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(Senate, No. 1672 of 1977)

Ordered, That the Legislative Research Council be directed to
investigate and study the subject matter of current House documents
numbered 312, providing for a model election system by establishinga
state division ofelections in the Department of the Slate Secretary and
providing for the administration of elections and voter registration;
319, providing for an investigation by a special commission (including
members of the General Court) relative to the establishment of a
division of elections in the Department of the State Secretary; 2139,
authorizing the State Secretary to make rules and regulations relative
to the conduct of elections; 2146, authorizing the Secretary of the
Commonwealth to establish rules and regulations relative to the
conduct of elections; and 5161, authorizing the Secretary of the
Commonwealth to make regulations relative to the conduct of
elections and the handling of votes, and further to investigate and
study the effect ofcomputerized voter registration systems, and to file
the results of its statistical research and fact-finding with the clerk of
the house of representatives on or before the last Wednesday of
December, nineteen hundred and seventy-seven.

Adopted:
By the Senate as amended, June 27, 1977
By the House of Representatives, in

concurrence, August 10, 1977.

(Unnumbered Joint Order of 1977)

Ordered, That the time be extended to the second Wednesday of
March in the year nineteen hundred and seventy-eight whereby the
Legislative Research Council is required to report on its study relative
to a centralized elections administration (see Senate, No. 1672 of
1977).

®be Commontocaltl) of iHaftsadjuisetta

ORDER AUTHORIZING STUDY
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Adopted:
By the House ofRepresentatives, December 20, 19
By the Senate, in concurrence, December 22, 1977

(Unnumbered Joint Order of 1978)

Ordered, That the time be extended to the third Wednesday of April
in the year nineteen hundred and seventy-eight whereby the Legislative
Research Council is required to report on its investigation relative to a
centralized elections administration (see Senate, No. 1672 of 1977 and
an unnumbered joint order adopted by the House of Representatives
on December 20, 1977and by the Senate, in concurrence, on December
22, 1977). In its study and investigation the Council shall also consider
the subject matter of current House documents numbered 3082, 3834,
and 3837.

Adopted:
By the House ofRepresentatives, March 27, 1978
By the Senate, in concurrence, March 29, 1978
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To the Honorable Senate and House of Representatives:

LADIES AND GENTLEMEN; In compliance with the
legislative directive in Senate, No. 1672 of 1977, as amended, the
Legislative Research Council submits herewith a report prepared by
the Legislative Research Bureau relative to the establishment of a
centralized elections administration system.

The Legislative Research Bureau is restricted by statute to
“statistical research and fact-finding.” Hence, this report contains only
factual material without recommendations or legislative proposals by
that Bureau. It does not necessarily reflect the opinions of the
undersigned members of the Legislative Research Council.

Respectfully submitted.

MEMBERS OF THE LEGISLATIVE RESEARCH COUNCIL

Sen. ANNA P. BUCKLEY of Plymouth, Chairman
Rep. MICHAEL J. LOMBARDI of Cambridge, House Chairman
Sen. JOSEPH B. WALSH of Suffolk
Sen. JOHN F. PARKER of Bristol
Sen. WILLIAM L. SALTONSTALL of Essex
Rep. JAMES L. GRIMALDI of Springfield
Rep. JOHN F. COFFEY of West Springfield
Rep. RUDY CHMURA of Springfield
Rep. SIDNEY Q. CURTISS of Sheffield
Rep. SHERMAN W. SALEMARSH, JR. of Winchester
Rep. IRIS K. HOLLAND of Longmeadow
Rep. HENRY A. WALKER of Salisbury

®ije Commontotaltt) of iftlaasiacljugetttf

LETTER OF TRANSMITTAL TO THE
SENATE AND HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
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To the Members of the Legislative Research Council:

LADIES AND GENTLEMEN: Senate, No. 1672 of 1977, as
amended, directed the Legislative Research Council to make a study
and investigation relative to the granting of rule-making authority to
the Secretary of State and the creation of a centralized elections
administration system.

The Legislative Research Bureau submits herewith a report in
accordance with the above directive. Its scope and content are
restricted to fact-finding data only, without recommendations or
legislative proposals.

This report was the primary responsibility of Charles R. Ring ofthe
Research Bureau staff.

Respectfully submitted.

DANIEL M. O’SULLIVAN
Director, Legislative Research Bureau.

®f)c CommontocalH) of iWasteacfjufietts!

LETTER OF TRANSMITTAL TO THE
LEGISLATIVE RESEARCH COUNCIL
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Origin and Scope ofStudy
This report has been prepared in response to a directive of the

General Court mandating a study of several legislative measures
which were incorporated in the study order (Senate, No. 1672 of 1977).
Basically those legislative proposals dealt with two issues: (1) the
establishment of a model state election system and (2) the bestowal of
rule-making authority upon the Secretary of State. By a Senate
amendment the scope of the study was augmented to include a state-
wide computerized voter registration system.

Representative John A. Businger, the prime advocate of a cen-
tralized election administration process, indicates that such a system is
necessary because the discretionary powers permitted to local election
officials at present result in disparities and inequities in the exercise of
election “rights” within the Commonwealth.

Sponsors of the proposals to vest “rule-making” power in the State
Secretary contend such authority is necessary for the substantial
enforcement of election laws throughout the state.

Voter Registration and Voter Participation
Over the past decade the low level of voter turnout in the United

States, 60 percent of voting age Americans in the 1976 presidential
election, has been a source of concern to public officials and various
political scientists. On the basis of voting age population, the United
States has traditionally produced the lowest turnout for national
elections amoung the world’s major democracies. The average turnout
for parliamentary elections in France and Great Britain since World
War II has been 80 percent, in Canada 76 percent, in Austria 95
percent, and in West Germany 86 percent. Taken together these other

fEJje Commontocaltf) of jlflasigatfjusettg
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democracies average nearly an 84 percent turnout in national elections
or 24 percentage points above the comparable figure for American
presidential elections. Some critics of the current election system be-
lieve that the problem of non-voting is directly related to the ma-
chinery states have created for registering and administering elections.

In 1976, among the New England States, Massachusetts had the
largest percentage of unregistered voters (24.7). On the other hand, the
Bay State had the highest percentage of voter turnout (69.9) among the
same group. In 1976the United States Bureau of the Census conducted
a nationwide survey to determine the reasons for a person’s failure to
register and/or vote. The most frequent reasons given by people
unable to register were, in descending order: (1) non-citizenship, (2)
lack of transportation and inconvenient hours of registration, (3)
permanent illness or disability, (4) unfamiliarity with the registration
process, and (5) difficulty in reading English. People who did not want
to register gave the following reasons for their attitude: (1) not
interested in election, (2) no candidate preference, (3) desire to refrain
from political process, (4) insignificance of their vote, and (5) lack of
interest on part of politicians in their problems.

Illness or emergency, absence, no time off from work, transporta-
tion difficulties, congestion at the polls, and disabled voting machines
were the most frequent reasons offered by registered voters who were
unable to vote. Registered voters who preferred not to vote expressed
reasons identical to those attributed to citizens who preferred not to
register. Some authorities assert that only through a more active role
by government, particularly through a door-to-door registration
effort, can the resistance to voter registration be curbed.

Reform ofState Election Systems
The aspect of election administration which is most frequently

criticized is the decentralized administrative control which
characterizes many state systems. Some critics believe there is an
inherent institutional bias in the structure of many state election
administration systems, which inhibits voter participation, dis-
courages the efficient conduct of elections, and makes administrative
procedure as much a part of the political process as any candidate or
issue.
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The President’s Commission on Registration and Voting Participa-
tion reported in 1963 that restrictive provisions and legal and
administrative procedures in registration and voting disenfranchise
millions of Americans.

In 1972 a League of Women Voters Education Fund study
recommended that each state should locate responsibility for the
implementation of state election laws in a single state official or office
and that the uniform interpretation and administration of the election
process throughout the state be the soleresponsibility of that official or
office.

In addition to its many other short and longrange recommendations
for electoral reform, the Office of Federal Elections urged that clear
definitions of state authority over election matters be established, and
that the duties of local officials be clearly defined and accountability to
the state official in charge of elections be clearly established.

Since 1927 the National Municipal League has been calling for state
assumption of a greater degree of administrative control of election
and registration activities. The league insists that the only way to
insure uniform registration and voting opportunities across a state is to
centralize responsibility over elections in an administrative office
headed by a single officer of state government. Other recommen-
dations include: (1) increased state financial aid to local government
for election-related activities, (2) state provision of training for local
election officials, and (3) state assumption of responsibility for
registering its citizens by means of a door-to-door canvass.

There are a numberof methodsby which the various states currently
regulate election-related activities.

Alaska and Hawaii vest the greatest degree of direct responsibility
for the administration of the electoral process in thestate government.
Connecticut divides the responsibility for overseeing the election
process between the Secretary of State and the State Elections
Commission. The Secretary of State in Idaho shares election
administrative duties with the county clerks and lowa designates the
Secretary of State as the State Commissioner of Elections and the
senior administrator of the data processing services in the State
Comptroller’s office as the state registrar of voters. New York in 1974

Slates’ Practices
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placed the administrative functions of the Secretary of State and the
election-related enforcement powers of the Attorney General under
the State Board of Elections. North Carolina relies on both a State
Board of Elections and county boards and Ohio places the
responsibility for overseeing the county boards of elections upon the
Secretary of State. In several Southern states, the political parties have
some direct administrative authority in relation to the state primary.

Criticism of the Massachusetts Process
Critics of the current method of administering elections and

registration activities in Massachusetts contend that the high degree of
localism is’ inefficient and permits widespread disparities in voting
opportunities across the state. Election officials within the Secretary of
State’s office believe that although most of the city and town clerks do
an exemplary job in conducting elections and registration activities,
there are some who do not fully conform to statutory requirements.
Problem areas cited are (a) bilingual registration, (b) over the counter
absentee voting, (c) vote tabulation, and (d) procedures for dropping
voters from the list. These same officials state that empowering the
Secretary of State to make rules and regulations would alleviate many
of the current problem areas and result in more effective enforcement
of the election laws. Specifically, they stress that rules and regulations
are necessary in respect to the following: (1) signatures on absentee
voting applications and ballot envelopes, (2) training for election
officials, (3) observers at the polls, (4) the challenge procedure for voter
registration, and (5) recount procedures. Enabling the Secretary of
State to make rules and regulations in such areas would benefit the
local clerks by allowing them to get prompt authoritative decisions
when problems arise and would thereby protect them from lawsuits in
controversies involving their statutory obligations.

Some “public interest” groups argue that many elements of the
election “managerial” process are too informal and that the lack of
written procedures causes unnecessary confusion and prevents the
uniform application of the election code across the state. The lack ofa
meaningful avenue of appeal when problems arise permits local
officials to exercise far too much discretion in applying the law.

The majority of local officials in Massachusetts believe the current
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approach to election administration is both efficient and equitable,
Proposals to centralize election administration within the office oi the
Secretary of State are perceived by local officials as too radical a
change and one which is not necessary to correct isolated problems
peculiar to certain localities or officials. Reservations were expressed
regarding the responsiveness of state officials under such a scheme to
local problems and the ability of a statewide system to accommodate
the needs of small towns.

Although a minority of local election officials favor the grant of
rule-making authority to the Secretary of State the majority are fear-
ful that such action would concentrate too much power within a
political office. Local officials would prefer thatan independent board,
on which representatives of the city and town clerks would sit, have this
authority. Supporters claim that such a board would guard against
partisan influence and allow input from persons actually involved in all
functions associated with the electoral process.

A computerized statewide registration system postulates the es-
tablishment of a state agency which is responsible for maintaining a
current and accurate file ofall registered voters in the state. Each local
election official maintains files of permanent registration information
for all districts within his jurisdiction and is responsible for notifying
the state election office of all deletions, additions, or data changes so
that they may be made to the central registration file. Under such a
system the state office is responsible for supplying: (1) current and
accurate rosters to be used on election day by local officials, (2) lists of
registered voters to political candidates and parties by precinct, city,
town, or other legislative districts, and (3) statistical reports relative to
the registrant’s voting history and other related matters.

At the present time Alaska, Delaware, Kentucky, South Carolina,
Virginia, and Wyoming maintain computerized statewide voter
registration systems. lowa, Maryland, Oregon, Rhode Island, and
Texas have limited automated systems.

Alaska implemented its computerized statewide voter registration
system in 1968. Previous to the establishment of this system, voter
registration was not required. State officials believed that geographical

Computerized Voter Registration
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barriers, sparse population, and the lack of technical resources at the
local level made a statewide system more practical. Existing computer
facilities and personnel within the Division of Data Processing were
able to accommodate this added responsibility without the purchase of
new equipment or an increase in staff.

Kentucky initiated a computerized statewide voter registration
system in 1972. Inadequacies in the then existing method and U.S.
Supreme Court decisions mandating shortened voter residency
requirements contributed in large measure to this development. The
system is dependent upon accurate and timely exchange of
information between county clerks and the central state office. County
clerks maintain permanent files of all registration information for their
respective counties. The state is responsible for maintaining and
updating the statement file of all registered voters and producing
reports from the computerized statewide registration file.

A computerized statewide registration system was initiated in South
Carolina in 1967. Local election boards are responsible for main-
taining files of permanent registration material and notifying the state
office of all changes. South Carolina’s election officials believe the
system has produced a numberofbenefits. Most importantly, the state
registration records are both more current and accurate. It is no longer
necessary to use entirecounty registration lists or to manually copy the
names of those eligible to vote in a particular election. Because
registration lists contain all the information supplied by the voter when
he registers the local officials can more easily identify any person who
presents himself to vote. In addition, the central file is used to generate
lists of jury pools for use by the state courts.
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Origin of Study
Senate Order, No. 1672, which is reprinted on the inside cover page

of this report, directed the Legislative Research Council to investigate
and study the subject matter of five legislative proposals filed in 1977
dealing with election administration. The order which was reported by
the Committee on Election Laws was amended by the Senate to
include a study of statewide computerized voter registration. As
adopted by the Senate on June 27, and by the House of Represent-
atives on August 10, 1977, the scope of the study was expanded by an
unnumbered House Order of March 27, 1978 to include three 1978
measures.

The bills may be divided into three categories; (1) House, Nos. 312 of
1977 and 3838 of 1978 which provide for a model election system

through the establishment of a state division of elections within the
Department of the Secretary of State, and House, Nos. 319 of 1977 and
3834 of 1978 which propose a commission study of such a system; (2)
House, Nos. 2139, 2146 and 5161 of 1977 which would permit the
Secretary of State to make rules and regulations relative to the conduct
of elections; and (3) House, No. 3082 of 1978 which provides for a
special commission to investigate increased payments to cities and
towns relative to elections.

The bill providing for the most extensive change in election ad-
ministration is House, No. 312, filed by Representative John A.
Businger of Brookline. The bill is based on the National Municipal
League’s Model Election System and provides for increased state
administration of both voter registration and election activities. The
Representative filed the bill in the hope that it would initiate discussion
relative to the reforms encompassed in the bill and that specific reforms

je Commontocaltf) of iflafisfacljuSettß!
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could be initiated if support for the entire bill was not forthcoming.
Representative Businger is of the opinion that the current system of
administering elections in Massachusetts allows for too much
discretion on the part of local election officials and results in dis-
parities between voting and registration opportunities across the state
He is particularly concerned that certain election officials in
Massachusetts view registration as a privilege and make less thana full
effort to accommodate the needs of their communities in providing
registration opportunities.

Supporters of legislation authorizing the Secretary of State to make
rules and regulations relative to the conduct of elections also believe
that local officials exercise too much discretion in the application of
the election laws. They are concerned that the lack of authority on the
part of the Secretary of State to make authoritative decisions when
problems arise and his inability to force compliance with existing
statutes inhibit the uniform application of the election laws across the
state.
Scope of Study

In order to demonstrate the wide-ranging support which has been
expressed for centralization of election administration the Bureau
reviewed the recommendations of a number of election-related studies.
Specifically, the report details the recommendations of: (1) the
President’s Commission on Registration and Voting Participation, (2)
the League ofWomen Voters Education Fund, (3) the Federal Election
Commission report, A Study ofElection Difficulties in Representative
American Jurisdictions, and (4) the National Municipal League.
Viewpoints regarding centralized election administration in
Massachusetts were solicited from: (1) interested legislators, (2) local
Massachusetts election officials, (3) the Americans for Democratic-
Action, (4) Massachusetts Fair Share, (5) Common Cause, (6) the
Massachusetts Chapter of the League of Women Voters, (7) the office
of the Secretary of State, (8) the Black Caucus, (9) Citizens for
Participation in Politics, (10) the AFL-CIO, and (II) the
Massachusetts Chapter of the American Civil Liberties Union. Ihe
viewpoints of those organizations which responded to the Bureau’s
requests are included in the report.
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Because of the interest expressed by Representative Francis C.
Lapointe and Representative Timothy A. Bassett regarding other
states’ methods of administering elections, the Bureau attempted to
make a comprehensive survey of election administration across the
nation. The failure of most states to provide comprehensive responses
to a Bureau survey letter necessitated an alternative approach. To this
end, the Bureau selected states which were representative of the
various systems and examined them in detail. The systems studied
range from direct state responsibility for the conduct of elections as in
Alaska, to certain southern states where political parties are involved
in the administration of elections to the point of actually conducting
state primaries.

Presidential Voting Patterns
The percentage of voting age Americans going to the polls in

presidential elections has declined from 63 percent in 1960 to 62
percent in 1964, 61 percent in 1968, 56 percent in 1972, and 60 percent
in 1976. During this same period over 80 percent of those citizens who
were registered usually voted. The non-voting population is now larger
than the entire electorates of such democracies as France, England,
Canada, and Australia. There were 39 million non-voters in 1960, 43
million in 1964, 47 million in 1968, over 61 million in 1972, and
approximately 60 million in 1976.

On the basis of its voting age population, the United States has
traditionally had the lowest turnout for national elections among the
world’s democracies. For example, theaverage turnout for parliamen-
tary elections in France and Great Britain since World War II has been
80 percent, in Canada 76 percent, in Austria 95 percent, and in West
Germany 86 percent. Taken together these democracies average nearly
an 84 percent turnout in national elections, or 24 percentage points
above the comparable figure for American presidential elections.
Approximately the same percentage prevails in regard to the turnout
of registered voters. 1

CHAPTER 11.
REGISTRATION AND VOTER PARTICIPATION

1. National Municipal League, A Model Election System, New York, N.Y.. 1973, p. 2.
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In the 1972 presidential election only 46 percent of those registered
voted, the lowest turnout since 1948. This low participation rate
occurred despite the presence of certain “voter-incentive”
developments such as(l) the granting of the franchise to the 18-20 age
group, (b) shortened residency requirements, and (c) congressional
legislation providing expanded registration and absentee voting
opportunities in presidential elections. The failure of these changes to
increase the voter turnout has prompted some election observers to
speculate that reforms no matter how extensive will be ineffective in
overcoming voter apathy. Other sources, such as the National
Municipal League, believe that “the problem of non-voting in America
is directly related to the machinery states have created for registering
voters and administering elections.” 1

American elections have not alway been characterized by low voter
participation, as the President’s Commission on Registration and
Voting Participation noted in 1963. “Turnout was consistently high in
the later 1800’s, with a peak of 85.5 percent of all enfranchised males
voting in 1876. Yet in the early 1900’s, voter participation declined
steadily, dwindling to 44.2 percent in 1920. It never reached 60 percent
in the eraof Franklin D. Roosevelt, and has only slightly exceeded that
percentage in the past decade.”2

The decline in voter participation during this period coincided with
the adoption of voter registration laws or systems of periodic
registration by many states across the nation. At first, as the states
adopted permanent registration systems the level of voting participa-
tion began to rise. However, it has never again reached the level of the
late 1800’s when the states did not require citizens to register before an
election in order to vote.

A number of studies have concluded that a state’s registration
procedures influence voter turnout. A study of voter participation in
104 of the nation’s largest cities in the 1960 presidential election

revealed that differences in registration rates explained most of the
differences among cities in the number of voters who participated in
that election. Cities with higher percentages of registered voters were
found to have consistently greater turnout rates. The authors
concluded that “registration requirements are a more effective

/. Ibid., p. 1.
2. U.s. President’s Commission on Registration and Voting Participation, Report. U S. Government Printing

Office, Washington, D.C., 1963, p. 6.
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deterrent to voting than anything that normally operates to deter
citizens from voting once they have registered." 1

Another study examined voter turnout in selected counties with
personal registration systems. The study included such states as Ohio,
Missouri, and Pennsylvania and found that as counties adopt personal
registration, participation drops eight to twelve percent from previous
levels. 2 The fact that 80 to 90 percent of those voters who are registered
participate in elections indicates that people do vote in presidential
elections once they overcome the registration hurdle.

Development ofFormal Registration Systems
Massachusetts was the first state to adopt a voter registration law

with the passage of Chapter 74 in 1800. The statute required the board
of assessors in each town to prepare lists of qualified electors for
submission to the selectmen. Suffrage was limited to owners of real
estate valued at twenty pounds or more. These voting lists were posted
and revised prior to each election. The selectmen or assessors met on
election day before actual voting started to process additional
applications for registration and to adjudicate any challenges against
specific names on the list.

Until 1832 the law underwent only minor changes. In 1832, the
constitutionality of registration was challenged. The Supreme Judicial
Court held that, although the State Constitution did not specifically
empower the Legislature to enact such a law, compulsory prior
registration to vote was indeed valid (Capen vs. Foster, 12 Pick. 485).
The Court held that registration was a reasonable regulation of the
mode of exercising the right to vote which the Legislature was
competent to make.

Until the Civil War most states took no action to establish formal
registration requirements. In 1836 Pennsylvania enacted a registration
statute that applied to Philadelphia only. An attempt to extend it
statewide was defeated in 1837. New York considered registration in
1821 but such a system was not adopted until 1840. The law applied
only to New York City and was repealed in 1842. Proposals fora

Stanley Kelly, Jr„ Richard E. Ayres, and William G. Bowers, “Registration and Voting: Putting First
Things First," American Political Science Review. June 1976, p. 362.

2. Walter Dean Burnham, "A Political Scientist and Voting Rights Litigation: The Case of the 1966 TexasRegistration Statute,” Washington University Law Quarterly, Spring 1971, p. 345
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i

uniform registration system were rejected by the legislatures of
Louisiana in 1845, lowa in 1857, and Michigan in 1867.

With the rise of large cities following the Civil War and the increase
in immigration, election fraud became rampant. To protect the
electoral process every state adopted some form of registration of
voters in 1890. However, the initial statutes were ineffectual in
eliminating irregularities and thus many states moved to tighten their
registration laws, create special election boards, and set up special
election and registration boards for the large cities.

By 1930, twenty-one jurisdictions had established permanent
registration systems which were operative in at least some section of
the state. Some form of periodic registration was used in ten states
Another eight states employed both a periodic and a permanent system
depending on the type of the election or the locality in which it was
being held. Periodic registration varied from annually in four states to
every ten years in South Carolina. Nine jurisdictions had no formal
registration requirements.

At the present time every state except South Dakota requires that
citizens register to be eligible to vote. 1 As indicated by the following
table, in recent years many states have been expanding von-
registration opportunities by authorizing registration at polling places
on election day and registration by mail, and by adopting statewide
automated registration systems.

In some states, such as Ohio, the inhabitants of certain rural districts arc exempt from the registration
requirement.
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Automated Mail Election DayState
Alaska 1968
California
Delaware

1976
1976

District of Columbia
lowa

1976
1975

Kansas 1976
1972Kentucky

Maine 1973
1974Maryland

Minnesota
Montana
New Jersey
New York

1973 1973
1969
1974
1975

1951North Dakota
Ohio 1977 19772

1975 1975
1976

Oregon
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island
South Carolina
Tennessee 1975
Texas
Utah

1941
1975

Virginia
Wisconsin
Wyoming

1976 1975
19734

Total 19 7

1. Date indicates year legislation waseffective
2. Repealed by the voters in November, 1977.
3. No legislation enacted. Date indicates year system was implemented
4. Primary elections only.

Source: Federal Election Commission. Voter Registration: Analysis and Recommended Approaches forStatewideAutomated Systemsand Registration by Mail Programs. Volume 11. December 1977, Exhibit 11-1

Table 1. States with Statewide Automated, Mail or
Election Day Voter Registration Systems 1
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Non-Registration and Non-Participation Causes
As shown by the following table, among the New England States,

Massachusetts in 1976 had the largest percentage of unregistered
voters (24.7). On the other hand, it also had the highest percentage of
turnout of registered voters (68.9) among that group in the presidential
election.

Table 2. 1976 Registration Statistics for
the New England States

Eligible Registered Unregistered Percent(%)
State Voters 1 Voters 2 Voters Unregistered
Connecticut 2,211,000 1,669,360 541,640 24.5
Maine 741,000 627,540 113,460 15.3
Massachusetts 4,173.000 3,141,371 1,031,629 24.7
New Hampshire 574,000 443,583 130,417 22.7
Rhode Island 648,000 535,778 112,222 17.3
Vermont 327,000 266,649 60,351 18.5
Total 8,674,000 6,684,281 1,989,719 24.1%

1. U.S. Census Bureau, May 1976.
2. Congressional Quarterly. October 1976.
Source: Massachusetts Office of the Secretary of State, February 1978.

In 1976, the United States Bureau of the Census conducted a
nationwide survey to determine the factors responsible for a person’s
failure to register and/or vote. The survey divided the unregistered
class into two categories: (1) those persons unable to register, and (2)
those who did not want toregister. Similar distinctions were utilized in
the questioning of the enrolled voter group.

The most frequent reasons given by people unable to register were,
in descending order: (1) non-citizenship, (2) lack of transportation and
inconvenient hours of registration, (3) permanent illness or disability,
(4) unfamiliarity with the registration process, and (5) difficulty in
reading English. People who did not want to register indicated the
following reasons for their attitude: (1) non-interest in elections, (2) no
candidate preference, (3) desire to refrain from political involvement,
(4) insignificance of their vote, and (5) lack of interest on part of
politicians in their problems.
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time off from work, transporta-gency, absence, n22

Us, and disabled voting machinesficulties, congestion at the pc
sd by registered voters who werest frequent reasons offe

able to vote. Registered voters who preferred not to vote expressed
reasons identical to thoseattributable to citizens who preferred not to
register.

In its report titled Administrative Obstacles to Voting 1 the League of
Women Voters solicited the opinions of both election officials and

ganizations (including the League) regardinganous volunL
problems associated with voter registration activities and the exercise

divided into two categories; (1)of the franchise. The results wer
which currently exist, and (2)election and registration probler

eforms intended to improve theselected election and registration
current system

The survey reflected wide dive nee between the perceptions of
local election officials and thosi of the other interested groups.
Whereas less than one-fourth of the election officials believed the
problems listed in Table 3 below existed in their communities, a
majority of the voluntary organization segment felt that all were
serious problems in their communities.

Moreover, a substantial division of opinion existed between the
groups relative to the need for administrative changes bearing on
registration and voting activities (see Table 4 below). Election officials
were much less supportive of changes which would require the
government to take a more active role in making the electoral process
more accessible to the citizenry than the voluntary organization group
collectively.

Notwithstanding the wide cleavage in opinion between the two
groups, the results nonetheless revealed a lack of consensus among the
units comprising the voluntary organization sector as to certain issues
The survey indicated that youth groups and the non-black minority
group invariably expressed the most dissatisfaction with existing
conditions. Likewise, they indicated the most support for changes in
the system. Of the thirteen issues presented in the two tables, the youth
group ranked first in five instances, the minority group registered at
that level in respect to three issues and with one exception they shared

Fund, A dm.Women V tac Washington, D.C, 1972,
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that position in respect to the remaining matters. Only in the case of
support for door-to-door registration was there a marked disparity in
their views (80 percent from the youthful element in contrast to 60
percent for the minority group). On the other hand, within the
“private” group the least discontent with present developments (about
17 percent) was echoed by business and veterans organizations.

Lastly, expanded registration opportunities appear to have
developed the largest measure of unanimity, with the seven “private”
groups standing within a range of 82 to 92 on the percentile scale.

Registration in Foreign Countries.
The United States places the burden for initiatingregistration on the

individual. Virtually every other western democracy places the
responsibility for registering voters upon the government.
Government-initiated registration systems are of two kinds. Some
countries, such as West Germany, maintain a continuous record of
important demographic events for each citizen. This record includes
chronological data relative to a person’s birth, death, marriage,
divorce, and migration. Each citizen is required by law to register
changes of residence with the local authorities. By maintaining a
central file which incorporates all of this information election officials
are able to examine newregistrations to determine if that registrant is
qualified to vote and to print complete and accurate lists of qualified
voters for use at polling places. Similar systems of automatic
registration are used in Sweden and Switzerland.

England and Canada, where there is no compulsory registration of
internal migration, register voters by conducting a general population
census, via the postal system. In England a new list of voters is
developed annually for each parlimentary constituency. The head of
the household is required by law to list all qualified voters living in his
home and to return the list to the city or town clerk. If the response to
this direct mail canvass is not satisfactory, the clerk sends door-to-door
canvassers to those areas with low response rates. The resultant roster
is used for all elections held during that year and until the official
closing of the next list on February 15 of the following year.

In Canada a complete door-to-door canvass is made in urban areas,

cities of 5,000 or more, prior to each federal election. The canvass must
be completed and the list available within 2/i weeks of election day.
The canvass is conducted by enumerators who must visit each
household in the polling division. If there is no one at home on their
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first visit, they must leave a card stating the dateand time that they will
return. If two visits are made, one must occur between 9am and 10pm.

For each person enumerated the registrar must leave a form
notifying the individual that he or she will be included on the list of
eligible voters.

The information obtained by the enumerators includes the name,
address and occupation of the resident. No signature is obtained from
the elector nor can enumerators demand identification such as a
driver’s license, birth certificate and the like. The enumerator is not
required to obtain information directly from each eligible voter but
may obtain it from other sources such as members of the family. The
Chief Electoral Officer of Canada who supervises the cojiduct of
federal elections estimated that approximately 78 percent ofall eligible
voters were registered for the 1972 election.

Registration systems in which the burden for initiatingregistration
lies with the individual citizen appear to be limited to the United States,
the Canadian province of British Columbia, France, and a few Latin
American countries.

In an address to the 78th Annual National Conference of
Government in 1972, Richard J. Carlson, Director of the Election
Systems Project of the National Municipal League, described the
current status of election administration in the United States as
follows;

In expanding the franchise to new groups the latest
being youths over 18 the United States has historically
been the model for the democratic world. But being
included in the legal definition of eligible voter is not
necessarily equivalent to being an actual voter, and
eligibility in the United States has been heavily conditioned
by the administrative machinery of the state and local
governments that conduct elections. There seems to be an
inherent institutional bias in the structure of that ad-
ministration that inhibits participation, discourages the
efficient conduct of voting and makes administrative

CHAPTER 111.
CRITICISM OF DECENTRALIZED ELECTION

ADMINISTRATION
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procedure as much a part of the political process as any
candidate or issue. The two institutional features that seem
to contribute most to these tendencies are personal
registration and decentralized administrative control. 1

A study made by George Gallup in 1973 revealed that one-third of
those Americans who did not vote because they were not registered
would have voted if they had not been obstructed in one way or
another from registering. If voting is the right of every American
citizen then registration and voting procedures should be designed to
serve the convenience of the voter. Registration and voting procedures
which place unjustifiable barriers in the way of the voter effectively
disenfranchise American citizens and undermine the legitimacy of
democratic government.

Ihe feelings of many critics of the current voter registration
practices in the United States are succinctly stated by Penn Kimball.- 1

A system of personal registration which imposes the
burden on the individual to qualify himself to vote rests on a
critical set of assumptions: (I) that everyone can register
with equal ease, (2) that everyone eligible to vote is able to
register, (3) that everyone eligible toregister to vote will do
so. None of these conditions is now in effect in the United
States. If universal suffrage is an essential characteristic of
the democratic process, the right to vote should be an
automatic attribute of citizenship, not a favor reluctantly
bestowed on applicants who can survive the initiation
rituals.-1

The presumption of individual responsibility means election otficials
tend to make less than a full effort to provide registration oppor-
tunities.

Critics of decentralized election administration and registration
procedures contend that a high degree of localism is inefficient and
permits widespread disparities in voting opportunities within a state.

I, National Municipal League, NationalConference on Government. Minneapolis, Minn.. November2B. 197..

“The Case for Universal Voter Enrollment," in Issues ofElectoral Reform. National MunicipalLeague, New
York, N.Y. 1974, p. 18

3. In 1875 the United States Supreme Court ruled in thecase of Minor\. Happersetl (88 U.S. 162)thatsuffrage
was not coextensive with citizenship. The Court concluded that suffrage was not an inherent element. a

privilege and immunity ... ofcitizenship.
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Because local governments supply almost all the money to run
elections and generally must rely on the real property tax for their
primary source of tax revenue, variations in local wealth may result in
a wide divergence in voter services among neighboring cities or towns.
Moreover, since in most states the administrative apparatus is
operational only at election time and local election officials must
divide their attention between a number of duties, they often lack the
continuity, expertise, and time necessary for efficient election
administration. Local control is also said to prevent economies ofscale
and to inhibit the growth of professionalism and professional
organizations of election officials.

A number of studies of election administration in the United States
have been critical of the decentralized type of election administration
that prevails in the majority of states. The most comprehensive of these
are summarized below.

The President’s Commission on Registration and Voting Participation
In November of 1963 a special commission established by President

John F. Kennedy issued a report thatrecommended more than twenty
changes in state election laws. The report observed that restrictive
provisions and legal and administrative procedures in registration and
voting disenfranchise millions of Americans. 1

Many of the commission’s recommendations have been im-
plemented such as (1) shorter durational residency requirements, (2)
absentee registration and voting in presidential elections, (3) abolition
of literacy and poll tax requirements, (4) reduced voting age, and (5)
extension ofregistration opportunities to within a month of election. It
also recommended door-to-door registration, the preservation of a
voter’s registration notwithstanding his failure to vote, smaller
precincts, the use of deputy registrars, increased precinct and mobile
registration efforts, and keeping polls open until 9:oopm. Many states
have implemented some of these recommendations; none has provided
for all.

League of Women Voters
In 1972 the League of Women Voters Education Fund published a

1. U.S. President’s Commission on Registration and Voting Participation, Report. U.S. Government Printing
Office, Washington, D.C.. 1963, p. 1
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study 1 which detailed the administrative obstacles to voting and
proposed the following recommendations for reform.

1. Each state should locate responsibility for the implementation of
state election laws in a single state official or office and the uniform
interpretation and administration of the election code throughout the
state should be the sole responsibility of that official or office.

2. The state election official shall establish and issue to every local
election official minimum standards and performance guidelines and
the state official should establish a supervisory structure within which
he or she can evaluate the performance of local officials under the
guidelines and take corrective action where the standards are not being
met.

3. The state authority must conduct mandatory training sessions for
local officials which cover both the technical aspects of efficiently
managing an election system as well as the local officials’ legal
obligations.

4. Both the guidelines and training sessions should be developed
within the philosophical context of the vote as a right rather than a
privilege.

5. The chief state election official through an established super-
visory structure and regular training sessions shall keep local election
officials abreast of the most current legal opinions on votingrights and
establish reporting procedures that will assure local officials’
compliance with the most recent court decisions.

Office of Federal Elections
In 1973, the Office of Federal Elections published a study following

its examination of the electoral process in what it considered to be
representative jurisdictions.2 The report concluded that deficiencies in
the administration of the election system resulted in the disenfranchise-
ment of thousands of voters. Other shortcomings revealed by the
investigation included serious delay in the counting ofballots, a lack of
voter confidence in the electoral process, and substantial increases in
election costs. The report cited late court decisions, ballot rotation
requirements, new voting methods or devices, long ballots, and the
lack of clear delineation of authority and responsibility among election

1. L.eague of Women Voters Education Fund, Administrative Obstacles to Voting, Washington,D.C., 1972
pp. 21-22.

2. Office of Federal Elections, A Study of Election Difficulties in Representative American Jurisdiction
General Accounting Office, Washington, D.C., January 1973, pp. VIII-I-12.
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officials as the factors most contributing to voter confusion and
administrative foul-ups. Lastly, the report made a number of
recommendations, both long and short range, for improving the
electoral process.

To achieve effective changes for the long term the report advocated
both constitutional and statutory revisions. Additionally, the Office of
Federal Elections emphasized the need of greater state fiscal assistance
to local governments in the area of elections administration.

The report urged the adoption of constitutional amendments
dealing with the following matters:

1. Reduce the number of constitutional offices and permit greater
flexibility in the scheduling of elections. This change would allow a
reduction in ballot length and reduce the number of choices with which
the voter is confronted on election day.

2. Simplify suffrage and election articles. The report found that in
most states the election related articles of the Constitution were
needlessly complex and often times ambiguous. Those articles dealing
with elections are so detailed that the flexibility required to effectively
comply with the overall intent of the articles is lost.

Beyond the constitutional refinements, the study recommended
statutory changes to accomplish the following:

1. Clear definitions of state authority over election matters should
be established.

2. Permit administrative flexibility within fixed areas of respon-
sibility. The duties of local officials should be clearly set out and
accountability to the state official in charge of elections clearly
established. These factors would help to standardize election
operations throughout the state and ensure consistent application of
election law.

3. Provide an administrative mechanism to remedy election
problems. The lack of procedure for resolving the difficulties which
arise during elections results in many matters, which could be resolved
within an administrative framework, ending up in the courts.

4. Eliminate the legal requirements for ballot rotation. The authors
believe that ballot rotation makes election processing both more
complicated and expensive. The report states that “the circumstances
under which a candidate in the first or any other position obtains an
advantage have never been documented by empirical research.” 1
I. Some published studiesrefute this observation. See Massachusetts Legislative Research Council renort titled

Order ofNames on the Ballot. House. No. 5312 of 1974. 1
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In line with its call for state fiscal aid, the study’s authors
recommended the formulation of definitive procedures for funding
requirements and the inauguration of sound accounting procedures
for election-related expenses.

For immediate corrective action, the report pointed to the need of a
well defined election office organization with a clear chain of
command that fixes responsibility for every area and function and
provides a clear avenue ofauthority to fulfill these responsibilities. To
meet these objectives, the promulgation of precise written procedures
controlling every activity associated with the electoral process, and the
monitoring and evaluation thereof, was deemed essential. Formal
training of precinct workers, combined with “mock” elections, was
urged by the report.

National Municipal League
Other critics of the decentralized approach to the administration of

the elections system include the National Municipal League which first
established a committee on election administration in 1920. To
effectuate reform in this area, the League in 1927 published its Model
Registration System and in 1930 proposed the formulation ofa Model
Election System. The League has continued to update its proposals in
the intervening years to accommodate new developments and other
innovations in the electoral system. Representative John A. Businger
has filed two bills in the 1977-78 General Court which incorporate
many of the suggestions of the League’s model systems (House, Nos.
312 of 1977 and 3857 of 1978). In discussions with the Bureau staffer
responsible for this report. Representative Businger noted that he filed
the bills in the hope they would provide a foundation for further
discussions of electoral reforms. He believes even if the bills are not
passed in their entirety they offer many specific suggestions for reform,
which could be instituted without adoption of the entire model system.
The following text describes the salient features of the League’s
proposals.

To provide uniform registration and voting opportunities, the
League recommends that the state centralize responsibility over
elections in an administrative office headed by a single officer of state
government. Each state should establish a separate State Office of

Model Election Administration Svstem
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Elections headed by a Chief Electoral Officer (C.E.0.) who would
exercise the broad supervisory and administrative power necessary to
implement state law. If the State Office of Elections is placed under the
Secretary of State’s jurisdiction, the Model recommends that such
official be required by law to appoint a separate officer to head it. The
creation of a separate office for elections is viewed as essential to its
visibility and would relieve the Secretary of State of the need to divide
his attention between the adminsitration of elections and other duties.
The Model recommends that the Chief Election Officer be appointed
by the Governor, subject to the advice and consent of the Senate. Such
official may be removed for cause and after appropriate hearing
procedures. To insure the C.E.O.’s political independence and to allow
him time to develop the expertise his office requires, the Model
suggests that the C.E.O. be appointed for a term of at least five years.
The visibility of the C.E.0., better funding, and emphasis on trained
staffs would all promote professional standards in election administra-
tion and insulate staff operations from partisan influence.

Under the Model system the Chief Electoral Officer would have
general authority to implement the law, establish procedures, and
supervise the state election system. The C.E.O. would be responsbile
for promulgating rules and regulations, for compiling and maintaining
voter registration lists, and setting standards for the selection of
precinct workers and canvassers. He would establish criteria to be used
locally in selecting voting equipment and supplies. All rules and
regulations must be in writing and the C.E.O. is charged with issuing
instructions detailing the duties of local election officials and
establishing standard procedures throughout the state.

At least once a year the Chief Electoral Officer would preside over a
conference of local election officials. This would provide the officials
with an opportunity to discuss common problems, and resolve
ambiguities and objections to state directives with the C.E.O. The
conference would promote uniformity in election administration
throughout the state by giving each administrator access to the same
interpretation of state law, legislative actions, court decisions, and
rules and regulations issued by the C.E.O.

Under the Model system the state would assume administrative and
financial responsiblity for the training of election officials. By
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providing a standard training program for use by local administrators
in the training of their staff the C.E.O. could further guarantee uniform
implementation throughout the state. Further, equality of electoral
opportunity across the state would be enhanced by the requirement
mandating the C.E.O. to set performance standards for all election
employees. Because the training would be a function of the state
system, it should be financed by the state.

The proposed Model legislation directs the C.E.O. to provide and
supervise the dissemination of voter “instructural” information such as
the description of state offices and issues, services available to the voter
in the form of assistance at the polls, absentee voting opportunities,
etc. In addition, the C.E.O. must publish and distribute to each local
office maps of all election districts for state and federal office so that
the local administrator can establish precinct boundaries.

The Model obligates the C.E.O. to set budgetary and accounting
standards throughout the state. The National Municipal League is
critical of the budgetary procedures followed by most states in regard
to election-related activities. Authentic data on costs and expenditures
is lacking. Consequently, with no basis for comparison states are
unable to make accurate evaluations of the fiscal impact of
administrative reforms.

Proper fiscal control of election-related activities may be realized
through a variety of approaches. Complete state administrative
control would include the authority to budget for all aspects of the
election system and the responsibility to pay for them. At a minimum,
the League believes innovations mandated by the state should be
financed by the state, including procedures recommended by the
Model for the statewide canvassing system, training programs, and the
election conference. The state might initially finance all election costs
and charge them back to the local government on the basis of the
number of local offices at stake in a particular election. Alternatively,
the state might reimburse localities according to population, or it could
set subsidy levels for local personnel and equipment used in the state
elections. Or the state might pay all the costs of certain elections. A
general election once a year could be a state fiscal responsibility, while
local or special elections held at other times might be an entirely local
expense.
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In order to ensure that the Chief Electoral Officer may effectively
administer the state election system, he should have the power and
responsibility for investigating violations of election law, nonper-
formance of election duties, and irregularities in the conduct of elec-
tions. This function will be facilitated by the C.E.O.’s supervisory
authority over local election officials and his responsibility for budget
review.

The Model suggests that a two-year interval following the
establishment of a C.E.O. may be necessary to allow him time to
evaluate current election procedures, and to make recommendations
for legislative change. By supplying standard reporting forms to all
localities the C.E.O. will be able to make comprehensive evaluations of
election administration throughout the state.

The Model recommends that each state establish a bipartisan or
multipartisan Election Council as a political adjunct to the state
office, consisting of a maximum of seven members appointed for
staggered four-year terms so as to assure adequate time to develop
expertise and to provide continuity in membership. The Election
Council may be either an advisory or policy-making body and should
help to assure the public that the conflicting political interests of the
state will act as a check on one another. The council’s members should
be designated by the leadership of the state’s political parties, with the
chairmanship being rotated among the parties to discourage abuse of
power.

Expressing the commonly held precept that the most important
member of a statewide election system is the local official who
implements state policies and procedures, the Model suggests that a
single official within each county should be responsible to the C.E.O.
for the local administration of registration and voting in all elections.
The county or regional administrator would be responsible for
conducting the state’s training programs, maintaining adequate staff,
equipment, and supplies, supervising registration activities, preparing
ballots and poll facilities, and seeing that local performance levels meet
state standards. Similarly, to ensure that local elections are carried out
in accordance with state directives a single official in each precinct
should be responsible for the conduct of elections locally. The local
official would be responsible for seeing that precinct workers identify
voters, instruct voters on procedures when necessary, watch over
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machines, and enforce regulations against electioneering at the polls.
Added duties include supervising the inspection of machines and
equipment before the polls open, monitoring the closing of the polls,
and overseeing the counting and recording of the vote where that is a
local function.

Model Registration System
The National Municipal League’s Model Registration System

recommends that the state assume the burden of locating, identifying,
and registering all its eligible voters. The Model proposes that all
voting precincts in the state be systematically canvassed every one or
two years to register all eligible voters and to remove the names of
voters who no longer reside at their registered address. The League
believes that a canvassing system is the only way to increase
significantly the number of registered voters in most parts of the
country.

Drafters of the Model claim that personal visits by trained
canvassers to each household would produce the most accurate list of
voters possible at the lowest cost per registration. The time at which the
canvass could most successfully be performed is dependent on the
election calendar of the state. In those states where there is a general
election each year, an annual canvass would be required. In other
states a biennial canvass may be sufficient. In either case the canvass
should begin about seventy days before an election in order to allow
two weeks for canvassing and adequate time for checking and adding
names, for notifying voters not contacted, for preparing lists, and for
closing the lists in time to supply them to the precincts before the
election.

Other provisions incorporated in the League's Model Registration
System are:

1. Canvassers are required to seek only information
necessary to establish a citizen’s voter qualifications and to

identify him or her at the polls.
2. Canvassers should be nominated by the political

parties but should be selected by and be responsible to the
county administrator of elections. The Chief Electoral
Officer is to develop comprehensive training programs
which canvassers would be required to attend.

3. If the state requires party registration, voters may
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enroll in the party of their choice at the time of the canvass
or in a supplementary mail procedure. As a safeguard the
League recommends that personal contact with each
registrant should be required and the party declaration
should be affirmed by a signature.

4. Canvassers should be deputized to serve as registrars in
their precincts throughout the year.

5. Voters who are not registered during the statewide
canvass and are unable to register in person at other times
should be permitted to register by mail throughout the year.

Every state exercises some “managerial” responsibility in regard to
the electoral process but the method and degree vary widely from state
to state. There are a number of methods by which a state may regulate
election-related activities. Jeanne Richman and Robert Outis describe
some of the options a state may use to supervise local performance as
follows;

A state may supervise local performance by issuing rules,
regulations, orders, directives, or instructions; by requiring
uniformity, and by obtaining compliance. It can compel
compliance through the judicial process, or it can seek
compliance through training programs, reporting re-
quirements, or investigatory powers, or by supplying or
prescribing the forms and materials local administrators
must use.

A state may oversee election activities either through a
state official or board with strong supervisory powers or,
with somewhat less effectiveness, through local boards
subject only to regulations and rules specified in the election
law. To a varying degree every state exercises supervision of
both kinds. But the key to effectiveness in almost every case
depends on the express powers of its chiefelectoral officer to
make rules and enforce the laws. 1

CHAPTER IV.
ELECTION ADMINISTRATION IN SELECTED STATES

1. “State Control of Election Administration,” Issues of Electoral Reform. National Municipal League New
York, N.Y., 1944, pp. 120-121.
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To illustrate the variety ofadministrative structures employed by the
various states in the management of elections, the following text
discusses the salient features of the laws of : (a) Alaska, where the state
assumes exclusive administrative responsibility; (b) Connecticut,
which divides the responsibility for overseeing the election process
between the Secretary of State and State Elections Commission; (c)
Idaho, where oversight powers are shared by the Secretary of State and
county clerks; (d) lowa, which places responsibility for voter
registration in the office of the State Comptroller; (e) New York, which
in 1974 placed the administrative functions of the Secretary of State
and the election-related enforcement powers of the Attorney General
under the State Board of Elections; (f) North Carolina, which relies on
both a State Board of Elections and county boards; and (g) Ohio,
where the Secretary of State oversees the county boards of elections in
administering elections.

Of the fifty states, Alaska and Hawaii vest the greatest degree of
direct responsibility for the administration of the electoral process in
the state government (Alas. Stats., Title 15).

In Alaska the Lieutenant Governor is the chief electoral officer. 1
The day-to-day activities of election administration are overseen by the
Director of Elections who is appointed by the Lieutenant Governor
(S. 15.10.105). The Director supervises the central and regional election
offices, the administration of all state elections as well as those
municipal elections the state is required to conduct, and the
employment and training of election personnel. The Lieutenant
Governor is required by law to hold at least one comprehensive
training program for all election officials at least once a year. The
Director of Elections assists the Lieutenant Governor in voter
registration activity and the modification of precinct boundaries. The
Lieutenant Governor is responsible for drawing precinct boundaries
throughout the state which are effective for local as well as state
elections (S. 15.10.105).

The Lieutenant Governor is responsible for promulgating rules and
regulations relative to the conduct of voter registration (S. 15.07.070)
and may issue any regulations necessary for the conduct of elections
under the Administrative Procedure Act (S. 15.15.010). He also has

Alaska

Neither the Alaska Constitution nor statutes provide for a Secretary of St;
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authority to; (a) appoint local registrars and remove them for cause; (b)
design voter registration forms; (c) determine the method of voter
registration to be used; and (d) compensate local registrars for their
work. The Lieutenant Governor appoints one or more registration
officials to serve in each precinct polling place in all municipal, pri-
mary, and general elections during the hours the polling places are
open (S. 15.07.081). He also maintains a central list of all registered
voters. This allows the exchange ofvoter registration information with
other states and insures that the state’s voter register is kept current and
accurate.

Among other duties, the Lieutenant Governor is also responsible for
designing and mailing an election pamphlet to all voters thirty days
prior to an election. The pamphlet contains candidates’ statements and
biographical information and a summary of initiative and referendum
questions which appear on the ballot. He also prepares and distributes
sample and official ballots, the original and duplicate registers,
challenge oaths, tally sheets, instructions to voters, and other forms
and supplies required to conduct elections (S. 15.15.040).

The Lieutenant Governor’s duties also include: (1) certifying
candidates for state office, including the judiciary; (2) certifying recall
petitions and questions proposed for the ballot by initiative or
referendum; (3) providing for recounts in contested or tied elections;
(4) prescribing minimum standards for voting machines; and (5)
receiving and making available to the public campaign finance
statements of the candidates.

The Lieutenant Governor issues rules prescribing the manner in
which precinct canvasses are to be conducted and appoints two
persons from each political party to participate in the canvass. The
appointees are selected from a list ofthree or more names submitted by
each political party. The actual canvass is conducted at the precinct
level and the Lieutenant Governor reviews the reported results for
mathematical errors. The Lieutenant Governor conducts an actual
recount of the vote only in the event of a tie vote or allegations of
mistakes in the vote counts.

In Alaska the responsibility for administering the campaign finance
law lies with the five-member Public Office Commission (S. 15.13.020).
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Four of the members, two from each of the two major political parties,
are appointed for a term of four years and the fifth is selected by the
other four for a like period. The positions are part-time and
incumbents may not succeed themselves. The commission is required
to develop and provide all forms for the statements and reports
required by law. It prepares and distributes a manual setting out
uniform methods of bookkeeping and reporting to all parties whose
activities are subject to the campaign finance laws. The commission
notifies delinquent parties of their status, reports the names of all
persons who have failed to comply with statutory requirements to the
Attorney General, and conducts investigations of alleged violations of
the statute. The commission may issue subpoenas, administer oaths,
hold hearings and may examine the papers, books, records, accounts,
and documents of any person subject to the election laws.

If after investigation the commission concludes that a violation of
election law has occurred, it must report its findings and recommen-
dations for appropriate action to the Attorney General. Although the
commission’s advisory opinions have no legal status they are generally
accepted by the persons soliciting them. The commission also
administers the state’s conflict of interest law and financial disclosure
requirements which apply to all city, county, and state elected officials.

The Secretary of State of Connecticut is designated as the State
Commissioner of Elections (Conn. Gen. Stats., Title 9, s. 9-3). The
secretary is responsible for:

Connecticut

1. Advising local election officials as to the proper method
of conducting elections and referenda.

2. Preparing regulations and instructions for the conduct
of elections.

3. Providing local officials with copies of election law
pamphlets and other materials necessary to the conduct of
elections.

4. Distributing all materials concerning proposed laws
and constitutional amendments required by law to be
submitted to the electors.
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5. Recommending the form of registration cards and
blanks to be used by local officials.

6. Determining the forms for the preparation of voting
machines, for the recording of the vote, and the certification
of election returns.

7. Preparing the ballot title or statement to be placed on
the ballot for any proposed law or amendment to the
constitution to be submitted to the electors of the state.

8. Certifying to local boards the form of official ballots for
state and municipal offices.

9. Providing the form and manner of filing notification of
vacancies, nomination, and subsequent appointment to fill
such vacancies.

10. Prescribing, producing, and distributing absentee
voting forms for use by the municipal clerks.

11. Examining and approving nominating petitions.
12. Distributing corrupt practices forms and providing

instructions for completing and filing the same.
13. Approving voting machines and maintaining a roster

of voting machines examiners (5.9-4).

The secretary’s office also conducts training programs for voting
machine mechanics and examiners and twice yearly conducts
statewide conferences for town clerks and registrars of voters.

The administrative division of the Secretary of State’s office is
responsible for administering the campaign finance laws. The
Secretary of State designs and distributes the reporting forms, receives
the completed campaign finance reports, conducts educational
activities designed to acquaint candidates and political committees
with the requirements of the law, and imposes the automatic fines
required by law against treasurers who fail to submit campaign finance
statements.

The State Elections Commission was established by the legislature
in 1974 (S. 9-7b) and is composed of five members, not more than two
of whom may be from the same political party. The commission was
established in the belief that a separate agency could most effectively
insure that election-related activities are conducted in accordance with
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the requirements of law. At least one of the members must not be
affiliated with any political party. Members serve staggered five-year
terms. The Governor, the Speaker of the House, the President Pro-
tempore of the Senate, and the minority leaders of the House and
Senate each appoint one member. All appointments require the
consent of the Senate and House and no person who has served as a
public official, except as a member of the State Elections Commission,
or as a political party officer in the past three years, may be appointed
to the commission. The commission elects one of its members to serve
as chairman and another as vice-chairman. Meetings are held twice a
month; however, they may occur more frequently during peak election
periods.

The commission has important responsibilities relative to the
campaign finance laws and is responsible for investigating all election
law violations. It may undertake investigations on its own initiative or
upon the written complaint, under oath, of any individual. The
commission is empowered to hold hearings, administer oaths,
subpoena witnesses and compel their attendance, and require the
production for examination of any books or papers it deems relevant
(S. 9-7b). If a person refuses to comply with a subpoena issued by the
commission, the Superior Court for Hartford County may issue an
order compelling the person to obey or be held in contempt of court.
The commission does not have the power to prosecute and refers
violations to the appropriate legal officer, the Attorney General in civil
matters or the chief state’s attorney if the violations are criminal in
nature [S. 9-7 b (d) (e)]. The commission also issues and publishes
advisory opinions on campaign finance laws and suggests revision of
the election laws to the General Assembly.

In Idaho the Secretary of State is responsible for the general
supervision of voter registration and the conduct of elections (Ida.
Stats., Title 34, s. 34-201). He must prepare and distribute
comprehensive written directives and instructions related to election
laws to each county clerk. Included with such directives and
instructions are sample forms of ballots, papers, documents, records,
and other materials necessary for the conduct of elections. The

Idaho
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Secretary of State prescribes the form for voter registration cards and
issues written directives to the county clerks when changes in the
election law require correction of previously issued directives,
instructions, or registration forms. To insure uniformity in the
application, implementation, and interpretation of the election stat-
utes the secretary is required to hold at least three conferences on the
administration of election law each year. Each county clerk or his
deputy is required to attend at least one of the conferences and comply
with the instructions given under the authority of Secretary of State.
The secretary is responsible for preparing and distributing to the
county clerks the following: (1) periodic compilations and digests of
the election laws, (2) poll books, (3) tally sheets, (4) return sheets, and
(5) abstracts of vote sheets (S. 34-205).

The Secretary of State certifies for the ballot the names of all
candidates for the state legislature, state office, or other offices which
involve more than one county. The secretary also certifies all statewide
questions to be put to the voters of Idaho. The wording of questions is
prepared by the Attorney General but the form and content must be
certified to the local officials by the Secretary of State (5.34. —1809).

For the purpose of making a statewide list of registered voters the
Secretary of State may require each county clerk to submit to him the
current list of registered voters. Copies of the list are available to any
person who desires one, at the cost to the state of reproducing the list.
The list cannot be used for commercial purposes.

The county clerk exercises general supervisory responsibilities over
elements of the electoral process, subject to the directives and
instructions issued by the Secretary of State. That official must insure
that each local election official uses the ballots, papers, documents,
records, and other materials supplied by the Secretary of State. He (or
she) must also require each local election official to submit reports
pertaining to the local administration of the election laws and may
inspect and observe the operations of any local election official in his
county at any time he deems necessary (S. 34-208). In addition, the
county clerk must carry on a program of in-service training for local
election officials in his county by distributing instructional bulletins
and manuals and, if he believes it necessary, conduct classes in the
administration of election laws.
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Each county clerk is responsible for appointing a local registrar of
voters for each voting precinct within his county on or before March 1,
preceding each general election. Persons so appointed must be
qualified electors of the precinct for which they are appointed and
serve until a successor is appointed. The county clerk is responsible for
supplying each registrar with the necessary supplies and supervising
and instructing him in the performance of his duties. The board of
county commissioners determines the compensation of the registrar
but it may not exceed 50c for each voter personally registered by him.

Each week the county clerk reviews the registration cards of all
newly registered electors. He is responsible for determining whether a
person is registered in another county or state and must mail a
notification of registration to the proper official or county clerk in the
jurisdiction where the elector was previously enrolled. Each month the
State Board of Health supplies the Secretary of State with a list
showing the name, age, county of residence, and street address ofeach
Idaho resident who has died in the previous month. The secretary sorts
the list by county and supplies the names to the appropriate county
clerk so that the names may be removed from the voter registration list.

Idaho’s Election Code provides two methods ofinsuring compliance
by county clerks with state directives.

Any person or organization which believes that the county clerk has
failed to comply with either instructions or directives from the
Secretary of State may file a complaint with the prosecuting attorney
of the county (S. 34-212). If, after an investigation, the prosecuting
attorney concludes the complaint is meritorious, he shall direct the
county clerk to take specific action. The latter is required by law to
comply immediately with the directive of the prosecuting attorney. If
the county clerk’s failure to comply with instructions or directives
issued by the Secretary of State also involves a violation ofany statute,
the violation of which is punishable by a criminal penalty or forfeiture
ofoffice, the prosecuting attorney must initiate criminal action against
the county clerk.

The second method is for the Secretary of State to apply to the
appropriate district court for a writ ofmandamus to compel thecounty
clerk to comply with the directives or instructions.

Whenever it appears to a county clerk that a local election official
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has failed to comply with any election law or any directive or
instruction issued by him, the county clerk issues an order to the local
official (S. 34-214). The order specifies the nature of the infraction,
indicates the proper method of compliance, and directs the official to
comply within a designated time. If the latter persists, the county clerk
may apply to the district court of the county for an order, returnable
within five days, to compel compliance or to have the local official
show cause why he should not be so compelled. The district court judge
is required to make a ruling within ten days.

Any citizen who believes he has been adversely affected by any act or
failure to act on the part of the Secretary of State or a county clerk can
apply to the district court of the county for a ruling. Any party to the
proceedings in the district court may appeal the decision of the district
court to the state Supreme Court. Both the Supreme Court and the
district court, in their discretion, may give precedence on their dockets
to such appeals as the circumstances may require.

The Secretary of State of lowa is designated as the State
Commissioner of Elections and is responsible for supervising the
activities of the county commissioners of elections (la. Code, Title IV,
s. 47.1). A separate Division of Elections has been created within the
Secretary of State’s office. The commissioner is responsible for
prescribing uniform election practices and procedures throughout the
state and is empowered to make rules and regulations to carry out the
provisions of the election law.

In addition, the commissioner is required to furnish written
instructions on the conduct ofelections to the county commissioners of
elections. He also prescribes all election forms, and establishes
procedures except for voter registration, which is the responsibility of
the state registrar of voters.

The commissioner furnishes nomination papers to all candidates for
state or federal office and is responsible for ensuring that nomination
papers returned to him meet the requirements of the law (S. 43.8). He
prepares forms for the abstract of the vote by the counties and
furnishes these forms to the counties for the primary, general, and

lowa
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special elections. As a member of the executive council, 1 the Secretary
of State serves on the State Canvassing Board which certifies the votes
for all state and federal candidates and for questions submitted to the
voters (S. 50.37).

The county auditor of each county is designated as both the county
commissioner of elections and the commissioner of registration in
his/her county (SS. 47.2 and 48.1). The county commissioner is
responsible for conducting voter registration and the conduct of all
elections within the county. When an election is held in which the
political subdivision is located in more than one county, the county
commissioner of elections of the county with the largest taxable base
within the political subdivision conducts the election. As the county
commissioner of registration, he maintains the registration records of
all qualified electors in the county. To assist him in the performance of
his duties, the county commissioner of elections and registration may
designate the city clerk of any city in the county or the secretary of the
board of directors ofany school district within the county as a deputy
commissioner of registration for that county. Such person is
responsible for the conduct of voter registration subject to the
supervision of the county commissioner. The commissioner of
registration may appoint from the two dominant political parties such
deputies and clerks as he deems necessary.

The senior administrator of data processing services in the office of
the State Comptroller is designated the state registrar of voters (S.
47.7). His responsibilities include the preparation, preservation, and
maintenance of voter registration records, the preparation of precinct
registers for use by county commissioners, and the assembly ofdata on
voter registration and participation in elections when requested by a
political party or any resident of the state. The registrar is required to
keep a public log showing all lists and reports which have been
requested ofthe data processing services. Persons receiving reports arc
charged the cost of preparation to the state.

To aid the county election officers in carrying out their functions, the
state registrar of voters must make available the services of the state
data processing center. The counties are charged on the basis of a
standard fee fixed by the voter registration commission. Any county

1. The executive council consists of theGovernor. Lieutenant Governor. AttorneyGeneral. Secretaryof State,
Treasurer, and Auditor.
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may use its own data processing facility if the system conforms to state
regulations and specifications. But such counties are required to
furnish at their expense original and updated voter registration lists in
a form and at times prescribed by the state registrar of voters (S. 47.7),

lowa election statutes provide for a state voter registration
commission which meets at least once a month to make and review
policy, promulgate rules, and establish procedures to be followed by
the registrar in the discharge of his duties. The commission consists of
the state commissioner of elections or his/her designee and the state
chairpersons of the two dominant political parties. The members serve
without additional salary or reimbursement. The registration
commission prescribes all forms required for voter registration
(5.47.8).

New York
The New York State Board of Elections was created in 1974 and

assumed most of the administrative functions of the Secretary of State
and the related enforcement powers of the Attorney General
(Consolidated Laws of New York Annotated, Book 17, Title 111, s. 3-
100 et. seq.). This change was motivated by the belief that election ad-

ministration and voter registration should be removed from the
possible influence of partisan-elected officials and placed under the
control of a non-elected, bipartisan board. Members of the board are
appointed by the Governor from recommendations made by the
chairperson of each of the two major political parties and by the
legislative leaders of each of the two major parties represented in the
legislature. Of the two commissioners appointed upon the recommen-
dation of the legislative leadership, one is designated by the Governor
as chairman and the other as vice-chairman. The commissioners may
not hold any other public employment and receive an annual salary of
$25,000. Members are appointed for staggered two-year terms.

The State Board of Elections currently operates on a budget of
$970,000 and employes a staff of fifty-four.

In the performance of its duty, the board is empowered to issue
instructions and promulgate rules and regulations bearing on the ad-
ministration of elections, election campaign practices, and campaign
financing activities. The board may conduct any investigation
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necessary to ensure compliance with the election code and may visit
county boards of elections, examine their procedures and records, and
direct that any procedure be modified to comply with state law. When
conducting either private or public hearings, the board is empowered
to administer oaths, subpoena witnesses, compel their attendance,
examine them under oath, and require the production of any books,
records, documents, or other evidence it may deem relevant. The board
is empowered to confer immunity in accordance with the state criminal
procedure law provided that such immunity is not opposed by the
Attorney General or appropriate district attorney. If either the
Attorney General or district attorney object, the board may confer
immunity only by a unanimous vote of all four commissioners of the
state board (S. 3-102).

Whenever the State Board of Elections or a local board of elections
determines, on its own or upon complaint, that a violation of the
election laws has occurred, an investigation must be instituted. In lieu
of making such an investigation itself, the state board may direct the
appropriate board of elections to make such an investigation. The state
board may require the assistance of the state police in any investigation
it undertakes. If, after an investigation, the state or local board of
elections finds reasonable cause to believe a violation warranting
criminal prosecution has taken place, the matter shall be referred to the
district attorney of the appropriate county for action (S. 3-104).

Authority is also conferred upon the State Board of Elections to
appoint a special investigator to take charge of the investigation of
cases involving violation of the election laws (S. 3-107). The board may
also appoint such additional investigators and employees as it deems
necessary. A special investigator may;

1. Visit and inspect any house, dwelling, building, inn.
lodging-house, boarding-house, rooming-house, or hotel
and interrogate any resident thereof.

2. Inspect and copy any books, records, papers or
documents related to or affecting the election or the
registration of voters, or require the officer or board in
charge thereof to furnish such copies as he requires.

3. Require the proprietor of any public dwelling place to
exhibit his register of the lodgers therein.
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4. Procure warrants of arrest and cause to be taken into
custody the person or persons named in such process.

5. Go within the guard-rail at any polling place at any election.

Any person failing to furnish the information requested by the
special investigator is guilty of a misdemeanor. The state board or its
special investigators are authorized to issue subpoenas or subpoenas
duces tecum, administer oaths, and interrogate witnesses for the
purpose of investigating violations of the election code. The subpoenas
are issued in the name of the State Board of Elections and may be
served by any special investigator or by any police officer. The special
investigator is empowered to require the assistance of any police,
sheriff, deputy sheriff, constable or other public officer, or any person
in the discharge of his duties. Failure to assist or willful hindrance of
investigations being pursued by the special investigator constitutes a
misdemeanor (S. 3-107).

The board is responsible for recommending legislation or ad-
ministrative measures to promote fair, honest and efficient administra-
tion of elections as well as monitoring the adequacy and effectiveness
of the election laws and reporting thereon at least annually to the
Governor and legislature. The board is required to take all appropriate
steps to encourage the broadest possible voter participation in
elections.

The board also serves as a state ballot law commission and has initial
jurisdiction in statewide, legislative and congressional elections.
However, its jurisdiction extends only to irregularities that appear on
the nomination papers, such as the authenticity of a candidate's party
enrollment. For charges that the paper lacks validity because certain
signatures are forgeries the complainant must seek relief in the State
Supreme Court.

Responsibility for canvassing the votes lies with the State Board of
Canvassers. The board consists of five members: the Attorney General,
two senators chosen by the State Senate and two members of the
Assembly chosen by that body. Members selected from each house of
the legislature must be members of each of the two parties polling the
highest number of votes at the last general election. The members serve
for the term of their elective office. The State Board of Canvassers
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examine the certified copies of the county board of canvassers from
each county. The board reports the number of votes cast for all
candidates for statewide office and determines the winner of each race.
Clerical assistance for the State Board of Canvassers is supplied by the
State Board of Elections (S. 10-278).

The day-to-day activities related to voter registration and election
law administration are performed by the county board of elections of
each county of the state. The county boards function under the general
supervision of the State Board of Elections.

In North Carolina the Secretary of State issues the certificate of
election to winners but has no other election-related duties. General
supervisory power over voter registration, the basic features of
election “management,” and campaign practices regulation is vested
in the State Board of Elections (N.C. Gen. Stats., Chapter 163, s. 22).
The state board is composed of five members, all of whom are
appointed by the Governor for terms of four years and not more than
three of them may be of the same political party. No person is eligible
to serve as a member of the board who holds any elective or appointive
office in government. Nor may any member hold any office in a
political party or organization or be actively involved in a primary or
election campaign.

To execute its duties relative to the conduct of primaries and
elections, the board is empowered to make such rules and regulations
as it deems necessary so long as they do not conflict with the state
election code. The board is required to publish and furnish to all
election officials indexed copies of all election laws and board rules and
regulations. In addition, the board issues and distributes to the
electorate such materials explaining the primary and election laws, and
procedures, as the board deems necessary. The state board also
certifies all candidates and questions for the ballot, prints ballots used
by the counties for state offices and statewide questions, and has
authority to approve and prescribe rules and regulations governing the
use of voting machines (S. 163-22).

The State Board of Elections appoints all members of the county
boards of elections and advises them as to the proper methods of

North Carolina
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conducting primaries and elections. The board requires such reports as
it deems necessary from local election officials and investigates
complaints of failure by election officials to comply with the state
election laws. If violations of the election code are found, the board
reports its findings to the Attorney General or to the solicitor or
prosecutor of the district for further investigation and prosecution (S.
163-22).

The state board also possesses the authority to assist any county or
municipal board of elections in any matter in which litigation is
contemplated or has been initiated. Such action may only be taken
when the local board by majority resolution requests assistance from
the state board. The Attorney General provides the state board with
legal assistance in the execution of its authority or may, at his
discretion, recommend that private counsel be retained (S. 163-25).

If the state board, acting upon the agreement of at least four of its
members, and after holding public hearings on election contests,
alleged election irregularities or fraud, or violations of the election
laws, determines that a new primary, general, or special election should
be held the board may order such (S. 163-22.1).

In the performance of his duties the chairman ofthe state board has
the power to administer oaths, issue subpoenas, summon witnesses,
and compel the production of papers, books, records, and other
evidence. Any two members of the board may, by written request,
cause the chairman to take such action. The board enforces
compliance with directives through its powers as an inferior court (S.
163-23). Any person who fails to obey the lawful command of the

board may be committed, by written order, fora period not exceeding
thirty days. Such person may post a S2OO bond with the clerk of the
superior court and appeal to the superior court for a trial on the merits
of his commitment (S. 163-24).

The state board, with the aid of the state’s Attorney General, designs
and distributes to election officials all instruction sheets, pollbooks,
tally sheets, abstract and return forms, certificates of election, and
other forms to be used in the conduct of primaries and elections. It
conducts the official tabulation of primary and election returns, and
prepares abstracts of the vote for each election under its jurisdiction (S.
163-22). The state board also receives and makes public all campaign
reports required of candidates for local, state, and federal office.
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Voter registration and election administration is the responsibility
of the county board of elections in each of the 100 counties in North
Carolina. The county boards operate under the general supervision of
the State Board of Elections but there is little direct involvement of the
state board in the day-to-day operations of the county boards.
Municipal elections are conducted by each of the 465 municipalities in
the state unless the municipality arranges with the county for the
conduct of the municipal election.

The county boards of elections are empowered to: (1) makerules and
regulations, consistent with rules and regulations issued by the state
board, as they deem necessary; (2) appoint all registrars, judges,
assistants, and other officers of elections; (3) investigate irregularities,
nonperformance of duties and violations of law by election officers,
and report violations to the state board; (4) establish, define, provide,
rearrange, discontinue, and combine election precincts; and (5)review,
examine, and certify the validity of petitions and nomination papers
(S. 1630-33). The county boards are constituted an inferior court for
the purpose of enforcing obedience to their lawful commands, and
possess the same authority as the state board relative to ordering
offenders to serve a term not exceeding thirty days (S. 163-34).

Each county board recommends to the State Board of Elections the
name of a person to serve as supervisor of elections to the counts
board. The supervisor of elections may be empowered by the countv
board of elections to perform such administrative functions as the
board sees fit, provided that the board shall not delegate to a
supervisor of elections any of its quasi-judicial or policy-making duties
and authority (S. 163-35).

Ohio
The Secretary of State has extensive administrative and supervisors

control over elections at all levels of government in Ohio (Ohio Res
Code Annotated, Title XXXV, s. 3501.04 et seq.). He appoints all
members of local boards of elections and advises such boards as to the
proper methods of conducting elections. He prepares rules, regula-
tions, and instructions for the conduct of elections and supplies the
election boards with indexed copies of the state election laws. The
forms of ballots, instruction cards, pollbooks, tally sheets, certificates
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of election, and all forms required by law for use by candidates, com-
mittees, and boards are prescribed by the secretary. He receives all
initiative and referenda petitions on state questions and issues, and
determines and certifies the legal sufficiency of such petitions. His
office prepares the ballot title or statement to be placed on the ballot
for any proposed law or amendment to the constitution to be
submitted to the voters of the state. The secretary recommends forms
of voter registration cards, blanks, and records but does not supply
them to the counties (S. 3501.05).

In each county there is a board of elections consisting of four
qualified electors of the county. The secretary appoints the members of
each county board for a four-year term and he may remove them for
cause. They serve as his representatives in administering the election
laws. During each even-numbered year, two members are appointed
by the secretary, one from the political party which received the highest
number of votes for governor at the last preceding regular state
election and the other from the party casting the next highest number.
In the event of a tie vote on a matter being considered by the county
election board, the Secretary of State may vote to dissolve the impasse
except in matters involving salaries of employees of the county board
(S. 3501.06).

Each county election board is responsible for:

2. Providing facilities for registration of voters and
polling places.

3. Purchasing and maintaining booths, ballot boxes,
books, maps, flags, blanks, cards of instructions and other
forms, papers, and equipment used in voter registration
activities, primaries, and elections.

4. Appointing and removing its clerk, assistant clerks,
and employees and registrars of voters, judges, clerks,and
other election officers.

5. Issuing such rules and regulations, consistent with
guidelines established by the Secretary of State, as it deems
necessary for the guidance of election officers and voters.

6. Advertising and contracting for the printing of all
ballots.

1. Establishing precincts.
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7. Investigating irregularities, nonperformance of duties
or violations of statutes by election officers and other
persons. The board is empowered to administer oaths, issue
subpoenas, summon witnesses, and compel the production
of books, papers, records, and other evidence in connection
with any investigation and is required to report the facts of
such investigation to the prosecuting attorney.

8. Examining and certifying the sufficiency and validity of
petitions and nomination papers.

9. Receiving the returns of elections, canvassing the
returns, making abstracts thereof, and transmitting such
abstracts to the Secretary of State.

10. Making an annual report to the Secretary of State on
the form prescribed by him, containing a statement of the
number of voters registered, elections held, votes cast,
appropriations received, and expenditures made and any
other data required by the Secretary of State.

11. Preparing a budget for the ensuing fiscal year, and
12. Investigating and determining the residence qualifi-

cations of electors.

The administration of campaign finance reporting laws is the
province of the Ohio Elections Commission. The commission is
composed of five members, four of whom are selected by the Secretary
of State and confirmed by the Senate and a fifth who is chosen by the
other four and serves as chairman. The members serve staggered five-
year terms, one member being appointed each year (S. 3717.14).

The commission is empowered to hold hearings and conduct
investigations. If violations are found to have occurred, the
commission refers the matter to the appropriate city, county, or state
attorney for prosecution (S. 3517.15). The commission has no staff or
budget and uses the staff and services of the Secretary of State in
discharging its responsibilities.

Another unit which has some, but very limited, “managerial”
responsibilities in respect to the electoral process is the Ohio Ballot
Board which is authorized by Section 1 of Article XVI of the
Constitution. The board consists of the Secretary of State and four
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appointed members. No more than two of the appointed members may
be from the same political party. One of the members is appointed by
the President Protempore of the Senate and another by the Senate
minority leader. The majority and minority leaders of the House of
Representatives each name one member. The term of office is four
years and the Secretary of State or his representative serves as
chairman (5.5505.061).

The ballot board prescribes the ballot language for constitutional
amendments, prepares an explanation of each proposed amendment,
which appears on the ballot, and determines the method by which the
Secretary of State shall disseminate information concerning proposed
amendments (S. 3505.062).

The Ohio Ethics Commission is composed of six members, three
from each of the two major political parties, who are appointed by the
Governor and confirmed by the Senate. Members serve staggered six-
year terms and receive no compensation for their services. (S. 102.05).

The commission is responsible for receiving personal financial
disclosure statements from candidates for state and local office and
annually from incumbents ofall offices covered by the Act. Exempt are
members of the House of Representatives or candidates for that
position who file their reports with the House of Representatives
Ethics Committee and State Senators or candidates for that position
who file with the Senate Ethics Committee. Members of the judiciary
or candidates for that office file with the Board of Commissioners on
Grievances and Discipline.

The commission is empowered to administer oaths, issue subpoenas,
compel the attendance of witnesses, and require the production of
papers, accounts, and records (S. 102.06). In addition, it is authorized
to render advisory opinions interpreting the law (S. 102.08).

In the 1977 session legislation was passed establishing a statewide
voter registration system (Am. Sub. S.B. No. 125). Under prior law
only in cities with a population of 16,000 or more was a citizen required
to register in order to qualify as a voter. In cities having a lesser
population personal registration was not necessary unless the
municipal corporation adopted a registration ordinance, or the board
of elections, by majority vote, elected to have registration throughout
the county. The new law stipulates that any person wishing to vote,
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sign any declaration of candidacy, or any nominating, referendum, or
recall petition must be a registered voter.

Legislation passed in 1977 also authorized: (1) registration by mail,
(2) distribution of registration forms by any registered voterresiding in
the county, (3) registration at the polls on election day, l (4) registration
upon application for a motor vehicle operator’s license, (5) distribution
of registration forms by any county office designated by the Secretary
of State, and (6) registration at the board of elections by persons de-
siring to vote by absentee ballot. In addition the thirty-day precinct
and county residence requirement for voting was removed, boards of
elections were required to maintain specified minimum office hours for
three weeks prior to the close of registration before a general or
primary election, and the Secretary of State was obliged to maintain a
master list of registered voters. Also, failure to vote was eliminated as a
reason for cancellation of registration. Under former law, the board of
elections had to cancel the registration ofany voter who, at the end ofa
calendar year, had not voted at least once or transferred his
registration in the preceding two calendar years.

South Carolina
In contrast to exclusive state administration in Alaska, the other

extreme, or more pronounced example of decentralized administra-
tion, is probably reflected in the experiences of many southern states
wherein many of the facets of party nomination are regulated by the
political parties. As illustrative of developments in those states, the
following narrative briefly capsules some of the“quasi-public” powers
exercised by the parties relative to the conduct of primary elections in
South Carolina.

In South Carolina the conduct of primaries is under the jurisdiction
of political parties. The state executive committee is responsible for
supplying ballots, including absentee, for all offices except countv
officers, federal, and circuit solicitors. In the case of these officers,
ballots are provided by the respective party’s county committee (Code
of Laws of South Carolina S. 23-400.31). Each county committee is
responsible for providing sufficient ballot boxes and voting booths for
primaries held within their county (SS. 23-400.62 and 23-400.54). The

I. This provision was subsequently placed on the ballot as a referendum questionand repealed by the Ohio
electorate in November 1977.
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state or county committees set the filing fee required of candidates in
their respective jurisdictions except in the case of a candidate for the
House of Representatives, which is set at two percent of the annual
salary of that office (SS. 23-400.74 and 23-400.75.1).

Every candidate for selection as the nominee of any political party
for any state office, United States Senator, member of the Congress, or
solicitor to be voted for in a primary must file a notice of his intent with
the treasurer of the state committee (S. 23-400.72). However,
candidates for State Senator file a notice of intent with the chairman of
the party’s county committee (S. 23-400.73).

The county committees tabulate the voting results and declare the
winners of primary elections for the General Assembly and county
officers but forward to the state party chairmen the results in their
respective counties for United States Senator, statewide officers,
Congressmen, and solicitors. The state committee then canvasses the
vote and declares the results (S. 23-491).

Protests and charges contesting elections in the case of county
officers, local elections, and members of the State House of
Representatives are filed with the chairman of the county party
executive committee (S. 23-492). The county executive committee
holds hearings relative to the complaints and the chairman is
empowered to administer oaths and subpoena witnesses. All issues are
decided by majority vote and the chairman of the state executive
committee is immediately notified of the result (S. 23-492.1). The
decision of the county executive committee may be appealed to the
state executive committee (S. 23-492.2). The state committee is bound
by the facts as determined by the county committee, provided however
that, if in the opinion of at least eighteen members of the state
committee, such facts should be reviewed, then a hearing de novo shall
be held by the state committee (S. 23-492.3). The state executive
committee also decides protests which arise from primaries for
statewide offices, and offices including more than one county (S. 23-
492.5).

Challenges involving primary elections of city or town officials are
heard by the Board of State Canvassers of Municipal Primaries (S. 23-
493). This board is made up ofone member of the executive committee
from each congressional district in the state (S. 23-294).
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Dispersal ofFunctions
The current Massachusetts election system is one of the most

decentralized systems in the United States. Whereas in most states the
county is the focal point of election administration, in Massachusetts
the responsibility for voter registration and the conduct ofelections lies
with the city or town clerk or a local election commission. The city or
town clerk is responsible for the annual listing of residents, registering
local voters, certifying nomination papers and petitions, processing
absentee voter applications, and conducting the election and recounts,
and many other election functions. In cities and towns with election
commissions, the commission performs the duties assigned to the
clerks.

Beyond the election “management” responsibilities the municipal
clerk must perform various duties either mandated by statute or local
ordinance or by-law such as the issuance of dog licenses, occupational
permits and marriage certificates, the recording of vital statistics, and
the provision of information to the municipality’s legislative body.
Moreover, in some Massachusetts towns, the clerk is also the Town
Treasurer and in some cities he is a member ofcertain boards.

The Secretary of State prints the ballots for elections and special
elections to fill national, county, and state level offices. Local
jurisdictions are responsible for providing ballots for local elections. In
addition, the secretary prints all absentee ballot envelopes, tally sheets
and forms for reporting election results, and bilingual voter
registration forms. The secretary certifies the names of political parties
and candidates as well as questions which are to be submitted to the
voters on a statewide basis. He is responsible for determining the
number of eligible voters who have signed petitions for candidates or
referendum questions by tallying the number of signatures certified by
registrars of cities and towns.

All electronic or mark-sense vote counting devices must be approved
by the secretary for use by local jurisdictions. Lever or mechanical
machines are regulated by the Ballot Law Commission. The secretary

CHAPTER V.
MASSACHUSETTS PRACTICE AND SUGGESTED REFORMS
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is responsible for the canvass of the primary vote, certifying the
winners of elections, publishing election results and sending the official
election results to the Governor and Council. Every two years the
secretary receives a list of registered voters from each city and town.
These lists are used to mail voter information to all voters.

In disputes arising over election or registration procedures the
Secretary of State has no power to force compliance. His office acts as
an advisory body, supplying interpretations and guidelines when
requested to do so by local officials or private citizens. If a problem
arises on election day it is usually the local clerk who makes the
determination of a person’s eligibility to vote. In the event of an
adverse decision, the citizen’s only recourse is the courts, an option
which not only imposes a cost on the person wishing to exercise his
rights to vote but also effectively disenfranchises him because of the
long wait for a hearing. To minimize the incidence of such conflicts, the
Election Division within the secretary’s office has adopted a more
activist position than was common under past administrations. The
office has published manuals containing laws relative to state and local
elections and election officials, which have been well received by city
and town clerks. Examples are Candidates Guide to State Elections, A
Guide for Circulating Initiative Petitions, A Guide to Election
Recounts, and Election Officer’s Handbooks on paper ballot
procedures, punch card voting procedures, and AVM voting machine
procedures.

In conversation with the staff member responsible for this report,
officials to inform them of interpretations of state election law and
practices. The staff is currently enlisting the cooperation of local
officials in an aggressive drive to expand voter registration in
Massachusetts.

In conversation with the staff member responsible for this report
Mr. Richard Cauchi, Staff Coordinator for the Citizens for
Participation in Political Action (CPPAX) Election Reform Task
Force, expressed the following views relative to the current
Massachusetts election system and the bills under consideration.

Mr. Cauchi believes that some aspects of the current method of

Views of Citizensfor Participation in Political Action
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administering elections is too informal and that the lack of written
procedures for many aspects of the electoral process causes
unnecessary confusion and prevents the uniform application of the
election code across the state. As an example, he cited the difficulties
encountered by his organization in the submission of petition and
nomination papers to city and town clerks. A standard or conventional
form which is acceptable to the clerk of one city or town has been
judged to be unacceptable by the clerk of a neighboring community.
Mr. Cauchi said that abbreviations, interpretations of legibility, and
the use of nicknames, such as the use of Dick for Richard, are treated
differently by neighboring clerks. Mr. Cauchi observes that the lack of
a clear avenue of appeal in this and other problem areas allows the
local clerks far too much discretion in applying the law. He also
pointed out that the variation in resources between communities
across the state inhibits the development of uniform voting and
registration opportunities for all citizens.

Another example of the degree of discretion allowed the clerks is in
regard to the certification of signatures on nomination papers. Until
recently the clerk was under no obligation to give a reason for his
rejection of a signature. As the result of a lower court decision the clerk
must now give a written reason for each signature rejected. However,
the clerk’s decision is still final, subject only to appeals to the courts,
and there is no recourse which is not either expensive or time
consuming. Mr. Cauchi believes this problem is illustrative of the
degree of discretionary authority on the part of the clerks which has
characterized the Massachusetts election system.

Mr. Cauchi states that the lack ofauthority in the Secretary ofState
to enforce the election codes is one of the major defects in the
Massachusetts system. In 1977 Charter Commission petition papers
circulated in Boston were in violation of a statutory change which no
longer required signers to list their residence as of January 1. When
informed of this, the Secretary of State’s office wrote a letter to City of
Boston election officials notifying them that they were not in
compliance with the election code. Lacking the authority to force
compliance, the secretary’s office was dependent upon the voluntary
cooperation of the city officials in solving the problem.

Although he feels that Representative Businger’s bill, House, No.
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312 of 1977, would make many meritorious changes, Mr. Cauchi is not
convinced that such dramatic action is either necessary or possible. It is
his contention that authorizing the Secretary of State to make rules
and regulations would correct many of the current problems and is
more feasible in light of the strong opposition any attempt by the
Legislature to completely reorganize the current election administra-
tion would encounter. Mr. Cauchi believes that, although authorizing
the Secretary of State to make rules and regulations relative to the
conduct of elections does have the potential for abuse, it is preferable
to the current system. Bad rules or regulations could be more easily
challenged than decisions arising out of the current informal
procedures. Reiterating his belief that uniformity is of prime
importance in election administration, Mr. Cauchi expressed support
for expanded training of local officials and increased financial aid to
cities and towns for costs incurred in elections or related activities.

View ofSecretary ofState
Election officials within the Secretary of State’s office indicated

strong support for legislation authorizing the Secretary of State to
make rules and regulations relative to the conduct of elections. They
believe that elections are not administered uniformly throughout the
Commonwealth and voters are not treated equally from community to
community. They point out that rule and regulation authority is
limited by the election laws and the authority of the Legislature to
enact subsequent law. Rule and regulation authority would only allow
the office to interpret existing law, not to make new laws. Even these
interpretations require an open hearing for public comment with the
opportunity to propose amendments.

Although most of the Massachusetts city and town clerks do an
exemplary job in conducting elections and registration activities, there
are some who do not fully conform to statutory requirements. Problem
areas mentioned are bilingual registration, over the counter absentee
voting, the counting of ballots, and procedures for dropping voters.
Other areas where the secretary’s office believes rules and regulations
are necessary are: signatures on absentee voting applications and
ballot envelopes, training for election officials, observers at the polls,
the challenge procedure for voter registrations, and recount
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procedures. The bestowal of rule-making authority in th
office would insure prompt decisions when problems arise anar

protect local clerks from lawsuits arising out of the confusion over tl
clerk’s statutory obligations.

Election staffalso believe that granting the secretary a greater degree
of administrative authority and flexibility would help to alleviat
complexity of the election code by allowing problems to be dealt with
in an administrative framework rather than through the courts or
Legislature. In the event changes in election or registration activities
are mandated by the federal government, the secretary through his
rule-making authority could accomplish the changes on a more timely
basis than legislative actions

Officials in the secretary’s office stress that improvements in the
electoral mechanism would result if the secretary were empowered to
intervene in disputes that arise between local officials and private
citizens or citizen groups. In such circumstances the secretary or his
representative should be empowered to hold hearings and elicit
testimony. This proposal would be most effective if coupled with the
authority to make rules and regulations. However, even if the secretary
could not make rulings with the effect of law, the hearings would
provide a forum for discussion of problems and allow the complainant
to get an opinion from state authorities. If the clerk refused to accept
the decision of the secretary, the Attorney General could, in the name
of the Commonwealth, initiate legal action and legal costs would be
paid by the state.
Local Election Officials’ Observations

The majority oflocal election officials, who responded to the Bureau
survey, expressed objections relative to the establishment of a
centralized statewide election administration within the office of the
Secretary of State. The most frequent complaint was that state officials
would not be as responsive to local problems as are local officials. This
view was most often expressed by officials from small towns who fear
that a statewide system would not adequately accommodate what they
perceive as special circumstances surrounding the conduct of elections
in small towns. As to the application of election statutes, one clerk
proposed that special consideration should be extended to towns with
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populations of less than 2,500. She expressed the view that the current
“hours of registration, voting and most of the restrictions place a
burden on small towns.” 1 As an example, she noted that during the
1976 state primaries her office had to remain open for ten hours but

recorded only eighty votes. Local officials are fearful thata centralized
statewide system would undermine the pride they take in the efficient
discharge of their duties, and that city and town clerks would cease to
make necessary and hard decisions at a time when expediency and
sound judgement are essential. Proponents of this position state that
the current statutes are clear and that the local official’s accountability
to the community insures that he or she carries out the duties of the
office in conformity with statutory requirements.

Most local officials believe that the current system of administering
elections is both fair and efficient. Establishment of a centralized
statewide office is perceived as too radical a change and one which is
not necessary to correct isolated problems peculiar to certain localities
or officials.

The aspect of the centralized statewide system which received the
greatest negative response was state assumption of the responsibility
for registering its citizens. Local officials contend that a system of
enrolling voters through an annual statewide door-to-door canvass
would create numerous problems and that it would open the door to all
types of fraudulent registrations. They were especially upset by the
provision which would authorize any member of the household to
register any other eligible absent member of the household. The
majority of clerks believe such a proposal would devastate the
accuracy of their voting lists.

Local officials are apprehensive that a canvass may serve as an
instrument of party recruitment and thus introduce partisanship to the
registration process. In their view, door-to-doorregistration would not
provide proper safeguards against pressure to register in a particular
party unless canvassers were required to work in teams, one a
Republican and one a Democrat. If two canvassers had to visit each
house, the number of canvassers needed would be extremely large to
cover the entire state in a reasonable length of time.

Harriet A. Todd. Town Clerk. Gill. Massachusetts.
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While some clerks indicated that door-to-doorregistration could be
complished at the same time as the annual street listing this view was

clearly in the minority. Supporters do not foresee any problems
obtaining accurate and qualified voter registrations through this face
to face contact but stress the importance of separating registration
activity from the census effort, for cost and accounting purposes. The
city or town would bear the cost of taking the census as they now do.
but the clerks contend that the state should reimburse the locality for
each registration taken by a lister. The separate compensation for
registering would thus provide the incentive for making return visits
On the other hand, some clerks noted that many cities and towns
presently conduct their census by mail and the registration canvass
would have to be undertaken as a separate effort and could prove to be
costly. Much of the opposition to a separate canvass for the purpose of
registering voters could be diffused by assurances that the state would
assume the cost of such activities. Such a provision is incorporated in
House, No. 312 of 1977 but it seems it was overlooked by many of the
respondents to the Bureau questionnaire

Although a minority of local election officials are in favor of
authorizing the Secretary of State to make rules and regulations
relative to elections, there is a fear that such action would concentrate
too much power within a political office. Local officials prefer that an
independent board, on which representatives of the city and town
clerks would sit, have this authority. Supporters claim such a board
would guard against partisan influence and allow input from persons
actually involved in conducting elections on the local level.

Although they should not be construed to be representative of the
attitude ofthe majority of local election officials, some of theresponses
received by the Bureau indicate that voting and registration are still
considered a privilege by some local officials Professing that their full
compliance with the statutes and related administrative action on their
part provides ample opportunity for the civic-minded citizen to
register and vote, such officials see no meaningful results flowing from
any effort, statutory or otherwise, which would “coddle" the citizen
into exercising his rights. In their view', registration and the exercise of
the franchise must reflect responsible action on the part of the
citizenry. The following comments are illustrative of this viewpoint:
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(1) “With every right there are also responsibilities and 1
believe we are really spoiling the general public by not
allowing them to take some responsibility.” 1

(2) “A certain amount of dignity and ceremony is taken
away with this proposed system of registration. We should
be proud to make an effort to register, such as is displayed
by a person who has has just become a naturalized citizen,
who invariably registers the very same day.”2

(3) “Making voting and registering easy will result in
irresponsible and emotional results.” 3

(4) “People should care enough about the voting privilege
to register on their own.”4

(5) “All kinds of legislation could be passed to force or
encourage people to register, but there is no way of making
people actually vote,, and that, after all, is what counts.
People that want to vote do not have to be coerced into
registering.” s

(6) “Anyone who wants to vote will somehow manage to
make one of the many registration sessions already provided
by law. Many offices, such as our town, are open one night
each week, others are open on Saturday mornings. What
more is needed? Certainly not more spoon feeding.”6

In an attempt to determine those aspects of the current method of
administering elections in Massachusetts which present the most
common problems, the Legislative Research Bureau sent question-
naires to the election officials in the Commonwealth’s 351 cities and
towns. The Bureau received 150 responses (some officials furnished
only partial replies), the results of which are summarized below:

(1) Election Laws
a. Too restrictive 6.
b. Not clear 35

I. Joan A. Donovan, Town Clerk, Worthington, Massachusetts.
2. Mrs. Gene Cormier, Clerk to the Board of Election Commissioners, Swampscott. Massachusetts.
3. Mrs. Heidi Schultz, Town Clerk. West Tisbury, Massachusetts.
4. Helen L. Thompson, Town Clerk, Topsfield, Massachusetts.
5. Catherine A. McKim, Town Clerk, Burlington, Massachusetts
6. Edith P. McCracken, Town Clerk, Westwood, Massachusetts.
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c. Conflict between state and federal provisions 25
d. Court decisions (too late, etc.) 26

(2) Policy from Higher Authority (Secretary of State)
a. Too restrictive 2
b. Not clear 21
c. Authority and responsibility not defined 16
d. Changes in procedure late or unclear 25
e. Written procedures needed —29

(3) Voting

a. Election day communication breakdown 1
b. Ballot supply 1
c. Accuracy of ballot format 1
d. Absentee (unclear procedure, lack of time) 21
e. Vote counting 9
f. Ballot security 2
g. Early count for press —26
h. Machine breakdown 1
i. No backup system available 2
j. Untested election day procedures 0
k. Late changes in poll locations 0
l. Inexperienced poll workers 9

Fifty-six responses indicated that no major problems are experienced.
The viewpoint of the majority of local election officials is captured in

the following response;

To summarize, the Election Division within the Office of
the Secretary of State can be most helpful by supplying
publications that clarify procedures; provide timely inter-
pretations of the statutes (especially to new clerks and those
from small towns) and be the focal point for citizen
information. The ultimate authority for all elections,
however, should remain with the local officials whether they
be city or town clerks or election commissioners.

Elden R. Salter, Municipal Clerk, Andover, Massachusetts.
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Many of the clerks expressed an interest in training sessions on
election administration being conducted for local officials. It was
suggested that such sessions could be mandatory for new clerks and
done in cooperation with one of the state universities. Proponents
believe that such action would help to insure uniform election
procedures across the state by promoting a common method of
administering local elections.

In conversation with the staff member responsible for this report,
Mr. Wilbert Greenhouse, Director of Community Affairs of the
Massachusetts Legislative Black Caucus, expressed support for the
concept of a centralized election administration. It is his belief that the
current method of administering elections and voter registration
activities does not provide for the special needs of minority groups and
the poor. He maintains that local election officials do not receive
enough training, are often times not sensitive to minority problems and
in some instances are strongly opposed to seeing thatevery person who
is eligible is registered to vote.

Mr. Greenhouse believes that a centralized election system can be a
real benefit in eliminating many ofthe problems that have traditionally
occurred in Massachusetts. Having a central authority as an appeals
board or appeals officer which makes binding rulings on procedures
and outcomes could eliminate a lot of wasted time in the courts. Mr.
Greenhouse advises that it will produce better government on the local
levels, since candidates will know in a more timely manner after
disputed elections who won. That will allow the victor more time to
prepare his administration, thus making it more coherent in approach
and able to begin programs more easily. Mr. Greenhouse contends
that procedures can also make it easier for minorities to gain access to
the election process as candidates, since a single authority must treat all
who come to it equally, which is not what is happening now under the
rule of 351 city and town clerks. He is particularly concerned about
such matters as the establishment of bilingual forms for nomination
and registration, and the use of ballots that are bilingual in the voting
booths and on paper. Mr. Greenhouse favors authorizing the
Secretary of State to make rules and regulations relative to the conduct

Miscellaneous Views
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ofelections, and believes that the same electoralprocess which chooses
the secretary can be a check in itself on his performance in supervising
elections. However, to guarantee against possible abuses in the
exercise of such authority, he suggests that some type of oversight
arrangement in the form of a multi-member board may be
advantageous. If such materializes, he asserts that the minority
membership should constitute at least ten percent thereof.

Mr. John A. Callahan, Director of the AFL-CIO Committee on
Political Education in Massachusetts, does not believe that thecurrent
method of administering elections in Massachusetts creates serious
problems. He favors any proposals to expand opportunities for voter
registration but emphasizes that the state must take into account the
financial repercussions on the cities and towns of any changes it
mandates. He approves of proposals to authorize the Secretary of
State to make rules and regulations relative to the conduct of elections
so long as legislative oversight is required.

The Massachusetts Chapter of the League of Women Voters did not
take a position relative to the bills encompassed in this report and
informed the Bureau that it endorses the reforms advocated by its
national organization.

General Overview
The successful implementation of a statewide automated voter

registration system postulates the establishment of a state agency, most
commonly within the Secretary of State’s office, which is responsible
for maintaining a current and accurate file of all registered voters in the
state. Such a central file may be organized and operated by the use of
personnel in the secretary’s office and existing state data processing
facilities or by contracting with a private company for such services.

The statewide registration file is the foundation of the statewide
voter registration system. This file contains the following basic
information for each enrolled voter: (1) I.D. number, (2) name, (3)
address, (4) sex, (5) color, (6) date of birth, (7) date ofregistration, (8)
date of residence in town or city, (9) voting record, and (10) party

CHAPTER VI.
STATEWIDE COMPUTERIZED VOTER REGISTRATION

SYSTEMS
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affiliation. Each local election official maintains files of permanent
registration information for all voting districts within the locality and
such officials must notify the state election office of all deletions,
additions, or data changes so that they may also be made to the central
file registration data. Persons no longer eligible to vote are then
automatically deleted from the files and the registration of a voter who
moves within the state is automatically transferred. Registrations in
the central file are catalogued according to voting districts such as
counties, cities, towns, wards, and precincts.

Currently, the States of Alaska, Delaware, Kentucky, South
Carolina, Wyoming, and Virginia maintain statewide computerized
voter registration systems. lowa, Maryland. Oregon, Rhode Island,
and Texas have limited automated systems and several other states
have passed enabling legislation.

Operational Features
The first step in initiating a statewide automated voter registration

system is the creation of a master file. Two methods may be used to
accomplish this purpose. The first method requires the re-registration
of all registered voters. This result may be achieved in this instance
through (1) conventional means of registration, (2) a door-to-door
canvass, or (3) the use of the mails. Only the names of those persons
who re-registered are placed in the centralized voter registration files.
This approach automatically eliminates persons who are deceased,
have moved, or have become ineligible to vote. Under the second
method existing registration lists and records are converted to state
approved standard forms and files. This approach requires each local
election official to clear his files of deceased, moved, and disqualified
electors.

In transmitting the registration data to the state agency for
incorporation in the central file, two options are available to local
officials the bathe or the on-line system. 1

Under the batch method of gathering the initial data, local election
clerks provide the state election office with the most recent voting lists
for the various political subdivisions within their jurisdiction. From
these lists, a computerized statewide mailing to each eligible voter is

I these alternatives were discussed in the Massachusetts Legislative Research Council report tilled Vato
Idem ifnation (House. No. 5973 of 1973).
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undertaken. Enclosed in each envelope is a postage-paid post card on
which the voter enters the information necessary (date of birth, sex,
etc.) to be recorded under theautomated registration system. Thiscard
already contains the name, address, party affiliation, and polling place
of the voter. The voter is requested to correct any errors and after
supplying theadditional information requested returns the card to the
city or town clerk who checks the cards for accuracy and keeps a record
through a check-off system or other satisfactory method of each card
returned. The cards are then forwarded to the state elections office
whereupon the data is fed into a computer and catalogued by ward,
precinct, and city or town.

Those voters who did not respond within a specified time period are
sent a second request indicating that their failure to respond will result
in their being dropped from the eligible voter list. New registrants at
this period of data gathering would fill out a post card at time of
registration.

The next procedural step relates to the ferreting out of duplicate
registrations. Persons found to be registered more than once would be
notified by certified mail and advised that their names will be dropped
from the listing unless they forward their current addresses to the state
election office. Finally, computer lists of registered voters are
forwarded to the local clerks for a further check to verify that all names
are on the lists.

Under an alternative method, the local clerks are responsible for the
gathering of information. They would be obliged to obtain the
information essential for the statewide registration forms from all
registered voters in their community. These listings would then be
forwarded to the state office for entry into the computer as a check for
duplicate registrations. New computer lists would then be sent to the
clerks.

The gathering of information for the initial data base through an on-
line system, although quicker, is more expensive. l Computer facilities
would have to be made available to the clerks either in their own
community or by direct telephone line at some central location. These

I. A computer expert contacted by the Bureau disagreed and noted that local terminals need not be
permanently “connected” to any single “central computer.” For less than $lOO per month, any community
could have a portable terminal which could be plugged into any telephone for temporary connections to a
wide variety of data bases. What is badly needed is an analysis of the wide variety of uses to which such
terminals could be put. Thoseuses would include not only data entrybut also data retrievaland interaction
involving both entry and retrieval.
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terminals have the capability to feed data directly to the computer and
conversely to delete data already entered. In addition, the terminals
may be programmed to search the computer for duplicate entries.

As an alternative to placing terminals in every municipality, a bank
of terminals could be set up near the computer. This would necessitate
the installation of direct telephone access from each registration
location to the terminals. Peak periods of registration may demand an
increased number of terminals and telephone lines on a temporary
basis.

The location of terminals in each community would diminish the
control which the state office would have on input and deletions to the
listings. With the terminals situated in one place, better supervision
and control over what is entered or deleted could be exercised. The
actual printing of the lists would still be done at the central computer
location.

The extent ofautomation utilized for file storage and access depends
on the volume of the records and the capabilities of the state. Factors
which must be considered are; existing computer facilities, available
funding, additional equipment requirements, and staff capabilities.
The current computer capabilities of a state and localities is the single
biggest influence on the way the automated system will perform in a
state. A major consideration, according to the Federal Elections
Commission, in planning for computer utilization for a statewide voter
registration system is that computer time is required on an irregular
basis. For example, prior to elections, whole days of computer printing
time are needed for preparation of election rosters; file updating
requires short periods of time on a scheduled basis; and election voting
history updating and subsequent reporting require time following each
election. A large state computer facility may be capable of
accommodating such a system easily whereas a smaller installation
with a high daily run requirement for other purposes may not be able to
accommodate an increased work load. In the latter event a mini-
computer for use exclusively by the elections system may offer a
feasible solution.

When planning a statwide computerized voter registration system it
is essential that local election officials be included in all discussions.
From the beginning it must be made clear to these officials that the
potential changes, rather than reducing their “power”, will, instead,
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reduce their work load and provide more time and resources to better
perform other duties. A second group of officials to be considered are
local and state party leaders. Here again the pluses of the new system
rather than the negatives must be emphasized.

Advantages ofStatewide Automated Registration System
Experts in the establishment and operation of statewide automated

voter registration systems believe such a system offers a number of
advantages, as follows:

1. It reduces the amount of manual work performed by local
election officials as much of the paperwork currently performed in
maintaining local registration records is shifted to the state and
performed by computer.

2. It improves the accuracy of registration files by providing for
automatic transfer of registration when a registrant moves from one
locality in the state to another, by allowing for automatic purging of
non-voters within a legally specified time period, and by detecting and
eliminating duplicate registrations within the state.

3. It coordinates the voter and registration activities of state and
local officials through the use of standarized data gathering, storage
and dissemination procedures, thereby assuring the uniformity and
completeness of the record-keeping process.

4. It eliminates the manual work performed by local officials in the
preparation of election rosters by having the state office supply
complete and accurate rosters for each local office.

5. It reduces the cost of supplying candidate and party lists of
registered voters to candidates and political parties by consolidating
their production within the state office.

6. It provides numerous possibilities for statistical reporting,
including, but not limited to, voter turnout statistics, political statis-
tics, and registration statistics.

Because of the lack of comprehensive data from the several states
with computerized systems, the following text treats only the
experiences of those states which furnished sufficient information to
serve as the basis of further research by Bureau staff in developing a
more extensive description of that state’s activity in this area.
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Prior to the implementation of a statewide computerized voter
registration system in 1968, there was no voter registration in Alaska.
The choice of a centralized computerized registration system was
motivated by the geographical barriers and sparse population which
characterize the state. In addition, the lack of technical resources at the
local borough level made it more practical for the registration file to be
maintained centrally and for election services to be provided by a
centralized state office. Existing computer facilities and personnel
within the Division of Data Processing were able to accommodate this
added responsibility without the purchase of new equipment or an
increase in staff.

State election supervisors train registrars in each of the precincts in
the preparation of the required forms. These documents are
transmitted to the election supervisor who submits the information to
the Division of Data Processing. The information is entered into the
central file and then returned to the election supervisors for their
review.

Voter lists and voter identification cards are printed by the
computer. Lists are sold to political candidates with the price varying
between $3.00 and $5.00 depending on the size of the election district.
Statewide lists are made available through a computer tape if
requested by a group or statewide candidate. Lists are made available
to municipalities at no charge as the municipalities assist the state in
registering persons to vote.

By law, a person who has not voted in four calendar years may be
removed from the voting list. Within a maximum of fifteen minutes,
the computer can prepare a list of such persons, in addition to the
labels which are affixed to letters to be mailed to each individual who is
to be purged. If the person so notified fails to return the letter his name
is removed from the list of registered voters.

United States Supreme Court’s rulings re residency requirements in
the early 1970’s were a contributing factor in the development of a
computerized voter registration process in Kentucky. Election officials

Kentucky l

Alaska

I. Much of the information in this section is drawn from the manuals developed by the National Scientific
Corporation for use by Kentucky election officials.
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within the state determined that the thirty-day residency requirement
prior to election day did not afford them sufficient time to check the
information given by the registrant, especially with respect to new
voters. Prior to the establishment of a statewide voter registration
system each of the 120 counties in Kentucky administered its own
elections and compiled its own voting lists. Some counties, however,
were lax in purging voting lists and in notifying counties where the
voter was previously registered. Moreover, county election officials
claimed that the new thirty-day residency requirement prevented them
from doing so because of the need to prepare voting lists in such a
limited time. In response to these difficulties the legislature enacted a
statute which called for the establishment of a computerized statewide
voting list. The State Board of Elections is responsible formaintaining
the central file with county election boards stillretaining actual control
over the registration process. Some $750,000 was appropriated for this
purpose and the program was initiated in September of 1972.

A determination that the current voter listings contained many
errors prompted the legislature to approve complete re-registration of
all voters in the state. In addition, the information necessary to
establish areliable listing was not available in all counties from existing
records. In order to alleviate the cost of re-registration to the counties,
the state reimbursed the county 25c for each new registrant.

Each local election official maintains three standard registration
files the Alphabetical File for Current Registrants, the Precinct File
for Current Registrants, and the Alphabetical File for Registrants
Removed or Transferred and Applicants Denied Registration. The
Alphabetical File for Current Registrants duplicates the records for
the county which are maintained on the statewide voter registration
system. In contains, in alphabetical order, the names of all registered
voters in the county. The Precinct File for Current Registrants
identifies, in alphabetical order, all registered voters in each precinct
within the county. The Alphabetical File for Registrants Removed or
Transferred or Applicants Denied Registration contains, in the same
fashion, the names of former registered voters, in addition to those
who have been denied registration.
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When a citizen of Kentucky applies to become a registered voter, a
Permanent Voter Registration form is completed. This form may be
completed either by the registration official or the applicant and must
be signed by the applicant. If the applicant is already registered in
another Kentucky county or another state, he must appear in person to
complete and sign an Authorization to Cancel Voter Registration,
This form is mailed to the county clerk in the applicant’s previous
county or state of registration in order that the applicant may be
removed from the records of that county.

After the Permanent Voter Registration form has been accepted by
the county clerk, the original is then forwarded to the State Board of
Elections. At the state office each form is scanned manually for
completeness. Any incomplete forms are returned to the clerk for
completion. Those which appear complete are entered into the
computer via #3277 IBM terminals. This is a manual operation
performed by clerks in the state processing center. The computer is
programmed to reject any entry if the computer already has the same
surname and social security number in its data bank. When this
happens the form is returned to the appropriate county clerk for
investigation and/or correction. All other entries accepted are stored
in the computer data bank.

Once the data is recorded, the registration record is returned to the
appropriate county clerk. The clerk also receives a monthly File
Maintenance Activity Report and is responsible for verifying the
accuracy of the registration records entered on the statewide system.
The original registration record is then filed in the Precinct File
Current Register and the copy in the Alphabetical File for Current
Registrants.
Withdrawal of Registration

To remove a registrant from the statewide system because of death,
other disqualifying reasons such as conviction fora felony, or change
of residence, the county clerk completes a Registration Removal
Notice and sends it to the state board, which removes the registrant’s
record from the county’s registration file in the statewide system. The
Permanent Voter Registration forms for the registrant are withdrawn
from both the Precinct- :id Alphabetical Files for Current Registrants

New Registrations
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and placed in a temporary file to await the return of the Registration
Removal Notice. When such is received, the county clerk files it and
both the original and copy of the registrant’s record in the Alphabetical
File for Registrant’s Removed or Transferred and Applicants Denied
Registration. Upon receiving an authorization to cancel registration
for a voter who has moved from his or her county, the clerk completes a
Registration Removal Notice to purge the registrant from the county’s
record.

Change of Registration Information
To change or correct information relative to a registered voter the

county clerk follows the same procedure as in the case of a withdrawal
of registration. A Voter Registration Record Change Form is the
routing document.

County election clerks are responsible for notifying the State Board
of Elections of new registrants, changes in registration information,
and registrants removed from the county files on a monthly basis.

Such data must be submitted by the tenth day of the following
month. When special registration programs are initiated which will
increase the volume of records forwarded the county clerk must notify
the board of the estimated increase. In the months preceding elections,
a special weekly schedule for submission of registration records is
established by the state board.

The Permanent Voter Registration Record, the Voter Registration
Record Change Form, and the Registration Removal Notice Forms
are submitted together. All material forwarded to the state board is

accompanied by a County Clerk’s Registration Record Control Form
which contains the county’s name and code, the total number of each
type of document sent, and the date of submission.

The state board is responsible for maintaining and updating the
statement file of all registered voters in Kentucky and producing
reports from the statewide voter registration computer file. After all
the input documents have been processed, all computer processable
transactions are scheduled for special updating. Normally, all
transactions for a single month are processed together except that in
the period immediately preceding the elections a more frequent
scheduling is followed.
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County and Precinct Lists
Prior to each election an alphabetical listing of all voters in each

county is sent by the State Board of Elections to each county clerk.
This list is compared by the clerk with the registration record
maintained in his office to ascertain the accuracy and currency of the
latter.

Coincidental with the compilation of the county lists the board
produces precinct lists for use at each polling place. This list appears in
alphabetical form and is corrected from the county lists. These lists
were formerly prepared manually by the county clerks and the expense
was borne by the county.

Upon receiving the precinct rosters the county clerk places them in a

computer printout binder. The respective precinct lists are later de-
livered to each precinct for use on election day but the county list is
retained in the county clerk's office for use in answering questions on
election day. At each precinct, the election officials must insure that
each registered voter signs his or her name in the space provided on the
precinct list when he or she votes.

After the election, the precinct lists are returned to the State Board
of Elections, which updates the voting record of each registrant in the
statewide voter registration system who has voted in that election.

Each year following the general election, the Voter Registration
Master File is purged of all registrants who have not voted in four
years. A listing of those voters is then printed as a Removal Voter

Report which is printed as a section of the next Monthly Master File
Activity Report. Upon receiving the names of the voters who have not
voted in four years the county clerk removes the names from his
current list. The record for each purged registrant is removed from the
Precinct File for Current Registrants and the Alphabetical File for
Current Registrants. The record from the Precinct File is marked to

indicate the action taken; both the original and copy are then filed
together in a temporary file until the thirty-day period for appeal has
expired. The records are then filed in the Alphabetical File for
Registrants Removal or Transferred and Applicants Precinct
Registration. A purged registrant may appeal to the County Boardfor
reinstatement.

Record Purging
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Data Input
Many computer operations use key punch cards as the vehicle to

insert data into the computer. Kentucky decided on a manual input
through terminals for two reasons, the major reason being that it was
necessary to satisfy arequirement thata signature comparison be made
when a person votes. Thus, a registration form of some sort is
necessary in addition to the key punch cards for comparison. The
second reason was that the input terminals used have a video screen so
that the clerk can check the entry against the registration card for
accuracy before the actual input is made.

South Carolina
A computerized statewide voter registration system was inaugurated

in South Carolina by an act of the 1967 General Assembly, as the result
of a report by a special legislative committee which was established to
study election laws and propose changes in them. The committee
reported that the existing system of maintaining voter rolls was
inadequate and did not meet the standards required by state law. The
record number of address changes, new voters, and other factors had
made the use of manual clerical systems untenable.

The new registration system was placed under the direct control of
the Secretary of State. The enabling legislation mandated the
establishment of a separate division to be known as the office of the
Deputy Secretary of State for Elections. This division was charged
with the implementation and organization of the new system.

The new voting laws which were enacted in June of 1967 went a long
way toward overhauling the existing system. Instead of random visits
to suit the schedule of local election officials, voter registration
was authorized during normal courthouse hours. A centralized state
agency to advise and work with local officials in their clerical
procedures as well as to set up uniformstatewide operating procedures
was organized and the use of computer technology to maintain and
update registration records was authorized. Moreover, all voters who
were registered during the decade of 1958 to 1967 could re-register for
the present ten-year period of 1968 to 1977 by mailing to their local
board a completed and notarized application, together with the old
registration certificate.
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The provisions for expanded registration hours and re-registration
by mail enabled the state to register over 850,000 voters the first year
under the system.

The central office responsible for the functioning of the statewide
registration system was separated from the office of the Secretary of
State effective January 1, 1969, and placed under the newly created
State Elections Commission. The commission has five members who
are appointed by the Governor with at least one being a member of the
majority political party and one from the largest minority political
party represented in the General Assembly. It is supervised by an
Executive Director who replaced the Deputy Secretary of State and
assumed all his duties. The law requires that the Executive Director
shall;

1. Maintain a complete roster ofall qualified electors by county and
by precincts.

2. Delete the name of any elector who is deceased, who is no longer
qualified to vote in the precinct where currently registered, who has
been convicted of a disqualifying crime, or who is otherwise no longer
qualified to vote as may be provided by law.

3. Delete the name of any elector who has failed to vote in each of
two consecutive statewide general elections and also failed to vote in
any other election which might have been held in the precinct in which
he is registered within the period of time between two general elections.

4. Enter voter names on the various rosters as they are reported by
the county registration boards.

5. Furnish each county registration board with a master list of all
registered voters in the county, together with three copies of all
registered voters in each precinct of the county, at least ten days prior
to each election.

6. Maintain for four years all information furnished his office
relating to the inclusion or deletion of names from the rosters.

7. Purchase, lease, or contract for the use of such equipment as may
be necessary to properly execute the duties of his office, subject to the
approval of the State Elections Commission.

8. Secure from the United States courts in South Carolina and
federal agencies information as to persons convicted of disqualifying
crimes.
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9. Furnish at a reasonable price any and all precinct lists to any
qualified elector requesting same.

Local boards in South Carolina’s forty-six counties are still
responsible for registering voters. The local election officer is
responsible for obtaining the required information of each applicant
and forwarding a duplicate of each registration certificate to the
central state office. This data is then keypunched on cards which are
entered into the central computer file.

To keep the central file current and accurate the Bureau of Vital
Statistics submits a monthly report to the Executive Director listing all
persons who have died in the previous month. The report contains the
name, county ofresidence, social security number, and place of birth of
the deceased. Annual reports submitted by the clerks of the courts of
general sessions and every magistrate in the state which list all persons
convicted of voter disqualification offenses by their courts are used by
the Executive Director to drop such persons from the central file.

South Carolina’s election officials believe that the statewide
automated voter registration system has produced a number of
benefits. Most importantly, the state registration records are both
more current and accurate. Manual labor has been reduced by state
provision of voter lists and automatic purging of voters who become
ineligible. It is no longer necessary to use entire county registration
books or to manually copy the names of those eligible to vote in a
particular election. Because the registration lists contain all the
information supplied by the voter when he registered the local officials
can more easily identify any person who presents himself to vote. In
addition, the central registration file is used to generate lists of jury
pools for use by the state courts.

In the first presidential election held after the establishment of the
statewide automated sytem (1968), 78.2 percent of South Carolina’s
registered voters went to the polls. The nation as a whole averaged
slightly over 60 percent. In its first year of operation the system cost less
than $750,000. This amount includes salaries of personnel and
expenses of the office of Executive Director, plus state aid to county
boards of registration for keeping their offices open five days a week
The actual computer portion of the system cost approximately
$170,000.
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Enabling Legislation 1
The National Scientific Corporation of Arlington, Virginia which

has pioneered the development of computerized registration suggests
the following guidelines for legislation authorizing a statewide voter
registration system:

1. Establishment ofa state election officer responsible for
control and maintenance of the central voter registration file
data.

2. Identification of data elements to be required of each
registrant and thus to be stored in the file. Suggested
minimum required items are: name, address, sex and date of
birth.

3. Establishment of voter registration qualifications and
procedures.

4. Specification of requirements for redistricting of
voting districts.

5. Specification of delete criteria and the means of
notification of deleted registrants. Delete criteria should
include death, convictions of a felony, and failure to vote in
specified number of years.

6. Identification of reporting requirements.
7. Specification of voting and registration history record

maintenance requirements.
8. Provision of guidelines for funding and establishment

of a budget entity.
9. Provision for availability of party and candidate lists

of registered voters.
10. Specifications of time limits for system implementa-

tion.
11. Specification of forms and records, standards and

requirements.
12. Specification of local election office uniform registra-

tion procedures.
13. Specifications of registration transfer procedures.

In addition, consideration should be given to:
I. Federal Election Commission, Automated Statewide Voter Registration System Report, Volume 1.19^8.
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1. Federal and state legislation impacting on the
establishment and maintenance of a central registration file
system.

2. Current litigation which might impact on the es-
tablishment of voter registration files.

3. Changes to existing voter registration procedures and
operations which would be imposed by a centralized system.

4. Impact of a centralized voter registration system in
terms of manpower, costs, equipment, staff training, and
public information.

5. Computer equipment and software requirements of a
centralized voter file.

6. Mixed uses of computer terminals in local com-
munities.

7. Fees for various uses by the public of computer data
bases.








