urban Renewal Law, was a public servant. The
court held that the CURE employee was not a public servant, because
CURE did not come within the definition of government in section
18-8-101(1). The court followed the rule cited by the dissenting justices
in Dixson, that criminal statutes are to be strictly construed in favor of
the accused. Since the language "any corporation” was not included in
the statutory definition of government, the court held that CURE
employees were not "public servants" performing a "governmental function”
on behalf of a "government." Bailey, 617 P.2d at 551.

We are persuaded by the reasoning of the Colorado Supreme
Court in Bailey. The rule that ambiguities in criminal statutes are to be
narrowly read and strictly construed against the state is well established
in Alaska. See, e.g., Newsom v. State. 726 P.2d 561, 563 (Alaska App.
1986); State v. R.H., 683 P.2d 269, 280 (Alaska App. 1984);
Dailey v. State, 675 P.2d657, 661 (Alaska App. 1984). Judge Zimmerman
correctly applied that rule in this case. The language of AS
11.81.900(b) (48) does not make it clear whether someone like Mullin, an
employee of a private organization contracting with the state to provide
services to prison inmates, is a "public servant.” Although the Ilegislative
commentary to the statute indicates that the definition is intended to be a
broad one, it does not specifically address positions such as Mullin's.
This ambiguity in the statutory definition of "public servant” must be
strictly construed in favor of the defendant. The district court did not
err in ruling that Mullin was not a public servant within the definition in

AS 11.81.900(b) (48).

The order dismissing the complaint against Mullin is AFFIRMED.
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REVENUE

FUNDING: (Thousands of Dollars)

GENERAL FUND 380.0 25 55 346.1 351.2 356.3 . 361.7
FEDERAL FUNDS

OTHER 55.0 65.0 75.0 P.5.0 95 n 105 Q
TOTAL 475 n 18J. 476 7 AEL-1 466
POSITIONS:

FULL-TIME 3 3 3 r- 3 7 3
PART-TIME

TEMPORARY

ANALYSIS : (Attach a separate page if necessary)
See attached analysis

Estimate for program receipts, private sector donations, and contributions.
There would be a need to include expenditure/receipt authority within the
powers of the Commission.

Preparedby:  Michael A. Niaich. Director \ j Phm, .- 465-3616
Division: Administrative Services 0 S el /99
Approved by Commissioner: Carrey Peska, Chief*pjHe"aj"" Date: A

Agency: Office of the Governor

Distribution (by preparer):
Legislative Finance
Legislative Sponsor
Requestor

Office of Management and Budget
Impacted Agency(ics) page-------- of



CS HB 440 (Foreign Trade) Page 1
Alaska-Soviet Commission
Analysis:

PERSONAL SERVICES 149.4

Fiscal note assumes Anchorage location of three commission staff,
Executive Director Range 23, Administrative Assistant Range 16, and
a Secretary | Range 10.

Request for New Position forms are attached. Salaries shown are
step A for FY 091. Personal Services requests for subsequent years
include one-step merit increases.

TRAVEL 92.3

Travel has been averaged to incorporate the travel costs from
statewide locations of the commission members, assumes four
commission meetings and appointment of five ex-officio members.

Anchorage: 2 meetings

Commission members

travel @ 450/person x 8 people 3,600
per diem @ 80 x 3 days x 11 people 2,640
two meetings @ 6,240 12,480

Juneau:
Commission members

travel @ 450/person x 10 people 4,500
per diem @80 x 3 days x 11 people 2,640

Administrative staff

travel @ 366/person x 2 people 732
per diem @ 80 x 3 days x 2 people 480 8,352

Fairbanks:

Commission members

ravel @ 450/person x 10 people 4,500
.er diem @ 90 x 3 days x 11 people 2,970

Administrative staff

travel @ 436/person x 2 people 872
per diem @ 90 x 3 days x 2 people 540 8,882



CS HB 440 (Foreign Trade) Page 2
Alaska-Soviet Commission

Analysis:

TRAVEL (continued)

Soviet Far East:

Commission members

12 members travel = 27,200
12 members per dienm « 12,760
Administrative staff
travel @ 2100/personx 1 person = 2,100
per diem @ 1050/person x 1 person = 1,050 43,110
Additional travel:
Accompany delegations - assumes 2 people
for three delegations
travel @ 2100/person x 2people x3 = 12,600
per deim @ 1050/personx 2 people x 3 = 6,300 18,900
Additional administrative staff travel
Juneau:
travel @ 366/trip x 2 trips = 732
per diem @ 80/day for total 6 days = 480 1,212
Total Travel: 92,936
CONTRACTUAL 107.8
Professional Services:
Interpreter services, delegations hosting
expenses, professional services contracts 60,000
Communication:
Telephone (toll costs, base/local
fixed costs, centrex network costs)
350/mo x 12 months 4,200
Telecopier charges - 25/mo x 12months 300
Teleconference charges - 4@ 450 1,800

Postage - 300/mo x 12 3,600 9.900



CS HB 440 (Foreign Trade) Page 3
Alaska-Soviet Commission
Analysis:
CONTRACTUAL (Continued)
Transportation:

Freight and express charges - 75/mo x 12 900

Advertising, Printing & Binding:

Subscriptions 75
Advertising - 4 meetings x350 1,400
Commission vacancies approx. 3annually 1,050
Printing - 4 newsletters x 800each 3,200
Annual report 13,500
Forms, misc. 750 19,975
Minor Repair, Maintenance 1,200

Rental for Office Space:
660.5 SF per DOA standards x $2.00/SF 15,852

Total Contractual: 107,827

SUPPLIES AND MATERIALS 2.6

Office and library supplies, 200/mo x 12 = 2,400
Data processing supplies = 150 2,550
EQUIPMENT 27.9
Communication/Data Processing Equipment:
3 PC workstations, 1 laser printer = 16,000
Phones = 1,500 17,500
Furniture/Office Equipment:
Furniture/misc. equipment (3 stations) = 7,500
2 5-drawer lateral file cabinets = 900
Tabletop Photocopier = 2,000 10,400
Total Equipment: 27,900

MISCELLANEOUS 55.0

Estimate for program receipts, private sector
donations and contributions for identified
Commission projects. 55,000



POSITION TITLE RANCE/STEP BARC. UNIT PACE/LINE APPROV. DISAPP
Executive Director, Alaska-Soviet Commission 23/A cov.
TYPE OF POSITION  STAFF MONTHS RP NUMBER PCN NUMBER BRU PRIORITY LOCATION ELECTION DISTRICT
PFT 12 Anchorage LEG.
CONTINUATION LEVEL ADDITION X JUSTIFICATION:
TYPE OF EXPENDITURE AMOUNT
1 Executive Director, Alaska-Soviet Commission. Must be fluent
PERSONAL SERVICES in Russian. Responsible for overall supervision of Commissicn
salary 54,288.00 staff, working with Ccjrmissioners, legislators, other agencie
JL  Benefits . 16,659.12 private sector, local governments, non-profit organizations,
Jt  Supplemental Benefits educational agencies and Soviet contacts. Directs, manages
8. Fixed Benefits and promotes policies and procedures necessary for Conmissior
-9 TOTAL PERSONAL SERVICES 01 71.0 to meet its legislative mandate. Primary liaison for agency
0. Trael 02 8.8 with the Governor, legislature, federal agencies and
LL Contractual 03 3.4 Soviet agencies/contacts.
12.  Commodi ties o= .9
L.  FEouipment 05 7.5 Develops annual report to the Legislature; ensures staff
la. Other implementation of Commissionls actions; employs, discharges
5. TOTAL COST 91.6 and supervises Administrative Assistant and Secretary I.
RECEIPT CODE FUNDING SOURCE
16. Federal Receipts 1002
17. C.F. Match 1003
18. General Funds 1004 91.6
19. I-A Receipts 1005
2. Program Receipts 1028
21. Other
FOR B&M USE ONLY
KEY NUMBER
agency Office of the Governor Fra
REQUEST FOR
NEW POSITION bru Commissions and Special Offices Page 1 of 3
component Alaska-Soviet Commission Revised Date

01-1137(7/BH) -13



POSITION TITLE RANGE/STEP BARG. UNIT PAGE/LINE APPROV. DISAPP
1 Administrative Assistant I£./A GOv.
TYPE OF POSITION STAFF MONTHS RP NUMBER PCN NUMBER BRU PRIORITY LOCATION ELECTION DISTRICT
2. PFT 12 Anchorage LEG.
JUSTIFICATION:
it TYPE OF EXPENDITURE AMOUNT
1 2 3 Administrative support to the Executive Director and
PERSONAL  SERVICES the Alaska-Soviet Commission. Supervise Sec. 1, respon—

5. Salary 33,660.0 sible for all administrative, fiscal duties of the
6.  Benefits 12,090.0 Commission office. Assist Executive Director with
7. Supplemental Benefits preparation of the annual report. Ensure receipt of
8.  Fixed Benefits fees for Commission®s publications, fax and phone

0. TOTAL PERSONAL SERVICES 01 45.8 charges, etc.
10.  Travel 02 .6
1. Contractual 03 .9
12.  Commodities o> .9
13.  Equipment 05 9.0
1A.  Other
15.  TOTAL COST 60.2

RECEIPT CODE FUNDING SOURCE

16. Federal Receipts 1002
17. G.F. Match 1003

. General Funds 100 60.2
19. I-A Receipts 1005

Program Receipts 1028

21. Other

FOR B&M USE ONLY
KEY NUMBER

REQUEST FOR
NEW POSITION

01-1137( 7/80)-13

AGENCY Office of the Governor

bru Commissions and Special Offices Page 2 of 3

component Alaska-Soviet Commission Revised Date



RBEBESSE

POSITION TITLE
Secretary 1

TYPE OF POSITION STAFF MONTHS RP NUMBER
PFT 12
CONTINUATION LEVEL ADDITION
TYPE OF EXPENDITURE
1 2
PERSONAL SERVICES

Salary 22,872.00
Benef its 9,700.44
Supplemental Benefits
Fixed Benefits

TOTAL PERSONAL SERVICES 01
Travel 02
Contractual 03
Commodities o1
Equipment 05
Other
TOTAL COST

FUNDING SOURCE
Federal Receipts 1002

RECEIPT CODE

G.F. Match 1003
General Funds 100D
I-A Receipts 1005
Program Receipts 1028
Other
FOR BAM USE ONLY
KEY NUMBER ... iiiiiiiiiiaaaann
agency
REQUEST FOR
NEW POSITION bru
component

01-1117(7/tt0)-13

RANGE/STEP BARG. UNIT
10/A
PCH NUMBER BRU PRIORITY LOCATION
Anchoracre
JUSTIFICATION:
AMOUNT
3

32.6
1.5
.8
9.0
43.9

Office of the Governor
Cormissions and Special Offices

Alaska-Soviet Commission

PACE/LINE

ELECTION DISTRICT

Page 3

Revised Date

of

3

GOVv.

LEG.

APPROV. DISAPP

Secretarial support to Alaska-Soviet Commission staff.



DRAFT
Under the authority of art. Il1l, sec. 18, of the Alaska Constitu—

tion, | am transmitting a bill establishing the Alaska-Soviet Far

East Commission.

«"Since -the Alaska Performing Artists For Peace (now known as
Camai) broke the 1ice curtain with their triumphal tour of the
Soviet Union in 1986, glasnost and perestroika have literally
opened the door to a wide variety of economic, cultural, scien—
tific, technical, and educational contacts between the Soviet Far
East and Alaska. As our second-closest neighbor, and one with
which we have substantial historic ties, 1 believe that the state
should actively support and encourage the growing relationship

between Alaska and the Soviet P3ar East by establishing a commis—
sion to serve as a point of contact and an official coordinator
of these exchanges. The seven members of the Alaska-Soviet Far
East Commission would include representatives from the private
sector, from higher education, and from the Native community;

this broad representation would enable the commission to cover

the full spectrum of contacts between Alaska and the Soviet Far

East.

Through establishment of this commission, the state would both
recognize the tremendous strides which have been taken to date in
A{aska—Soviet Far East relations and lay the groundwork for con-

tinued growth of the relationship between Alaska and our

second-closest neighbor. I urge your prompt and favorable action



on this measure.

Sincerely,

Steve Cowper

Governor



UNIVERSITY OF ALASKA

A

3211 Providence Drive Tel 907-786-7710

Anchorage, Alaska 99508 USA  Fax 907-735-7739 Victor Fischer, Director of Soviet Relations
Representative George G. Jacko, Jr. January 22, 1990
Alaska House of Representatives
P.O. Box V

Juneau, AK 99811
Re: Alaska-Sovie* Foundation

Dear Representative Jacko:

It's been marvelous to observe the enthusiasm of most Alaskans for closer ties with people
in the Soviet Union. And | certainly hope we can continue in that direction.

However, after working on and observing efforts to establish exchanges and constructive .

working relationships with the Soviets, | have become convinced that availability of
adequate long-term funding is critical to success. Too often, cooperation is foundering on
our inability to reciprocate Soviet support for educational, scientific, cultural, and other
exchanges. Sometimes, the lack of money for this purpose is plainly embarrassing. In other
instances, exchanges have had to be deferred or canceled due to unavailability of funds on

the Alaska side.

| am enclosing the outline of a proposal to create and endow the Alaska-Soviet Foundation
to help deal with the situation. To provide stabilitz, continuity, and accountability, the
Foundation would be lodged within the University of Alaska. It would, however, function
independently under its own board.

This should be viewed as a state and not a University proposal. Though housed within the
University, the Foundation is to be a separate public corporation. It should not be
considered part of the UA budget.

The Foundation proposal is not in conflict with the proposed legislation for an
Alaska-Soviet Far East Commission. In fact, both proposals were reviewed and endorsed
by the Governor’s Alaska-Soviet Far East Working Group, of which | am a member.

| hope you look upon this proposal with favor and will heIR bring the Alaska-Soviet
Foundation into reality. I'll be happy to work with you and otners toward that end.

| expect to be in the Soviet Far East and Siberia over the next several weeks. However,
| would be ready to discuss the proposal after returnin%, around February 10 and could
come to Juneau toward the end of next month and beginning of March, especially if
hearings were scheduled on this and other Soviet-related proposals.

Thanks for your consideration, and best personal regards.

Vic Fischer |

Office of the President - University of Alaska Statewide System



ALASKA-SOVIET FOUNDATION (ASF)

Proposal

Establish and fund the Alaska-Soviet Foundation as a free-standing,
non-profit public corporation, housed within the University of Alaska,
to facilitate relations and interaction between Alaska and the Soviet

Union.

Purpose

* Promote contacts and exchanges between Alaska and the Soviet
Union to create better understanding and better relations
between our respective peoples and institutions through
financial, logistical, educational, informational, and other
support.

* Provide for continuity of support and for objective, non-—
political management.

* Obtain matching, non-state financial support.

Approach

* Alaska-Soviet Foundation (ASF) 1is established by state law
within the University of Alaska.

* University administers ASF on a statewide basis, guided by a
foundation board appointed by the Governor and the University
President. The board sets policies and procedures, allocates
funds, and authorizes grants.

* State appropriates $4.5 million for ASF,* matching funds are
raised from private foundations, corporations, federal, and
other non-state sources. The state appropriation and
matching funds constitute an endowment. Only endowment
income generated by matched endowment principal may be used
for current ASF expenditures. Income not expended is part of
the endowment

* Activities funded through ASF could include:

* helping underwrite Alaska/US costs of Soviet visits and
\isitors

* assisting student >d faculty exchanges at both pre- and
post-secondary le els

* facilitating and coordinating educational, cultural,
scientific, communication, information exchange, and
other interaction

* stimulating Russian language instruction

* monitoring social-economic-political situation

* providing matching/challenge grants to stimulate use of
non-state funds
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LEGISLATIVE AFFAIRS AGENCY

MEMORANDUM February 1, 1990
SUBJECT: Sectional summary of HB 440

TO: Representative George Jacko

FROM: Theresa L. BannisterD®

Legislative Counsel

You have requested a sectional summary of the above de—
scribed bill.

As a preliminary matter, note that a sectional summary of a
bill should not be considered an authoritative interpreta—
tion of the bill and the bill itself is the best statement
of its contents. If you would like an interpretation of the
bill as it may apply to a particular set of circumstances,
please advise.

Section 1 adds a new article on the Alaska-Soviet Far East
Commission.

Sec. 44.19.605 creates the Alaska-Soviet Far East Commission
in the Office of the Governor.

Sec. 44.19.615 establishes the purpose of the commission.
The purpose 1is to represent the state in Alaska-Soviet
issues and to serve as the contact point and official coor—
dinator in the development of certain contacts with the

Soviet Far East.

Sec. 44.19.625 establishes that the commission is composed
of seven members appointed by the governor. Specifies that
certain members are to be from certain sectors of the popu-—
lation. Directs the governor to designate the chairperson
and establishes the term of the chairperson. Allows the
governor to reappoint the chairperson for successive terms.

Sec. 44.19.635 establishes the term of office for the com-—
mission members, 1including the staggering of terms. Estab —
lishes how vacancies are to be filled.

"B 'Oljaorr



Representative George Jacko
Page 2
February 1, 1990

Sec. 44.19.645 lists the powers and duties of the commis—
sion.

Sec. 44.19.655 directs the governor to call the first meet—
ing of the commission within 60 days after the members have
been appointed. Establishes what constitutes a quorum.
States when the commission is to meet.

Sec. 44.19.665 states that the members serve without compen—
sation but are entitled to certain per diem and travel allow
ances.

Sec. 44.19.675 requires the commission to submit each year a
report of its activities and any recommendations to the leg—
islature and the governor. Establishes the reporting date.
Section 2 gives the Act an immediate effective date.

If 1 may be of further assistance, please advise.

TLB:pi
WKP1/075



mFEB 02 "SO 1?:04 nLhSKh GOVERNOR S OFFICE: OIT

SOVIET FAR EAST WORKING GROUP

MEMBERS:

1.  Garrey Peska, Chair PH  465-3500
P.O. Box A FAX: 474-3454
Juneau, AK 99811
Sect.: Sue

2. Lee Gorsuch, ISER PH:  786-7710
3211 Providence Dr. 786-7711
Anchorage, AK 99503 FAX:. 786-7738

3. John Choon Kim, ACIB PH  561-2322
4201 Tudor Centre FAX: 561-15641

Anchorage, AK 99508

4, Bob Poe, OIT PH. 561-5585
3601 C Street, Ste. #798 FAX: 561-4577
Anchorage, AK 99503

5. Willie Hensley, NANA PH.  442-3301
Box 49 FAX: 442-2866

Kotzebue, AK 99752

6. George Krusz, ASCC PH. 586-2323
217 2nd Street, Ste. #201 FAX: 463-5515
Juneau, AK 99801
Sect,: Lori Yorba

7. Victor Fischer, UAA PH 786-7710
Office of Soviet Affairs FAX: 786-7738
3211 Providence Dr.
Anchorage, AK 99503

8. Ginna Brelsford, OIT PH:. 561-2260
3601 C St., Ste. #798 FAX: 561-4577
Anchorage, AK 99503
Staff

.3
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ii U4 hihZlh GOVERNOR"S OFFICE! OIT

SOVIET FAR EAST TRADE MISSION GROUP

NAME

Bruce Kennedy

Alaska Alrl Inee

Box 68000

Seattle, WA 98168
Sect: Vickl Johnson

Jim Johnson

Alaska Alrllnes

Box 68900

Seattle, wa 98168

Sect: Donna O'Llnga

19300 Pacific Hwy So. 98188

Lee Wareham
210 East Bluff Road

Box 196607
Anchorage, AK 99519-6607
Sect: Laurie

Exec. Asst:Barb Gruensteln

Sam Salkln

7023 Tanalna Drive
Anchorage, AK 99502
Sect: Nicole

Bill Philllps

PHONE

206 433-3133

208 431-7193

206 433-3169

(street address)

264-7881

Same

264-7782

278-2226

202 835-8163

Hopkins, Sutter, Hamel & Park
888 16th Street NW, Suite 800

Washington, SC 20008
Sect: Beverly

Ron Sheardown

Greatland Exploration, Ltd.
3512 Campbell Airstrip Rd
Anchorage, AK 99604

Garrey Peska
P.O. Box A
Juneau, AK 99811

Howard Weaver

P.O. Box 14-9001
Anchorage, AK 99514-9001
Sect: Mary EI len

Caleb Pungowyl
Kawerak, Inc,
P.O. Box 848
Nome, AK 98762
Sect: Dol la

202 835-8195

333-1602
244-1994
333-1400

485-3500

257-4310

443-5231

home ph.
cel I. ph.
AOC

FAX

206 433-3379

264-7285

264-7704

270-0584

202 836-8136

562-0413

403-3454

443-29815



(5) an increased possihilily Chat lighted ai<ls to
navigation w ill become extinguished before they can be serviced!
and

(6) numerous other reductions in services provided to
mariners and the public; and

WHEREAS there is evidence of extensive illegal fishing in
the 200-mile fishing zone in the Bering Sea by foreign fishing
vessels; and

WHEREAS 129 different foreign vessels were sighted in the
international waters of the Bering Sea during 1967; and

WHEREAS inadequate enforcement of foreign fishing results in
over exploitation of the fish stocks and deprives American fish-
oiPien and processing workers of their jobs and the United States
of a market for its fishery products, thus eliminating an oppor-
tunity to correct the imbalance of crade with Japan ar.d other
countries; and

WHEREAS fishermen, sailors, and boaters on the waters of and
off Alaska rely on the vital service the Coast Guard provides by
being on call 24 hours of each day to assist in the protection of
property and the lives of those who are in peril at sea; and

WHEREAS the reductions in che budget of che Coast Guard for
meeting its operational responsibilities puts the lives of our
friends and neighbors at risk;

Bn n RESOLVED rha! Ibe Alaska State Legislature respectful-
ly expresses its strongest possible objection to the reductions
ihat have been made to the United Slates Coast Guard budget for
iiscui year 198H; and be it

FURTHER RESOLVED that the Alaska State Legislature respect-
fully requests that the budget for the Coast Guard be restored to
rh.it level necessary to allow the Coast Guard to fully perform
its mission, maintain its physical plant and equipment, and pay
its active and retired personnel.

COPIL3 of this resoiuticn shall be sent Co the Honorable
Ronald Reagan, Presidenc of the United States; to the Honorable
Gec.rge Bush, Vice-President of the United States and President of
the U.S. Senate; to the Honorable Jamas H. Burnley IV, Secretary
of Transportation; to Admiral Paul A. Yost, Jr., Coast Guard
Cccsraudunr; to Rear Admiral Edward Nelson, Jr., Commander 17th
Coast Guard District, to the Honorable Jim Wright, Speaker of the
I''S. House of Representatives; to the Honorable John C. Stennis,
Chairman of the U.S. Senate Committee on Appropriations; to the
Honorable Jamie L. Whitten, Chairman of the U.S. House of Repre-
sentatives Committee on Appropriations: and to che Honorable Ted
Etevens and the Honorable Frank Murkowski, U.S. Senators, and the
Honorable L'on Young, U.S. Representative, members of the Alaska
delegation in Congress.

LR 65 -2-

STATE OF ALASKA

THE LEGISLATURE

1980
Legislative
Sourca Resolve No.
HCS SCR 34(SA) am |li 66

Relating to the establishment of a commission on Alaskan-Soviet
relations.

BE IT RESOLVED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:

WHEREAS the United States and the Soviet Union, recognizing
the desires of the citizens of their countries, signed an agree-
ment in 1986 encouraging people-to-people exchanges between the
two countries; and

WHEREAS the United States and the Soviet Union have signed a
medical research agreement giving the University of Alaska the
responsibility and authority to teach, develop, research, and
coordinate circumpolar interests between the United States and
the Siberian branch of the Academy of Medical Sciences in the
Soviet Union; and

WHEREAS the United States and Soviet Union agreed in
December 1987 to establish bilateral groups to work on Arctic
issues; and

WHEREAS Alaskans and the Soviet Union are each seeking
closer ties with the other as evidenced by the travel of Alaska's
Performers for Peace to the Soviet Union, by the efforts of
citizens of Alaska and of the Soviet Union to bring Siberians to
che St. Lawrence Island Whaling Festival and che Eskirao-Indian
Olympics, and by the agreement of the Soviet Union to consider
proposals for airline traffic between Alaska and Siberia; and

WHEREAS it would be consistent with and supportive of che
efforts of the United States and the Soviet Union co improve
understanding between the two countries to stimulate travel,
Crade, and cultural and scientific exchange between Alaska and
Siberia; and

WHEREAS achievement of these goals will be dependent in part



upon L rout inutup, il'lort by Alisk.iiin to identify fully those
sjiotilli* ohjoct 1voi. so (h.it tlicy niuy lie pursued through approprl-
utf channels;

HE IT RESOLVED th.it the Alaska State Legislature respectful-
ly requests the Governor to jppoint a nine person commission on
Alaska-Soviet relations to explore and identify areas of mutually
beneficial interactions and to prepare findings and recommenda-
tions for the Governor and the legislature; and be it

FURTHER RESOLVED that the Governor is requested co make
appointments to the commission from government, civic, academic,
cultural, labor, and business leaders of the state; and be it

FURTHER RESOLVED that the Governor is requested to instruct
the commission to examine the cultural aad historical relation-
ship of Alaska to che Soviet Union and to investigate areas of
mutually beneficial relationships between the people of Che state
and our Siberian neighbors; and be It

FURTHER RESOLVED that the Governor is requested to direct

the commission to report its findings and recommendations to the
Governor and legislature by July J, 1989,

LK 6h

STATE OF ALASKA

THE LEGISLATURE

1988

Legislative
Source Resolve No.
SJR 27 67

Urging the United States Army Corps of Engineers co dredge the
shoal developing in St. Paul Harbor, Kodiak,

BE IT RESOLVED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:

WHEREAS a shoal is developing in Sc. Paul Harbor, Kodiak,
and this shoal may damage the economy of the region if Che harbor

is not dredged soon; and

WHEREAS Kodiak depends heavily on sea transportation for the
receipt of its supplies; and

WHEREAS large ships have difficulty maneuvering in St. Paul
Harbor because of the strong tides and crosswinds that occur in
the harbor, and this problem has been compounded by Che emerging
shoal; and

WHEREAS the economic health of the seafood industry in che
state is based on the fast and economical transportation of
seafood products; and

WHEREAS harbor navigability is vital to the state's policy
of developing international export trade; and

WHEREAS port development represents a significant capital
investment by the state and by the federal government;

BE IT RESOLVED that the Alaska State Legislature
respectfully requests Governor Cowper and the Congressional
delegation of the state to urge the United States Army Corps of
Engineers co undertake a dredging project in St. Paul Harbor,
Kodiak, as soon as possible.

COPIES of this resolution shall be sent to Lieutenant
General Elvin R. Heiberg, 11l, Commander of the U.S. Army Corps
of Engineers; and to the Honorable Ted Stevens and the Honorable



state of Ohio
OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR
Columbus 43266-0601

RICHARD F. CELESTE
GOVERNOR

March 1, 1990

Glen Gray

Legislative Research Agency
P.O.B. Y

Juneau, Alaska 99811-3100
Dear Mr. Gray:

As we discussed, enclosed is a copy of the Executive Order
creating the Ohio Trade Council.

If 1 may be of further assistance to you, please do not hesitate
to contact me.

Sincerely,

Economic Development Policy

enclosure



EXECUTIVE ORDER

CREATING THE OHIO TRADE COUNCIL

WHEREAS, the Division of International Trade In the Ohio Department of Develop
ment and exporting firms within the state seek to expand their activities
1n International Trade; and

WHEREAS, the Ohio Trade Council would serve as a liaison between exporting
firms and the state through which economic benefits of international trade
and exporting may be fully realized;

NOW, THEREFORE, I, Richard F. Celeste, Governor of the State of Ohio, pursuant
to Article 111 of the Constitution of the State of Ohio, in order to establish
the Ohio Trade Council to more effectively coordinate resources within the
state to expand international trade and exports, do hereby:

1. Establish the Ohio Trade Council whose members will be appointed as herein
after set forth and who will serve at the pleasure of the Governor.

A. The Ohio Trade Council will be comprised of twenty-four (24) persons,
twenty (20) of whom are appointed by the Governor and who are broadly
- representative of the various Ohio firms that export.

B. The President of the Senate shall designate two (2) members of the
Senate to serve on the Ohio Trade Council, and the Speaker of the

House of Representatives shall designate two (2) members of the
House to serve on the Ohio Trade Council.

C. The Chairperson of the Ohio Trade Council shall be so designated
by the Governor.

2. The Ohio Trade Council shall meet quarterly and at such other times as
the Chairperson may deem necessary to carry out the duties and responsibil
ities of the Ohio Trade Council.

3. Members of the Ohio Trade Council shall serve in a voluntary capacity

without compensation or reimbursement for expenses incurred in the perfor—
mance of their duties.

4. The Ohio Trade Council shall possess the following powers and duties:

A. Strengthen this administration®s commitment to assist Ohio firms
engaged in or are new-to export and international trade.

B. Advise Ohio businesses engaged in or exploring opportunities in ex—
ports.

C. Prepare reports, research issues, and gather data on Ohio exports.
D. Coordinate with the Director of the International Trade Division
.means, strategies, and approaches to expand Ohio®"s trade with foreign

nations.

E. Advise Ohio businesses, through various Ohio Chambers of Commerce,
on export strategies and marketing approaches.



without compensation or reimbursement for expenses incurred in the perfor—
mance of their duties.

4. The Ohio Trade Council shall possess the following powers and duties:

A. Strengthen this administration®s commitment to assist Ohio firms
engaged in or are new-to export and international trade.

B. Advise Ohio businesses engaged in or exploring opportunities in ex-
- ports.

C. Prepare reports,research issues, and gather dataonOhio exports.

,D. Coordinate withthe Director ofthelnternational TradeDivision

.means, strategies, and approaches to expand Ohio"s trade with foreign
* . nations.

E. Advise Ohio businesses, through various Ohio Chambers of Coimierce,
on export strategies and marketing approaches.

<5_: The Division of International Trade shall provide such staff support
. =% . to the Ohio Trade Council as is necessary to assist the Council in the
= Yv"i.V- performance of its duties.
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MEMORANDUM
TO: George Jacko DATE: March 12, 1990
Representative
THRU: PHONE: 561-5585

SUBJECT: Comments on
HB 440
FROM: Robert G. Poe, Jr. £67
Director, OIT

This bill has been introduced by the Administration as a measure to
better facilitate Alaska's wide-ranging involvement with the Soviet
Union. The Alaska-Soviet Commission (ASC) has heen proposed to
represent the State in Alaska/Soviet relations and to serve as a
central coordination point for contacts with the Soviet Union. The
ASC is nft intended to prevent any project from happening nor to
exert control over citizen-diplomacy efforts. However, given the high
level of activity between Alaska and the Soviet Union, a central point
of contact and official representative in addition to the Governor is
quite necessary. Since this commission is located within the
Governor's Office and the commission members serve at the pleasure
of the Governor, the ASC can represent Alaska to the Soviets when
the Governor is unavailable.

Last week the International Trade Committee in the House reviewed
a committee substitute for HB440. The Administration has some
serious concerns about some of the changes included in the
committee substitute which are described below.

1.0 Composition - The Administration generally supports

the changes made here and we concur with the inclusion of the

chairs of the House and Senate foreign trade committees as ex-officio
members to the ASC. However, since the Office of International

Trade and the Governor's Office will be expected to carry out much of
the action taken by the ASC, we believe that at least 2 of the 3
suggested Administration amembers should have full voting rights on
the ASC.
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1.1 The purpose and duties of ex-officio members is not
described in the committee substitute.

2.0 Powers and Duties - The powers and duties as
described in the committee substitute go significantly beyond those
outlined in the original HB440. Our comments to these changes are
listed below.

2.1 - 2.3 No comment.

2.4 Interaction between Alaska and the Soviet Union has
been expanding rapidly. There exists no model or previous
history to follow. Therefore, procedures for interaction have
been developing as needed. This section implies that the ASC
will develop the '"correct" procedures for interacting with the
Soviets and that all other ways will be incorrect. This is the
type of control many citizen diplomacy groups are concerned
about. We feel this power 1is not necessary and should be
removed from the committee substitute.

2.5 It is presumptuous to believe that the ASC could be the
sole group to determine and evaluate the potential for
eccnomic partnership between the Soviet Union and Alaska.
This 1is exactly the type of power that concerns private
businesses who are already identifying areas for potential
economic partnership. We feel this power 1is not necessary and
should be removed from the committee substitute.

2.6 It is quite appropriate for the ASC to identify trading
problems which are unique to the Soviet Union. It is important
though, not to otherwise duplicate services already provided

by the Office of International Trade (OIT). We believe this
power should either be eliminated or should be modified to
read "(6) identify trade problems unique to the Soviet Union."

2.7 - 2.10 No comment.
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Jacko

2.11 We agree that the ASC should have the legal ability to
charge for its services. It is important that these services not
compete with or displace private providers of translation or
consulting services. Also, we feel that charging for letters of
introduction will likely lead to complaints about favoritism etc.
This duty should be changed to read "(11) charge for
commission®s services and products.”

3.0 Meetings - Requiring three meetings each year to be

held not by teleconference is adding unnecessary costs to the
operation of the ASC. Alaskans are comfortable meeting by

teleconference.

4.0 Staff - The requirement of 3 staff and the expanded

composition of the commission will likely expand the costs of the ASC
which was not the original intent.

CC:

G. Peska
R. Evans
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HOUSE BILL NO. 449 SINGLE MEMBER ELECTION DISTRICTS

"An Act relating to election districts; and providing for an effective
date."
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Introduced: 1/26/90 6-0214A
Referred: State Affairs, and Judiciary

c c* f-e,
O ts*-\ ,
BY REP. HANLEY, Leman, M artin, C.Davis, Zawacki
IN THE HOUSE
HOUSE BILL NO. 449
IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
SIXTEENTH LEGISLATURE - SECOND SESSION
A BILL
For an Act entitled: "An Act relating to election districts; and providing

for an effective date."

BE IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THF. STATE OF ALASKA:

read:

*

fkej

ACt

t Cft

* Section 1. AS 15.35 is amended by adding new sections to article 2 to

Sec. 15.35.022. HOUSE ELECTION DISTRICTS. A member of the house
of representatives shall be elected by the qualified voters of a house
election district that was established in the most recent reapportion-
ment. Each member of the house of representatives shall be elected
under art. VI, sec. 6, Constitution of the State of Alaska, from a
single member district.

Sec. 15.35.024. SENATE ELECTION DISTRICTS. A member of the
senate shall be elected by the qualified voters of a single member
senate election district that was established in the most recent
reapportionment. Each senate election district is composed of two
single member house election districts established under art. VI,
sec. 6, Constitution of the State of Alaska, and AS 15.35.022.

Sec. 2. This Act takes effect immediately under AS 01.10.070(c),

9

6uUC”™ ,._
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HB0449A -1- HB 449



* STATE OF ALASKA BILL VERSION: HB  ——mmmee-

1990 LEGISLATIVE SESSION PUBLISH DATE: 1/26/90-
1
FISCAL NOTE
REQUEST: 2 —
Revision Date: j / 0"- - AgencyATTeclcd: 0ffice of the Governor

Title :Relating to election districts; and BRU. ElInnflnns
providing for an effective date.
Sponsor: Ren. Hanlev fnmpnnpnic <« I Elections

Requestor: Rep. Hanley Il-Primary & General Elections

EXPENDITURES/REVENUES: (Thousands of Dollars)

OPERATING F/ ol FY 92 FY 93 FY 94 FY 95 FY 96
PERSONAL SERVICES

TRAVEL
CONTRACTUAL
SUPPLIES
EXUIPMENT
ND & STRUCTURES
*% *%
TOTAL OPERATING o * *

1
o
'

CAPITAL

REVENUE

FUNDING: (Thousands of Dollars)

GENERALFUND
FEDERAL FUNDS
OTHER
TOTAL

POSITIONS:

FULL-TIME
PART-TIME «
TEMPORARY

0- *% *k *k *k *k

ANALYSIS : (Attach aseparate page if necessary)

gneeefti)scal impact for FY 90 is -0- (For further explanation, see attached

Prepared by v EInd" Lugewot-th phone : 465-4611
Division - / revision of E je c tio n s Date.
Approved b/ Commissioner: ~ e Date: 3 f

Agency: _Division of ETectiot. s

Distributio .i (by preparer):
Lcgisl. itive Finance
Legish tive Sponsor
Request or
Office cl Management and Budget
impacted Agcney(ies) , P3?6 ————— of - -



CONTINUATION OF FISCAL NOTE - HOUSE BILL 449

Division of Elections

Passage of this bill would have the most 1immediate and direct

impact on the Reapportionment Commission charged with
responsibility to develop the state’s reapportionment plan
following the completion of the 1990 Census. Only upon formal

adoption of the Reapportionment Plan by the Governor would the
Division of Elections be impacted.

General Reapportionment Costs:

It should be noted that the Division would 1incur extensive, one—
time costs in responding to the Reapportionment Plan. In FY82
costs incurred for the vrealignment of election districts and
reassignment of voters came to $128.1 with additional costs
expended in FY83. (These costs were in addition to the FY81
funding of $314.2 to the Office of the Governor.) The Division
will require similar funding in FY92 and FY93 to cover the
following:

1. Temporary staffing for programming and data entry to
realign precincts, inputting new* geographic
identification codes, cross-REAA/CRSA district alignments
and reassignment of voters in the Voter Registration and
Election Management System (VREMS).

2. Printing and postage for new voter ID cards to affected
voters (approximately $290/M) .

3. Statewide advertising.
4. Mapping Services (cartography and reproduction).

5. Rewrite of district and precinct legal boundary
descriptions and adoption of precinct regulations and
public notice under AS 44.62.

Additional Continuing Costs Based on Single Member House Districts:

With an increase from 27 House Districts to 40 House Districts and
from 14 Senate Districts to 20 Senate Districts, the cost of
conducting primary and general elections would 1increase 1in each
major election year (odd-numbered fiscal years). The overall costs
of Primary and General Elections would 1increase to accommodate
extra printing charges and computer count programming charges for
the 13 additional House Districts which would result from this
legislation.
Page 2 of 3



CONTINUATION OF FISCAL NOTE - HOUSE BILL 449

Division of Elections

Ballot Counting Program
$ 2.5 per district X 13 House Districts $ 65.

X 2 Elections (Primary & General)
(Includes Senate District Rotations)

Ballot Printing and Rotation Plates

Primary: 13 Additional House Districts With 6.
Average of Candidates (39 Rotation Plates)

Primary: 6 Additional Senate Districts With 2.
Average of 3 Candidates (18 Rotation Plates)

General: 13 Additional House Districts With 4.
Average of 2 Candidates (26 Rotation Plates)

General: 6 Additional Senate Districts With 1.
Average of 2 Candidates (12 Rotation Plates)

Official Election Pamphlet
$ 2.2 Per Sample Ballot Page X 13 House Districts 28.
(Includes Senate District)

$ 2.2 Per Map Page X 6 Additional Senate Districts 13 .
(Will Include 2 House Districts Each)

TOTAL COSTS COMPONENT 11 $ 121.
PRIMARY AND GENERAL ELECTIONS
(0dd Numbered Fiscal Years)

Page 3 of 3
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P.0. BOX V PECEWED MEMBER
JUNEAU. ALASKA 99811 STATE AFFAIRS COMMITTEE
(907) 465-4939 REGULATION REVIEW COMMITTEE
jaw Si 1S90

January 30, 1990 Y- _M

MEMORANDUM

TO: Representative Red Boucher, Chairman

House State Affairs Committee
FROM: Representative Alyce Hanley s
SUBJECT: HB 449 - An act relating to election districts; and

providing for an effective date.

HB 449 was introduced to accomplish meaningful campaign
reform. There is a lot of public dissatisfaction with the high
cost of political campaigns. By mandating in statute single
member house and senate districts, the cost of campaigns will be
significantly reduced. The current system of double member house
and senate districts 1in urban areas drives the cost of campaigns
higher and higher. By contrast the rural single member districts
have lower costs even though greater distances must be covered.

It is with this in mind that I respectfully request a State
Affairs Committee hearing be scheduled for HB 449 on behalf of
myself as well as the cosponrors. I have enclosed a copy of HB
449 and related backup for your review.

The reapportionment process in Alaska allows the Governor to
reapportion the legislature. This bill would not compromise the
currer.” procedure but would establish in statute the nature of
each election district by adding language that provides for
single member House Districts. The Senate Districts would be
composed of two single member House Districts.

I believe that there are many good reasons to have single member
House and Senate Districts. Listed below are some of the more
compelling reasons:

1. The cost of campaigns would be reduced because candidates in
both urban rural areas would be able to utilize less
expensive forms of communication media such as door knocking,
town meetings or community events.
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2. Voters would identify their local area with the candidates
/public officials and vise versa.

3. The election process would be open to a wider range of
candidates for public office because of a smaller district

size.

4. Greater legislative responsibility and accountability by
public officials to the voters of the district and less to
political parties or special iInterest groups.

5. Greater input by the public on 1issues facing their state and
district.

6. The courts are less likely to set aside reapportionment plans
because they favor single member districts. It i1s easier to
identify if the one man vote rule is being violated. Most of
the districts would be compact, contiguous and socially and
economically similar.

A similar bill, HB 593, was introduced during the 14th Legislature.
One committee hearing was held on that bill with three members
voting do pass. The committee report as well as the minutes are
included in the enclosed information.

Enclosures



LAY

;0aC#S IONAE:PAPERS
1y
KNOtti?! September 1985 £& .vit

Alaska S!'Elections

195841984

omaS.A.”Morehouse

i-UNIVERSITY OF ALASKA
Anchorage, Alaska



ISBN 0-88353-036-8
Series ISER Occasional Paper No. 17

3ublished by

Institute of Social and Economic Research
Jniversity of Alaska

707 A St., Suite 206

Anchorage, Alaska 99501

1985

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

| wish to thank a number of people who helped me produce this
study. ISER Research Associates Phil Rowe and Teresa Hull assem-
bled the electoral data base and provided related assistance at several
turns. Rowe also contributed many valuable suggestions for improv-
ing the presentation of findings. Gerald McBeath, Victor Fischer,
Gordon Harrison, and Lee Gorsuch provided helpful comment' as
well. | further benefited from the careful readings and comments of
students in the state and local government course given at the Univer-
sity of Alaska, Fairbanks, during the 1985 spring semester. Similarly,
many good suggestions were made by participants in the Taft Insti-
tute for Teachers held at UAF in June 1985; Patrick O’'Connell de-
serves special mention. Darla Siver typed several drafts of the study,
and Kandy Crowe drew the figures. Ron Crowe and Kandy Crowe
saw the manuscript through to its final, published form.

Thomas A. Morehouse



ALASKA'S ELECTIONS. 1958-1984

Elections are the means by which citizens take part in choosing
the officials who set governmental policy for nations, states, and
communities. In the American states, elections are the most common
way that people participate in government.

Elections would serve these purposes most effectively if large
numbers of informed citizens were to go to the polls to choose be-
tween competing candidates offering clear choices for future policy.
Ideally, the winning candidates would form a unified governing coali-
tion: officials identified with one of the major political parties would
lead both executive and legislative branches of government. In this
way, officials could be held accountable in the next election for the
record of government as a whole and for their individual per-
formances. *

These conditions are rarely if ever fulfulled in American elec-
tions (or in elections generally). In most state elections, only about
half or less of the voting age population actually goes to the polls on
election day. Party competition in state executive or legislative elec-
tions b often weak and sometimes absent altogether. Candidates tend
to avoid committing themselves to party or other programmatic posi-
tions. And the elections result increasingly in state governments
being divided along party lines, with one party controlling the gover-
nor’s office and the other controlling either or both houses of the
state legislature.

This paper examines the extent to which these different elect-
oral patterns apply in Alaska. First, we broadly discuss the social and
institutional setting of Alaska elections. Then, we examine in detail
changing patterns of “turnout” or public participation in elections,
party competition for officp, and party control of state government.
Overall, the paper shows .."w Alaska’s elections have- changed since
statehood and how they compare to elections in the American states

generally.

The Setting and Context of Alaska Elections

The character and outcomes of Alaska’s elections are shaped by
the state’s changing electoral demography, campaign methods and

*The characteristics and especially the limitations of the “party government”
model in American politics arc discussed fully by Frank J. Sorauf, Parly Politics
in America, 5th ed. (Boston: Little, Brown and Company, 1981), pp. 388-11-1.



technology, and state elections rules.
Table 1

Electoral Demography . . Alaska's Population, 1960-1980
By "electoral demography” we mean analysis of the social char- Comparisons with Mountain States and United States, 1980
acteristics of a voting-age population that may influence the political '
orientations and voting patterns of that population. Ultimately, we Mountain  United
are interested in knowing such things as how likely people are to turn Alaska States3  States
out to vote, which party the people are most likely to identify with Characteristics 1960 @/@ 1980 (%) 1980 {%) 1980 (%)
and support, and what general policy preferences people are likely to
have. Without survey data, what can be learned from demographic Sex (over age 20)
analysis is limited. Nonetheless, we can trace changes in Alaska’ pop- Male 59.3 536 489 474
ulation over time, make comparisons with other states, and show Female 407 464 511 526
some significant differences among Lhe ponulutions of Alaska’s major
regions. The resulting demographic profile will provide useful back- Age
ground for subsequent analysis of election returns. Under 20 431 36.2 343 320
Table 1 shows changes in Alaska’s overall population between 0-A4 281 339 275 258
1960 and 1980 and compares the state’s population with the 1980 3B-A 223 218 %9171 %S
populations of the United States as a whole and of the Mountain S5and over 65 81 ' '
States. We emphasize the Mountain States because they comprise the Race (a” persons)
region of the United States most similar to Alaska in its population White 77.2 776 881 834
and economic characteristics. Native/Other 228 224 119 166
We see that Alaska’s population is becoming more like that of
the United States as a whole and even more like that of the Mountain Residence (5 years earlier)
States: During the twenty-year period, the ratio of men to women Same State 534 68,6 770 884
evened out somewhat; the age structure of the population became Elsewhere 46.6 314 230 116

more balanced; and Alaskans became a less transient, more settled Marital Status (overa o 15)
’ 254 282 2658 261

people. Also, like Americans elsewhere in the states, fewer Alaskans ,

were married (or they were marrying at a later age) and more were ﬁ/llr;?rlfed 66.5 588 571 578

divorced or separated. Divorced/Separated 5.0 105 102 84
On the other hand, Alaska’s population in 1980 was still Widowed 31 27 6.2 76

younger, better educated, more mobile, and had proportionately

more males than the populations of other states. It also had a signifi- Education (over age 25)

cantly higher proportion of Native Americans. And Alaska’ rapid 08 264 9.0 124 183

growth rate of the 1960-80 period—among the very highest of 011 189 85 124 153

the states—even accelerated during the early 1980s as the state spent High School Graduation 32.3 389 357 346

billions of dollars of petroleum revenues. Some College 129 226 207 157

In the mid-1980s, as at the beginning of statehood, the “typi- College Graduation & Above 95 210 188 162

cal” Alaska voter was a relatively young, well-educated person who

tended to be on the move in pursuit of economic opportunity. Com- aldaho, Montana, Wyoming, Nevada, Utah, Colorado, Arizona, New Mexico,

pared to his or her counterpart of twenty years earlier, this 1980s AMountain States plus Alaska, Hawaii, Washington, Oregon, California.
Alaskan was likely to be a few years older, better educated, and
wealthier. Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census.

These demographic changes were concentrated in Alaska’s two

-2 - -3 -



major cities—Anchorage, with over 40 percent of the state’s popula-
tion in 1980, and Fairbanks, with about 13 percent. Map 1 shows the
stale's election regions (and election districts within them) that are
used in the electoral analysis below.2 We have split the Anchorage
and Fairbanks districts out of the southcentral and central regions in
order to show how much they differ from the rest of the state both
in their population and voting patterns. Table 2 shows that Alaska’s
younger, more mobile, and better-educated voters are concentrated
in Anchorage and Fairbanks.

Populations in the central and northwest “bush” Native regions,
on the other hand, tend to have much lower levels of education and
heavily disproportionate numbers of unmarried young men. In the
predominantly non-Native southeast and southcentral regions, we
find a somewhat older, more settled population than in Anchorage
and Fairbanks. In the southeast, there is a concentration of highly
educated people in Juneau, the state capital.

These regional descriptions indicate that our ‘‘typical’ Alaska
voter is most likely to be an Anchorage or Fairbanks resident who is
not representative of other parts of the state. In fact, the voters of
Alaska’s two major urban centers differ from citizens in small towns
and rural areas in several ways that may be politically significant. In
the United States generally, youth, increased incomes, education,
and mobility are associated with independent and conservative
political identifications.3 In Alaska, these distinguishing characteris-
tics of the rapidly growing urban populations may be reinforcing
the state’s traditional regional divisions, in which Anchorage interests
are increasingly opposed to those of the rest of the state. We might,
therefore, expect some substantial regional variations in turnout,
party preferences, and voting on statewide candidates and ballot
issues in Alaska. We might also expect to find growing complexity
and conflict in Alaska’s electoral experience during the first quarter
century of statehood.

Election Campaigns

Growth and change in Alaska’s population since statehood have
been accompanied by changes in the ways that candidates attempt to
influence and attract voters. Two parallel developments have affected
campaign methods in Alaska since statehood. First had been the

2AI(IN\ough Lhe map shows election districts and regions as of 1981, our electoral
data for all previous election years conform approximately to these same
regions.

3sihloy It. Lyons, Who Voles unrf Why: a Review of American Hleeloml llehao-
10r (New York: Robert A. Taft Institute of Government, 1981), pp. 15-'12,

- 1-

Prudhoe Bay

Districts and Regions, 1984

Map 1 State of Alaska Election



Table 2

Population of Alaska's Regions, 1980

South- South- Fair-  North-

Characteristics Alaska east central Anchorage Central banks  west
Sex (over aje 20)

Male 536 528 543 52.0 58.6 54.7  56.6

Female 46.4 472 457 48.0 414 453 434
Age

Under 20 36.2 351 368 35.0 405 350 431

20-34 339 307 311 35.1 33.6 374 289

35-54 218 229 2238 23.0 18.2 208 184

55 and over 8.1 11.3 9.3 6.8 7.7 7.0 9.5
Race (all persons)

White 776 780 8738 85.2 38.0 8.4 185

Native/Other 224 220 122 14.8 62.0 146 815
Residence (5 years earlier)

Same State 686 745 732 63.9 740 622 88.6

Elsewhere 314 255 26.8. 361 26.0 378 11.4
Marital Status (over age 15)

Single 282 217 256 27.5 381 285 434

Married 588 585 62.6 58.5 52,1 59.6 455

Divorced/Separated 105 104 9.2 11.9 64 9.7 6.7

Widowed 2.7 34 2.6 2.1 34 22 44
Education (over age 25)

0-8 9.0 7.2 8.5 4.2 305 50 373

9-11 8.5 9.7 105 75 7.7 84 9.5

High School Grad. 389 377 416 39.6 329 416 268

Some College 226 216 227 25.1 149 23.1 13.1

College Grad. & Above 210 237 168 23.6 140 22.0 133

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census.

growth of the population and its continued and increasing concen-
tration in and around Anchorage and Fairbanks. Second has been the
use of new communications technology and methods, including satel-
lite television, that allows communication with even the most remote
parts of the state.

These changes have meant that impersonal, professionally pro-
duced television appeals have increasingly replaced personal contact
by candidates for political office, especially in the larger Anchorage
and Fairbanks electoral “markets.” in statewide elections, when
candidates for governor, U.S. Senator, and U.S. Representative

attempt to reach all parts of the state, the “TV spots” are likely to
be their only contact with the great majority of Alaska voters. Just
as Alaska’s population is becoming more like that of the nation as a
whole, so are Alaska’s election campaigns becoming more like those
of more populous states.

Yet, with only about 500,000 population in the mid-1980s,
Alaska is still small enough uiat candidates might personally meet a
larger proportion of the electorate than is possible in most other
states. This kind of “friends and neighbors" politics, however, which
was common throughout the territorial period and in the early years
of statehood, is increasingly rare in Anchorage and Fairbanks, which
together account for 60 percent of the state’s total population. In
rural and small town communities, the old style politics survive
mainly in legislative and municipal elections, as opposed to statewide
elections.

A further development in Alaska since statehood that has
changed the way candidates communicate with voters has been the
continued erosion of the major political party organizations. In
Alaska, as elsewhere, weak political parties have resulted in “party-
less" campaigning—elect;ons in which individual candidates have
formed personal campaign organizations and made individual
appeals, identifying themselves with neither major party in their cam-
paign advertising. This fading of party organizations and appeals has
been part of a broader erosion of party loyalty on the part of voters.
As we shall see below, it has been reflected in an increase in ticket-
splitting and divided state government.

Another indicator of change in Alaska election campaigns is
campaign financing. In Anchorage, from 1974 to 1984, the average
amount spent by primary winners in both primary and general elec-
tions for the state house increased in 1984 a.illars from about
$10,000 per candidate to over $46,000. In state senate races, the
corresponding increase was from under $22,000 to over $68,000.
These are real increases—adjusted to account for inflation—of 367
percent and 216 percent, respectively.

As the costs of campaigns soared, the funding sources on which
candidates for state office depended changed radically. Organized
contributors and special interests began to displace individual con-
tributors as significant sources of campaign funds. In 1978, contri-
butions of unions, initiative committees, lobbyists, corporations,
and other groups accounted for about one-third of all campaign ex-
penditures for slate offices. By 1980, they accounted for over half;
in 1982, a big year for statewide initiative campaigns, these special



interest contributors covered over 90 percent of all reported cam-
paign cost:;.'1

Thus, candidates are increasingly ignoring their fading party or-
ganizations; turning to more expensive communications technology;
and depending on organized, special-interest sources of campaign
financing. During this century, these forces have transformed rela-
tionships between candidates and voters in all states. They have
now caught up with Alaska, changing the nature of this state’s elec-
tion campaigns in little more than a generation.

Election Rules

Election rules comprise a third part of the setting of Alaska’s
elections. By election rules, we mean requirements for legislative dis-
tricting and apportionment, voter registration, getting on the ballot,
and voting in primary and general elections. These rules can have im-
portant effects on voter turnout and choice and on who is elected to
office,

1. Legislative Districting and Apportionment. Because of un-
even, rapid population growth, the Alaska Legislature was reappor-
tioned to revised districts six times during the first twenty-five years
of statehood. Under the state constitution, the governor—not the
legislature, as is usually the case in other states—has the power to re-
apportion the legislature on the advice of a reapportionment board
appointed by him.5 Typically, the governor’s reapportionments have
been followed by partisan political disputes in which the governor
has been challenged by legislrtors or party officials. The perceived
stakes at issue have been seats in the legislature that might, depend-
ing on the reapportionment plan, more likely be captured by one
party or the other. The outcomes could therefore affect the bal-
ance of competition between the parties and, ultimately, party con-
trol of the legislature or the government as a whole. Another polit-
ical effect of reapportionment that often cannot be avoided is the
change and disruption in precinct and district boundaries. Such
change can undermine voters' familiarity with candidates and offi-
cials and increase turnover in office.

2. Voter Registration. Registering to vote was first required of

Alaskans for the 1970 elections. Before then, a person desiring to

Alaska Public Offices Commission figures reported in "AKPIItG Legislative
Alert, Anchorage, December 14, 198-1. These figures exclude candidates’ con-
tributions to their own campaigns,
5Sce Gordon S. Harrison, A Citizen's Guiilc to the Alaska Constitution (Anchor-
age: Institute of Social and Economic Research, 1982), pp. 57-82.

vote merely had to appear at the polls and sign the voting list.
Alaska’s registration laws are now like those of most other stale's, in
order to be a registered voter, a person must have lived in the state
and the election district for at least thirty days and must register at
least thirty days before the election. The most important electoral
effect of registration (aside from minimizing fraud, which is the prin-
cipal justification for the requirement) is to reduce voter turnout.
The extent of the reduction depends on how difficult it is for a per-
son to register and on the characteristics of voters. Generally, people
with lower levels of education and income are less likely to register.
Registration is probably not a significant deterrent to voting in
Alaska, given the relative ease of registration and above-average edu-
cation and income levels.

3. Getting on the Ballot. Once a person registers and goes to the
polls, there is the question of the range of choices he or she will have
among party-sponsored and independent candidates. All states place
restrictions on whose names can be placed on the ballot, and this
often handicaps prospective third-party and independent candidates.
In Alaska, the law has required that if third-party or independent
candidates wish to be on the ballot, they must first obtain signatures
equal to 3 percent of the number of voters in the previous general
election. Also, to be recognized as a "political party,” a third party
must have won at least 10 percent of the popular vote in the last
gubernatorial election. (The Libertarian Party in Alaska met this re-
quirement in the 1932 gubernatorial election, which is discussed in
detail below.) These are onerous requirements, and they have been
challenged in the Alpska Supreme Court. In 1983, the court ruled
against both requirements, and the legislature then moved to reduce
them to more acceptable levels.®

4. Primary and General Election Requirements. If a primary
election is closed, voters must be registered in a party, and they can
choose candidates only in that party’'s primary. If the primary is
open, voters can choose which party primary they wish to vote in
without having registered in either party. In the open primaries of
some states, voters must publicly choose one party's ballot; in
other states, they receive both ballots and, using one and discarding
the other, preserve the secrecy of their ch aice.

Alaska (and only one other state, Washington) has the most
open form of the open primary, the blanket primary. Hero, voters
receive ballots including candidates of both pnrtlon and can vote for
Democratic candidates for somo offices and Republicans for others,

GVoslcr v. Miller (Alaska, 651 P. 2d 1).



as they wish. Alaska's blanket primary makes it especially easy for
voters to “cross over,” and vote for a candidate whom they consider
especially attractive or whom they perceive to be weak and thus
easier to beat in the general election.’l

In addition to residency and registration, there is a minimum
age requirement in Alaska as in all other states. Under Alaska’s con-
stitution, 19-year-olds were permitted to vole in state and local
elections; in 1970, an amendment lowered the voting age to 18
years. (In 197i, the U.S. Constitution was amended to permit 18-
year-olds to vote in all states.)

Lowered standards of residency and voting age probably have
reduced voter participation rates in Alaska elections. Lowering the
residency requirement from one year (which it was unlil 1972) to
thirty days made it possible for many more Alaskans to go to the
polls. We have already seen that Alaska has an unusually large pro-
portion of recently arrived residents. But the very people who make
up the expanded electoral base-new residents, in the stale lor less
than one year—are also less likely than longer-term residents to be
familiar with or involved in state and local politics and therefore
less apt to vote. A similar observation could be made about the 18-
ycar-olds, those who were first enfranchised in Alaska in 1970 and
every group of them since. National surveys show that voting turn-
out generally increases with age (until the mid-60s age group), and
that the youngest eligible voters are least likely of all age groups to
go to the polls and vote.® Thus, the voting population base has ex-
panded, but the newly enfranchised groups are disproportionately
likely to be nonvolers.

Levels of Participation: Turnout

Turnout refers only to the amount of voting, and it is usually
measured as the percentage of the voting-age population that votes in
a given election. Another measure of turnout is the percentage of

Although little is known about crossovers in primary elections, "it does appear
that few voters shift primaries in a deliberate effort to choose the weaker candi-
date. 1hey are much more likely to shift because they are particularly attracted
to a candidate in the other party or because the other party lias closer, more
interesting primary contests.” Malcolm E. Jewell and David M. Olson, American
Slulc Political Parties anil elections (Homewood, IL: The Dorsey Press 1982)
p. 109.

Sec Jerry llagstrom, “I1Jaby Boom Generation May Have to Wail a While to

Show its Political Clout,” National Journal, 16 (April 28, 1981), p. 809. In
national and state elections from 1932 to 1982, turnout of voters aged 18-29
lagged behind national averages by 11 to 17 percent.

registered voters who actually vote. Both measures have their weak-
nesses. The voting-age criterion may not adequately account for in-
stitutionalized people, noncitizens, residency requirements, and
other factors that reduce the effective population of eligible voters.
And the registered voter criterion depends even more precariously
on widely varying registration laws among the states and on voter
registration lists that are not consistently kept current and accurate.
With these limitations in mind, we will use both measures in exam-
ining turnoul in Alaska.

Factors Affecting Turnout

Turnout can rise or fall, depending on voting and election rules,
level of party competition, particular issues and candidates, and the
characteristics of voters. Registration may be the most substantial
deterrent to voting, causing as much as a 10-percent decline in turn-
out where registration rules are most restrictive.9 Other studies have
found that party competition historically has been the chief factor
explaining varying levels of turnout. The positive link between com -
petition and turnout has been especially strong "where parties roach
out to specific groups, especially those who are otherwise less likely
to vote.” 19 Still other studies have found that differences in race,
age, income, and educational level account for half or more of thc-
variation in the voter turnout rates of the states.11 There remains a
great deal of uncertainty and controversy about the causes of turn-
out. On each of these measures, however, turnout in Alaska should
be affected either positively or not at all, relative to all other slates.
Alaska’s registration requirements are not unusually difficult, compe-
tition is relatively intense, and the state’s majority urban population
ranks well ove average on socioeconomic measures.

Turnout in Alaska

While the rest of the United States experienced a continuing
decline in turnout for presidential election years since 19(10, Alaska
held relatively steady and then had a significant upturn in the early

9John F. Bibby et al., “Parties in State Politics,” in Virginia Gray, Herbert
Jacob, Kenneth Vines, Politics in the American States, -till ed. (Boston: Lillie,
Brown and Co., 1983), p. 6<L; also Richard G. Nieini and Herbert F. Wcisborg,
Controversies in Voting Behavior, 2nd ed. (Washington, U.C.: Congressional

Quarterly Press, 1984), p. 26.

19Niemi and Wcisborg, Controversies hi Voting Behavior, pp. 29-30.

11Thomas R. Dye, Politics in Stales ami Communities, -llh ed. (Englewood
Cliffs, N.J.: Prenticc-1lall. Inc, 1981), p. 69.
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1980s. Table 3 shows that even while the turnout of the voting-age
population in the United Stales and Mountain States dropped be-
tween 1900 and 1976, Alaska’s turnout still lagged by several per-
centage points. In 1980 and 1984, however, Alaska's turnout was
10 percentage points higher than in 1976, while turnout in the
Mountain Slates and United States as a whole either flattened out or
continued to drop closer to the 50 percent level.

Table 3

Turnout of Voting-Age Population in Presidential Election
Years, 1960-1984: Alaska, Mountain States,
and United States

Year Alaska* Msotg?éés“n létnalttgg
1960 530% 68.7% 62.8%
1964 516 68.5 619
1968 55.8 655 60.9
1972 522 59.2 55.2
1976 50.7 56.8 535
1980 59.8 %1 526
1984 60.0 NA 530

‘The Alaska turnout percentages in Tables 3 and 4 are
based on population totals that are adjusted to account for
estimates of the nonresident military population.

Sources: Derived from Alaska Division of Elections, U.S.
Bureau of the Census.

The substantial decline from 1968 to 1972 in all three cases
may in part be explained by the lowering of the voting ago to 18
years and the lack of intensify and strong competition (as reflected
in pre-election polls) in the 1972 Nixon-McGovern presidential race
compared to the Nixon-llumphrey race four years earlier. Another
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factor was the much-commented-upon alienation of the American
voter. In Alaska, there was the possible additional effect of the new
registration requirements, first imposed two years earlier.

Table 4 compares turnout of the Alaska voting-age population
in presidential and gubernatorial election years.12 Until 1982,
Alaskans, like voters elsewhere, had voted more in presidential years
than gubernatorial years. From 1960 to 1978, gubernatorial election
turnout ranged from one to seven percentage points lower than turn-
out in the pre'.ious presidential election. During those years, the aver-
age difference was about five percentage points. Then, in the 1982
gubernatorial election, two-thirds of Alaska’s voting-age population
turned out. This reversed the pattern of over two decades, surpassing
even the 60 percent turnout for the 1980 presidential election.

The increased turnout in the 1980 presidential election year
might be attributed in some part to the stabilizing of Alaska’s popu-
lation growth during the few years after the trans-Alaska oil pipeline

12In both sets of election years, there are also state legislative, U.S. House, and,
sometimes, U.S. Senate races.

Table 4

Turnout of Alaska Voting-Age Population in Presidential
and Gubernatorial Years, 1960-1984

Presidential Gov. Percentage
Year Election Election Difference
1960 53.0%
1962 47.3% -5.7%
1964 516
1966 46,8 -48
1968 558
1970 486 -7.2
1972 522
1974 477 -45
1976 50.7
1978 499 -0.8
1980 59.8
1982 66.5 +6.7
1984 60.0

Source: Derived from Alaska Division of Elections.
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was built and before heavy spending by state government again led to
high levels of in-migration. But even with the population surge of the
early 1980s—bringing many newcomers who were presumably less
likely lo vote—the lurnoul rale soared in the 1982 gubernatorial year
and held at the 00-percent level in the 1984 presidential election.

Bates of turnout of registered voters from 1974 to 1984, shown
in Table 5, parallel the corresponding figures for the turnout of the
voting age population presented in the preceding tables.13 The
slate's registered voters have turned out at increasing rates over the
decade, with gains shown in virtually all regions. Two of these elec-
tion years, 1978 and 1982, are unusual, and we have already com -
mented on the surge in turnout in 1982. The 1978 decline in turn-
out in all regions may be attributed largely to population movements
in and out of the state during the pipeline construction years. Many
new voters came into the state in the early- to mid-1970s and left
when construction ended in 1977. It is likely that many of them re-
mained on voter registration lists for the 1978 elections, which
would have artificially depressed the turnout rate. 11 The smallest
decrease was in the southeast, historically a high .turnout region,
where a 1978 ballot initiative, placing special financial restrictions on
any capital move, undoubtedly had special attraction for voters of
that region. The southeast, moreover, was the region most remote
from and least affected by pipeline construction activity during the
previous four years.

The cause of Alaska’s high turnout rates in the early 1980s ob-
viously lies in Alaska, rather than in national trends, since presiden-
tial eleclion-ycar turnout in the United States continued at relatively
low levels. In Alaska, there were some unusually competitive races
for the U.S. Senate, for governor, and for the state legislature. But a
more basic explanation may be that increasing numbers of Alaskans
perceived greater stakes and benefits in voting. Their state govern-
ment was now spending billions of dollars in oil revenues, and
intense, competitive electoral politics tended to expose and aggra-
vate Alaska’s regional divisions. In addition, the 1982 election in-
cluded some unusually controversial ballot propositions that further
aggravated these divisions. We will explore this further in discussion
of "Flection Outcomes" below.

13, registered voter turnout rales are consistently higher because they are calcu-
lated on a smaller population base than that including all Alaskans over age 18.
1'lAlaska voter registration lists were purged (inactive voters' names were de-
leted) only every Tour years until after the 1978 election, when the purge period
was shortened to two years.

Table 5

Turnout of Registered Voters by Region, 1974-1984

1974 1976 1978 1980 1982 1984

Stale 582% 615% 545% 627% 749% 69 1%
Region
Southeast 612 650 620 680 800 678

Southcentral G53 687 619 708 769 700
Anchorage 567 607 519 606 722 694
Central 640 657 574 666 768 710
Fairbanks 545 576 502 587 727 697
Northwest 600 619 568 642 787 620

Source: Alaska Division of Election 3

Interparty Competition

Interparty competition involves the competitive character of
electoral contests and the choices of parties and candidates avail-
able to a state’s voters. There are many ways to define and measure
interparty competition in state politics: by voter identification with
parties, frequency of both parties fielding candidates, turnover in
offices, closeness of elections, and division of control of legislative
and governor’s offices, among others.15 Here, we will examine some
causes and correlates of interparty competition and look at some
electoral indicators of interparty competition in Alaska.

Patterns in the States
Generally, the competitive states are more urban and industrial

than the less competitive states, and their populations tend lo divide
more definitely into separate socioeconomic groups. These differ-
ences in state socioeconomic characteristics have been diminishing,
however, as population has shifted from Frost Belt to Run Belt
states. Overall, party competitiveness has been increasing in stale
elections, and, on balance, Democratic candidates for stale legisla-
tures and governors' offices have been the beneficiaries. This is
mainly because older Republican stales of the north became more
competitive with the New Deal electoral “realignment” of the 19.'lO0s,

1 Jewell and Olson, American Slate Political Parties anil Pledions, p. 1,
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while the Southern Democratic states have been much slower to
change. More recently, interstate migration and electoral “de-align-
ment”—the weakening of party loyalties and the crumbling of the
old New Deal electoral coalition—are increasing the electoral oppor-
tunities of candidates from both parties in virtually all states.16

Interparty Competition in Alaska

Alaska reflects much of the political and socioeconomic colora-
tion of the western states, and it can be classified as a competitive
two-party state. As we look more closely at Alaska, we will see some
important variations within the overall pattern of competition, in-
cluding increasing differences between urban and rural regions and
between levels of competition for statewide and legislative offices.

In presidential elections from 1960 to 1972, Alaskans divided
their votes between the two major parties much as did voters in the
nation as a whole. Table 6 shows that during those years a majority
of Alaskans voted for a Democrat only once (Johnson in 1964),
although the 1960 Kennedy-Nixon and 1968 Humphrey-Nixon elec-
tions were close in Alaska, as they were in the rest of. the country. In
1976 and subsequent elections, Alaska became more strongly Repub-

u lbid,, p. -14
Table 6

Democratic Percentage of Vote* in Presidential Elections:
Alaska, Mountain States, and United States, 1960-1984

Mountain United
Year Alaska States States
1960 491 464 501
1964 65.9 56.6 613
1968 488 418 496
1972 37.3 339 382
1976 381 425 511
1900 327 322 447
1984 307 331 410

‘Percentage of total vote for Democratic and Republican
candidates, excludes votes (or minor-party and independent
candidates.

Souice: U.S. Bureau of the Census.
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Table 7

Democratic Percentage of Vote* in Presidential Elections:
State and Regions, 1960-1984

South- South- . North-
Year State  east central Anchorage Central Fairbanks — west

1960 4991 496 522 46.5 496 512 46.2
19%4 659 711 665 599 778 596 80.8
1968 488 501 477 485 516 444 564
1972 373 413 344 313 439 412 519
1976 381 393 361 350 46 1 394 552
1980 327 400 257 281 530 313 514
1984 307 396 250 290 381 30.2 404

'Percentage of total vote for Democratic and Republican candidates; ax
eludes votes lor minor-party and independent candidates.

Source: Alaska Division of Elections.

lican in its presidential voting than the United States, much like the
Mountain States region.

The two-party division of the presidential vote by regions with-
in Alaska is shown in Table 7. As in the state as a whole, there have
been steep Democratic declines, or Republican gains, in all regions.
The predominantly Native northwest region, including Nome, Kotze-
bue, and Barrow, was the only Alaska region to give majorities of its
votes Lo Democratic presidential candidates in the 1972, 1976, and
1980 elections. The central region (excluding Fairbanks;, also mostly
Native, followed next in Democratic presidential preference. In con-
trast, urban Alaska, centering on Anchorage and the southcentral
region, saw the greatest Republican gains and corresponding Demo-
cratic declines.

The pattern of Democratic losses and Republican gains also
shows up in elections to the statewide offices of governor, U.S. Sena-
tor, and U.S. Representative, although not as dramatically as in pres-
idential elections (Table 8). The most competitive elections through-
out the statehood period have been those for governor. Since 19.98,
when the first elections for state offices were held on the eve of
statehood, Democrats have won four elections and Republicans
three. In five of these elections, the winning majority was 55 percent

or less.
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Year
1958

1960
1962
1964
1966
1968
1970
1972
1974
1976
1978
1980
1982
1984

Percentage of total vote for Democratic and Republican candidates; ex-

Table 8

Winning Candidates for Statewide Offices, 1958-1984

U.S. Representative

Governor U.S. Senator
% of % of
Name Vote3 Name Votedl Name

Egan (D) 602  Bartlett (D) 849 Rivers (D)

Gruening (D) 526
Bartlett (D) 634 Rivers (0)
Egan (D) 523  Gruening (D) 581 Rivers (D)
Rivers (D)
Hickel (R) ~ 509  Bartlett (D) 755 Pollock (R)
Gravel (D) 54.7 Pollock (R)
Egan (D) 532  Stevens (R) 596 Begich (D)
Stevens (R) 773 Begich (D)
Hammond (R) 501  Gravel (D) 583 Young(R)
Young(R)
Hammond (R) 659" Stevens |R) 758 Young(R)
Murkowski (R) 539 Young(R)
Sheffield (D) 55.4k Young(R)
Stevens (R) 713 Young iR)

cludes votes for minor-party, independent, and write-in candidates.

AThese were elections in which substantial portions of the vote went to
third-party, independent, or write-in candidates. Hammond's plurality in

1978 was 39 percent, and Sheffield's in 1982 was 46 percent.

Source: Alaska Division of Elections.

%of
Vote2

575

56.7
945
515
517
542
551
56.2
538
710
955
741
711
56.5

In elections to the U.S. Senate, there has been a swing from
strong Democratic to strong Republican voting. Both U.S. Senate
seats were held by Democrats until the late 19G0s,17 and their elect-
oral margins were substantial. In the 1970s, each party held one U.S.
Senate seat. After 1980, both were held by Republicans. Since the
winning candidate has usually won heavy majorities, the balance of
electoral strength has moved decisively toward the Republicans in
these elections.

Elections to Alaska’s one seat in the U.S. House of Representa-
tives have swung back and forth between Democrats and Repub-
licans, paralleling the U.S. Senate elections. First dominated by the
Democrat Ralph Rivers, the seat was held next by Republican How-
ard Pollock and then by Democrat Nick Begich in the late 19(10s and
early 1970s. After the death of Representative Begich in 1972,
Republican Don Young carried most of his six elections through
1984 by substantial margins.

If strong electoral competition contributes to higher turnout,
the effect has been weak or obscured in Alaska’s statewide elections.
Except for several races for governor, most of the U.S. Senate and
House races have reflected weak party or candidate competition.
Yet, turnout rates held steady in the 1960s and 1970s and rose sig-
nificantly in the 1980s. To the extent that competition is a factor in
turnout, it may be found in state legislative races, which occur in
every election year, as well as in races for governor.

In their overall results, elections to the state legislature have
been very competitive throughout most of Alaska’s statehood period.
These results, presented in Table 9, show a close partisan division of
the vole statewide, but much less competition within individual
regions.*8 The Native northwest region has been most consistently
and strongly Democratic in legislative elections since statehood. In
two legislative election years, 1974 and 1980, no Republican ran in
any state legislative race in the northwest, and, often, specific races
there were uncontested by Republicans. This absence of Republican
opposition has also occurred with some frequency in recent years in
legislative races in the Democratic southeast. The most competitive
regions have been Fairbanks and central. The southcentral region

A In 1968, Republican appointee Ted Stevens replaced Democrat Bob Bartlett,
who died in office that year.

I®We have not analgzed individual races a. the election district level. Therefore,
these observations about “competition” in legislative elections refer to the aggre-
gate pattern of Party voting for both house and senate seats by statewide and
regmnal electorates; they do not refer directly lo the level of competition in

individual legislative races.
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(including Anchorage) is the only region where Republicans have
gained and held a decisive electoral edge since the mid-1970s.

The figures in Table 9 for the 1981 election (all of the others
are Lhrec-elcction averages) show the weight of the southcentral/
Anchorage and Fairbanks votes in the state totals. They also suggest
that, given their concentration in the state’'s largest urban centers,
relatively more Republican votes for legislators may be "redundant”
or “wasted” compared to Democratic votes. The latter are either
more widely spread throughout the state’s election districts, or,
where they are concentrated, as in certain southeastern and bush
districts, there arc- fewer of them to be wasted. Thus, while winning
56 percent of the vote statewide, Republican candidates captured
less than half of the total number of available legislative scats in
198 1 Another possibility is that legislative districting by the gover-
nor has helped create surpluses of voters who are likely to vote for
legislative candidates of the other party. We will take a closer look at
the gerrymander hypothesis below in discussion of party control of
state government.

Table 10 shows changes in the average Democratic vote for all
statewide (governor, U.S. Senator, and U.S. Representative) and all
legislative offices for the 1960-72 and 1974-84 periods. These per-

Table 9

Democratic Percentage (Average) of Vote* in Alaska
Legislative Elections: State and Regions, 1960-1984

Southcentral
South-  (including Fair-  North-
Years State east  Anchorage)  Central  banks  west
1960-66 496 571 478 614 511 683
1968-74 520 593 511 576 500 835
1976-82 501 710 431 502 527 837
1984 445 69.3 4.1 56.6 363 885

"Percentage of total vote foi Democratic and Republican candidates;
'xcludes votes for minor-party and independent candidates.

Souice: Alaska Division ol Elections.
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Table 10

Democratic Percentage (Average) of Vote" in Statewide and
Legislative Elections: State and Regions,
1958-1972 and 1974-1984

1958-1972 1974-1984

Statewide  Legislative ~ Statewide Legislative
Regions Elections  Elections  Elections Elections
State 532% 50.1% 38.7% 50.0
Southeast 583 56.7 459 703
Southcentral
(incl. Anchorage) 490 491 352 4.1
Central 620 593 445 538
Fairbanks 515 49.7 382 513
Northwest 639 715 504 817

‘Percentage of total vote for Democratic and Republican candidates;
excludes votes for minor-party and independent candidates.

Source: Alaska Division of Elections.

iods roughly correspond to the state’'s two major eras of growth and
change—the relatively slow-moving period of the 1960s and the con-
tinuing boom period of the 1970s and 80s, after the discovery of
Prudhoe Bay, pipeline construction, and billion-dollar state capital
budgets. The most significant feature of the table is the divergence
in statewide and legislative election patterns from the earlier to the
later period. In 1960-72, there was close correspondence in voting
for statewide and legislative offices in all regions of the state. In the
state as a whole, the parties were very competitive in both kinds of
elections, though not in all individual races for specific offices. In
each of the regions, statewide and legislative elections exhibited par-
allel divisions of party voting. Those parallels sharply diverged in the
latter, 1974-84, period. Alaska voters in all regions became much
more likely to vote split tickets—to vote in much larger proportions
for Republicans for statewide office while continuing to vote for



Democrats, >y large I\ ompetitive margins, for tlic legislature. This
Alaska pattern appt-k reflect similar developments in the west-
ern stairs generally.

In statewide elections. Democratic voting eroded substantially
while Republican voting correspondingly increased in all regions.
In legislative elections, Democrats held their own or increased their
margins in the southeast, Fairbanks, and the northwest, while losing
ground in the southcentral/Anchorage region and the central region
outside Fairbanks.

Anchorage and the southcentral region accounted for almost
two-thirds of the total state vote in 1984 (Table 11), and popula-
tion growth in these areas continued to lead the state in the mid-
1980s. Republican voting is therefore likely to remain strong in state-
wide elections and, with legislative reapportionmcnt, more legislative
seats may be won by Republican candidates from that region as well.

Republican dominance in presidential and statewide elections in
the 1970s and 1980s does not represent an electoral monopoly, as
the competition in gubernatorial and state legislative elections
demonstrates. Even the strong Republican showings in U.S. Senate
and House races do not necessarily mean continuing weak competi-
tion from Democrats. Republicans gained control of two of those
offices only after popular Democratic incumbents died in office.
There has been a succession of weak Democratic candidates for the
U.S. House and Senate in the 1970s and 1980s, but the Democrats
may once again field strong candidates who can appeal to voters
whoso party loyalties are weak or nonexistent.

Table 11

Voters in State Gei *ral Elections by Region,
Selected Years, 19G0-1984

Number of Percentage ol1Votes

Voters South-  South- Fair-  North-
Year  State  east  central Anchorage Central banks  west
1960 50343 230 167 21 81 141 6.1
1968 82886 196 151 376 68 152 58
1978 129705 165 170 410 77 143 34
1984 211009 145 191 431 62 137 35

Source: Alaska Division of Elections.
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Party Identification and Third-Party Voting

Voter registration by party is another indicator of the level of
party competition in the slates. Ideally, it would measure the extent
to which each of the parties can claim a consistent following of
voters. In reality, this is not the case. A growing number of voters
have weak or no party identifications—increasingly identifying them-
selves as independents—and many states, like Alaska, do not require
registration by party.

A majority of voters statewide, and in every region but one
(northwest), register as ‘‘nonpartisans” (Table 12). From the 1970s
to the 1980s, Democratic registration declined and Republican regie
tration rose, each by about 5 percent. The Democrats suffered
especially sharp declines in the urban southcentral region and the
rural or “bush" northwest and central regions. These bush regions
also experienced unusual increases in nonpartisan registration.
Anchorage showed a significant gain in Republican registration, while
its Democratic and nonpartisan lists showed losses.

About ten thousand Alaskans registered under ‘‘third party"
labels and a variety of other group and individual designations in
198 1. The single largest group of these voters, about three thousand,
identified themselves as Libertarians. The Libertarian party appeal
has been strong among Alaska voters compared to those in other

states.
Table 12
Party Registration, Statewide and Regions, 1974, 1984
1974 Percemagcs 1984 Percentages
Dem. Rep. IMP Other ~ Dem. Rep. NP Other
Statewide 290 156 537 17 236 200 532 33
Regions

Southeast 206 132 560 12 250 146 576 28
Southcentral 300 155 526 18 209 199 554 38
Anchorage 265 176 542 17 227 234 509 30
Central 384 133 464 19 319 127 525 29
Faiibanks 244 149 586 21 215 197 546 42
Northwest 465 135 387 14 378 123 464 35

‘NP = Nonpartisan.

Source: Alaska Division nl Elections.
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In recent years, Alaska voters have been attracted to third-party
and independent candidates in presidential elections more than
voters in the United States generally (Table 13). In the 1968 elec-
tion, George Wallace’'s 13.5 percent of the national vote signaled his
powerful appeal, and he ran nearly as well in Alaska, winning just
over 12 percent of the vote. (In the Mountain States, Wallace won an
average of 8.6 percent of the vote.) In the 1970s and 1980s, Ameri-
can Independent and Libertarian candidates, and Independent John

Table 13

Third-Party and Independent Voting in Alaska
Presidential and Gubernatorial Elections

Presidential Elections Gubernatorial Elections

Year Candidate/Party’ o\/;Jff\teK (]/\(}gts Candidate/Party* (;/;]é\tt}e(
1968 Wallace, Al 121 135

1970 Anderson, API 15
1972 Shmiu, Al 73 14

19/4 Vogler, AIP 50
1976 MacBride, L 53 00

1978 Kelly, AKP 123
1980 Clark, L 117 12
Anderson, 1A 70 6.6

1932 Vogler, AIP 17

Randolph, L 149
1984 Bergland, L 31 IMA

‘Al = American Independent; L = Libertarian; IA = Independents for
Andd|e3rs|on;dA|P = Alaskan Independence Party; AKP = Alaskans for Kelly
and Poland.

Source: Alaska Division of Elections. U.S. Bureau of the Census.
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Anderson, have done better in Alaska than nationally. The best
Alaska showing by any third-parly or independent candidate for
governor was made by Libertarian Dick Randolph in 1982, when he
won 15 percent of the statewide vole.

In Alaska, as is generally true elsewhere, third-party, independ-
ent, and write-in campaigns are improbable ventures, given election
laws, realities of campaign financing, and voter habits, among other
factors. But such campaigns have not been altogether quixotic in
Alaska, given the state's relatively fluid, independent electorate.

Election Outcomes

This final part focuses on election outcomes. We look first at
party control of state government, including effects on state legisla-
tive elections of “coattails,” incumbency, and reapportionment. We
then turn to interactions of parties, candidates, and issues in (lie case
of the 1982 race for governor.

Party Control in the States

Increasingly common in the states has been the situation of one
of the major parties occupying the governor’s office while the other
controls one or both houses of the state legislature.1”™ Such divided
control has, in fact, become the most common pattern.

Ticket-splitting, a key manifestation of partv disintegration,
may be a major cause of divided party government in the states.20
Voters do not look for "responsible parties” or “party govern-
ments”; they look instead to individual candidates and issues that
have themselves become detached from organized party bases.

An important force behind ticket-splitting is the electoral power
of incumbency, in all of the states, it is increasingly difficult to dis-
lodge incumbents from state legislative offices. Since the mid-1960s,
about 90 percent of incumbent state legislators seeking re-election
have been re-elected.2l Voters are increasingly inclined to vote for
the more familiar candidate, usuallj the incumbent, regardless of
party.22

Institutional obstacles, weak parties, independent or nonpart-
isan voters, power of incumbency, and ticket-splitting have had
strong disintegrative effects on electoral politics; they have produced

~Jewell and Olson, American Political Parlies and Elections, p. 232
20/, p. 231.

21Hibby, "Parlies in State Polities," pp. 150-152

22]pwecll and Olson, American State Political Parties and F.lcctions, p. 214.

-25-



divided governments not only in the states hut also at all levels in the
American political system.

Party Control in Alaska

These disintegrative forces emerged in Alaska’s electoral politics
roughly during the same period that they appeared most clearly on
the national scene—the late 1960s and the 1970s, In Alaska, their
appearance was probably accelerated by the petroleum boom of the
1970s and 1980s, which brought increased growth, diversity, and
conflict to Alaska political life.

During the post-World War Il period, states outside the South
experienced divided party control of the governor’s office and the
lower house of the legislature about half the time.-”* Since 1959,
Alaska has experienced such a division nearly 60 percent of the time.
If state senates are included in the calculation, divided party control
has occurred about 70 percent of the time both in Alaska and nation-
ally (Table 14).

The most striking thing about Alaska’s record of party control
since statehood has been its complete change froni the 1960s to the
1970s and 1980s. During the first decade of statehood, Alaska's
Democratic leaders had been the most prominent leaders of the state-
hood movement during the 1950s. Democrats controlled Uk j. ver-
nor's office and both houses of the legislature most of the
Then, from 1969 through 1986, there were no instances of “unified”

2hhid, pp. 212-233
21Except fur two U.S. House terms at the end of the 1960s, Democrats con-
trolled Alaska’s three scats in the U.S. Congress as well.

Table 14

Divided Control of Alaska State Government, 1959-1986

Total Years Unified Divided
1959-1968 10 8 2
1969-1986 18 0 18
Total Years 28 8 20
Porcenlages 100% 2% 71%

Table 15

Average Met Gains and Losses of Alaska Legislative Seats
by Winning Party in Presidential and Gubernatorial Elections,
1960-1984

Average Net Average Net

Change in Change in
Senate House
1960-1984
Presidential Elections 0.7 47
Gubernatorial Elections 20 20
1960-1972
Presidential Elections 13 70
Gubernatorial Elections 47 83
1974-1984
Presidential Elections 0 17
Gubernatorial Elections -0.7 -43

party control of state government at all. Governors elected under one
party’s banner invariably confronted a legislative leadership from (he
other party.

This dramatic reversal in the pattern of control went further
than the change from unified to divided party control of state gov-
ernment. In the early 1980s, the legislative parties split further into
cross-parly coalitions that formed in both the house and the senate.
This occurred largely as a result of regional and inlcrfactional con-
flict over the division of the petroleum-revenue spoils.**5

Neither presidential nor gubernatorial coattails have been long
enough to produce legislative majorities that might organize unified
party governments. Table 15 shows the average number of stale legis-
lative seals picked up by the winning parties in presidential and
gubernatorial elections since statehood. Over the whole period, the
winning presidential party has averaged less than one additional seat
in Alaska's senate (out of an average of twelve up for election) and
slightly less than five additional seats (out of forty) in Alaska’s
house. The winning gubernatorial party has done little better, picking
up an average of two seats each in the senate and house.

A 0,
" See [fﬁoomas A. Morehouse, ed., Alaska livsnurccs Development: Issues Of the
IVS(Is (Moulder: westviow Press, 1981), pp. 176 ff.
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The direction of change in this alrcady-slight coattail effect is
negative. During the most recent ten-year period, winning presiden-
tial parties have gained no seats in the state senate and less than two
seats in the state house. And winning gubernatorial parlies have
actually lost ground in both senate and house. National, statewide,
and local elections in Alaska—as elsewhere—are increasingly separate
and insulated from one another as voters shed parly loyalties and
routinely split their tickets.

Incumbency is an additional factor that reinforces ticket-
splitting in Alaska as it does elsewhere. Table 16 shows the differ-
ences in party turnover of state legislative seats with and without in-
cumbents running for re-election. When incumbents run in either
house or senate races, they lose their seats to the opposition party
candidate only about one-fifth of the time. But when senate and
house incumbents do not run, their parties’ new candidates lose to
the opposition party candidates nearly one-third of the time.26

Legislative incumbents who are vulnerable tend to be from the
largest and fastest-growing urban areas, where voters tend to be less
familiar with public officials. This is clearly the case in Alaska, where
incumbent losses are disproportionately concentrated in Anchorage
and Fairbanks. These two cities account for about two-thirds of in-
cumbent losses, but only about half of the contested legislative seats

over the statehood period.

25These figures do not include the first two legislative elections, when “incum-
bency” was still very fluid, or five elections immediately after rodislricting and
reapportionments, when incumbents and specific scats were recombined.

Table 16

Effects of Incumbency on Alaska State Legislative Elections
Selected Elections, 1962-1984

House Senate

Total Turn- Total Turn-
Seats overs Percent Seats overs Percent

Incumbents

Running 192 41 21% 50 1 22%
Incumbents

Not Running 87 27 31% 22 7 32%
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Table 17

First-Termers in Alaska State Legislature, 1962-1984

House, % Senate, %
Total Period 49 32
1962-70 52 36
1972-84 46 27
Reapportioned 51 38
Non-Reapportioned 46 23

First-term office holders have been somewhat more numerous
in Alaska’s legislature than in legislatures elsewhere. In the states
generally, about one-third of the members of each new legislature in
recent decades have been first-t*rmers—just over one-third in state
houses and just under one-third in state senates.27 In Alaska, as
shown in Table 17, there has been more turnover in the house—an
average of about one-half of each Alaska house has consisted of
newly elected members, while the Alaska senate has experienced
about the same amount of turnover as has occurred nationally.
Table 17 also shows that turnover rates have slowed in the Alaska
legislature from the 1960s to the '70s and '80s.

Reapportionment can be a threat to incumbency rule in
Alaska’s legislature, especially in the senate. Table 17 shows that in
Alaska’s six reapportioned legislatures through 1984, an average of
38 percent, or eight of the state senators, were first-termers as
opposed to 23 percent, or five, in nonreapportioned legislatures. It
does not appear, however, that the reapportionment power of the
governor has had much partisan effect on this pattern. If governors
have tried to improve the electoral opportunities of their party’s
legislative candidates through any form of gerrymandering, (his is
not apparent in election results. The five legislatures reapportioned
by Democratic governors lost eleven Democratic house seats and
six Democratic senate seats. The one legislature reapportioned by a
Republican governor made small Republican gains-five house seals
and one senate seat.

The higher turnover in reapportioned legislatures may be attrib-
utable simply to the fact that reapportionment creates new districts

27Ji'\well and Olson, American State Political Parties ami Elections, p. 229;
llibby, “ Parties in Stale Polities," p. 156.
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