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FOREWORD

The purpose of the short ballot is to reduce the number of
choices presented to the voters at any one time so they can con-
centrate their attention on the contests that really matter. The
objective is better informed and more independent voting.

The short ballot was one of many ideas for achieving govern-
mental and political reform that were developed in this country
during the Progressive Era, roughly the period from 1900 to 1915.
This review of Iowa ballot changes traces how the short ballot
and related principles influenced these changes.

First it is necessary to describe the system of government
and politics that existed before these changes began to take
place. The crucial change was the adoption of the secret ballot
in this country; without that basic reform, none of the other
ideas for change was possible.

The ballot changes described in this report were not the
result of short ballot principles alone; in fact, as far as we
can tell, there was no organized short ballot movement in Iowa.
Many of the ballot changes described here resulted from combina-
tions of political and other factors.

However, a short ballot theme is clearly evident. Through
the years, there seems to have been a determined attempt to
reduce the length and complexity of the ballot.

No attempt has been made here to list the factors involved in
each ballot change, to describe the arguments for and against
each proposal, or to identify the groups that proposed and
opposed each change. Such considerations are beyond the scope of
this report but should be the subjects of future research.

The record shows that there has always been strong opposition
to short ballot proposals. Progress in gaining acceptance for
these proposals has been slow and intermittent. 1Indeed, the
chronological list of ballot changes shows a twenty-eight year
period (1919-1947) during which no significant changes were
adopted.

Whenever possible, I have cited the sources of opinions
expressed in this report. Any other opinions that remain are my
own and not those of the Institute or the University.

I hope that thoughtful consideration of the material in this
report will aid in current and future discussions about various
issues and proposals for improving governmental and political
processes.

George B. Mather
August 1987

iii



vi

CHRONOLOGICAL LIST OF IOWA BALLOT CHANGES

* These changes tended to shorten ballot
** These changes tended to lengthen ballot

1892--Australian ballot adopted, page 3

1900--Presidential electors removed from ballot,
voting machine counties only,* page 8

1906--Biennial general elections became effective, page 9

1907--Direct primary adopted, ** page 12

1907--Commission form of city government authorized, *
page 22
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1913--Direct election of U.S. senators,** page 10
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page 16
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INTRODUCTION

As a political reform, the short ballot had moderate success
initially, then continued to have results sporadically over
a long period of time. Although the idea swept the country
soon after its formulation, its successes came only in
particular areas and at particular times. In many places,
the debate continues today.

The basic idea is simple, and that is the basic idea: to
simplify the ballot to the point that only a few offices are
voted on at any given election. The purpose is to enable
voters to investigate and make informed decisions about the
candidates for the few offices on the ballot. Woodrow Wilson
has been quoted as saying:

Simplification! Simplification! is the task

that awaits us; to reduce the number of persons

voted for to the absolute workable minimum, knowing

whom you have selected; knowing whom you have

trusted, and having so few persons to watch that

you can watch them. That is the way we are going to

get popular control back in this country, and that

is the only way we are going to get political con-

trol back.[1]

Iowa was the first state to adopt some aspects of the
short ballot; through the years, other applications of short
ballot principles have been adopted, and many others
proposed. Certain proposals now before the people and the

legislature embody short ballot principles.

The Beginning of the Short Ballot Movement

The short ballot was one of the many concepts for poli-
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tical reform that marked the Progressive Era, roughly the
fifteen or twenty year period beginning around the turn of
the twentieth century. In addition to the short ballot,
these ideas included the direct primary, the presidential
preference primary, the initiative, referendum, and recall,
the commission and manager forms of city government,
regulation of campaign expenditures, and the popular
election of U.S. Senators.

The basic principle behind these reforms was to return
control of government to the people by concentrating
authority in a few officials directly responsible to the
voters. The administration of government would be in the
hands of non-partisan experts selected by and responsible to
policy-making officials elected by the people.

Popular control was to be strengthened by opening the
electoral process and the partisan procedures. Elections
were to be simplified and purified, and the political
parties brought under governmental regulation.

The proposed reforms were a response to the graft, cor-
ruption, patronage, and other abuses then rampant in the
country. The reforms were attempts to wrest control of gov-
ernment from the political machines and bosses, and their
allies in business, transportation, public utilities, and
other areas of the private sector.[2]

The first victory was the widespread adoption of the
Australian secret ballot. This was a major revolution in the
manner of conducting the people's business, and it triggered

the other reforms. Secret elections were such a marked con-
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trast to the way in which elections had been conducted, and
the reform was adopted so quickly by so many states, that
there was great optimism that other, similar reforms that
would clean up politics and government could be adopted.

The Australian Ballot

Massachusetts adopted the first Australian ballot law in
1889; by 1892 thirty-five states had enacted it, and by 1904
all but three states had.[3] Iowa passed this ballot reform
in 1892.[4]

The operation of this reform was simple: there was an
official, uniform ballot, printed at public expense, and
voting was secret within the polling place, under official
supervision.[5] To appreciate what a radical reform this was
it is necessary to consider the system it replaced.

Before the Australian ballot came into use, voters were
required to produce, as well as prepare, their own ballots:
Elections were informal, often viva voce.

Sometimes party adherents took the trouble to print

ballots--lists of the names of candidates of that

party's ticket. These ballots were mere slips of

paper. Only with the adoption of the Australian

ballot in 1892 was the voter given on one large

sheet the entire list of candidates--not to mention
the blank spaces.[6]

The election laws in effect in Iowa in 1888 indicate how
elections were conducted at that time:

The ballot shall designate the office for
which the persons therein named are voted for.

In voting, the electors shall deliver their
ballots to one of the judges, and he shall deposit
them in the ballot box.

During the receiving and counting of the bal-
lots . . . it shall be unlawful for persons to
congregate or loiter within one hundred feet of the
voting place, or to hinder or delay in any manner
any elector in reaching or leaving the place fixed



for casting his ballot. It shall be unlawful for
any person within such distance of one hundred
feet, to give or offer to give any ticket or ballot
to anyone not a judge of elections, or to fold or
unfold, or display any ballot which he intends to
cast so as to reveal its contents or to solicit the
vote of any elector, or attempt in any way to
influence him in the matter or casting his vote.[7]

Newspaper accounts describe instances where partisans

would prepare ballots listing the candidates of the opposi-

tion party in which names were misspelled, candidates

omitted, and the like. Election day in Des Moines in 1888 is

described this way:

was

Fully three-fifths of the vote was cast before noon
and there was little occasion for the politicians
to use the hacks they had employed. The Democrats
were out with an unusually large number of hacks,
placarded, [horse-drawn taxis decorated with
political posters] and the names of the county and
township candidates conspicuously printed on red
cards. The Republicans had a few hacks but not so
many and there was less display and bluster in
their work. The representatives of the jobbers
seemed to have the most workers with the tickets.
They had alleged Democratic and Republican tickets
with the names of the present Railroad
Commissioners all on. They were the only ones
working hard against the straight tickets. All day
long the election proceeded very quietly, and in no
case were there any disturbances. The polls were
kept clear of workers beyond the 100-foot 1limit,
and perfect order prevailed. . . . The vote was
hard to count in the city because of the large
amount of scratching and the number of fraudulent
tickets put out.[8]

After the first election in which the Australian ballot

used, the Iowa State Register commented:

The Australian ballot law passed by the last
legislature was tried yesterday. There will be var-
ying opinions in regard to its utility to-day. The
man who, after casting his vote discovered that he
had made a mistake serious enough to disfranchise
him, as many did, is apt to have a very poor opin-
ion of the law. But we believe that the general
verdict will be favorable to the new system. Peop-

le seem to like it. The seclusion of the booth
wherein the mandate of the sovereign people was
prepared seemed to be compatible to the average man
who entered it. Nine out of ten came out with a
satisfied air that seemed to indicate that he had a
high opinion of the importance of the vote he was
casting and the circumstances under which he cast
it

There is no doubt that the quiet which reigned
at the polls yesterday was largely due to the new
system of voting. The crowd which had generally
collected around the ballot-boxes or polling places
was entlrely absent. The very hacks which have been
conspicuous agents at polling places seemed to be
vacant. Men went to the polls quietly, cast their
ballots and left, often without exchanglng a word
with anyone. The Australian system is an expensive
one for a state like Iowa, but it is likely to be
permanent. People who have once used it will want
to use it again. It is a great step in the direc-
tion of a purified ballot.[9]

In another column on the same page is this comment:

Iowa's new Australian ballot law has destroyed
the occupation of the blowers and strikers at the
polls. Yesterday's election was the quietest there
has ever been held in Des Moines, the votes were
polled rapidly and with less delay than ever
before, and if the ballots count out all right, the
Register is going to be satisfied with the new law,
even if the booths do resemble the toilet room of a
modern hotel.

Writing some fifty years after the events, Emory English

commented:

Why

In the matter of the Australian ballot reform,
the voters previously were bewildered and annoyed
by the multiplicity of ballots offered them, some
belng thrust into their hands even when they were
in the act of voting. All manner of pressure and
intimidation were practiced, and high-handed meth-
ods of voting and counting of votes were indulged
in and tolerated. . .

Voting conditions had become intolerable; the
imposition and intimidation practiced were unbear-
able; and under operation of the new law their
disappearance was a distinct relief.[10]

the Long Ballot?

The long ballot developed in the second and third
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decades of the nineteenth century. It grew out of the belief
that the people could best control those officials they
elected directly, so all officials, especially at the state
and local level, should be elected by the people. Short
terms and frequent elections were other features of this
theory.

Later in the century, politicians were able to build
strong political machines by controlling the means by which
candidates were selected. Nominations for office were made
in caucuses and conventions controlled by the party leaders.

Party tickets were designed with two or three
outstanding candidates at the top of the ticket and the
remainder filled up with loyal party supporters. The long,
non-secret ballot virtually forced voters to vote the
straight ticket.

When proposals were made to remove minor offices from
the ballot, the response from the politicians was that to do
that would deprive the people of the right to vote for their
public officials.

Reform efforts thus focused on two approaches: enact

undertakes more work, tries to attend to more
details for which it is not fitted, than in any
other country in the world. The excessive burden
comes mainly from two things: the great number of
temporary offices and the system of special legis-
lation; and both are derived from the same source,
the dislike of the people to intrust public duties
to anyone but their direct representatives or to
persons who are kept in touch with public opinion
by constant fear of removal. The American citizen
is far less attracted by the idea of experienced
public servants who retain their positions so long
as they are faithful and efficient than he is
repelled by the dread of bureaucracy. A natural
result has been the creation of a vast number of
elective offices and the principle of rotation in
all offices. But a not less natural consequence is
the inability of the people to control either the
selection of men for office or their conduct after
assuming their duties. It is a simple case of being
paralyzed by trying to do too much. . . . The grow-
ing demand for a short ballot is a recognition that
the people have undertaken to elect to office more
men than they can judge intelligently; and it is a
step toward simplification of popular government
that ought to be carried far.

* % %

We are told that the cure for the ills of
democracy is more democracy, but surely that
depends upon the disease from which it is suffer-
ing. . . . The cure for the ills of popular gov-
ernment is more attention by the people to the
things they undertake, and that object is not pro-
moted by undertaking too much. There is a limit to
the total amount of labor the whole people can
expend on public affairs, and that amount must be
divided among the different matters they are cal-
led upon to consider. A fraction is diminished by
increasing the denominator.[11]

the direct primary, so that nominations were made by The National Short Ballot Organization was founded in

rank-and-file party members, and adopt the short ballot to 1908 by Woodrow Wilson, then governor of New Jersey, and
encourage voters to examine and choose from opposing others. Its influence spread throughout the country, and

candidates rather than simply accept the party's choices, to there were state organizations in New York, New Jersey,

"vote for the man, not the party." Virginia, Illinois, Indiana, and many of the new states in
Writing in 1913, A. Lawrence Lowell described the , the west. (I have not been able to find any record of the
situation this way: existence of a state short ballot organization in Iowa,

The plain fact is that in America democracy



8
although there are many references and comments about short
ballot ideas in the published records.)

The basic principles, quoted in many publications, were:

1. That only those offices should be elective
which are important enough to attract (and deserve)
public examination.

2. That very few offices should be filled by
election at one time, so as to permit adequate and
unconfused public examination of the candi-
dates.[12]

The basic concept was to centralize authority and
responsibility in a few elected officials, and let those
officials appoint other officers to carry out the details of
government; the elected officials were to be responsible to
the people for the actions of the persons they had
appointed. In this way the people would be free to concen-
trate their attention on the selection of able policy-making
officials. As Herbert Croly said,

A democracy has no interest in making good
government complicated, difficult, and costly. It
has, on the contrary, every interest in so simpli-
fying its machinery that only decisive decisions
and choices are submitted to the voter. Every
effort should be made to arouse his interest and to
turn his public spirit to account; and for that

reason it should not be fatigued by excessive
demands and confused by complicated decisions.[13]

BALLOT CHANGES

Presidential Electors

For many years voters in all the states voted for
members of the electoral college individually, sometimes
without reference to the names of the candidates for
president and vice president. The names of the candidates

for electors were listed at the top of each party's ticket.

Before 1900, voters in Iowa had elected one elector from
each congressional district, and two at large. In 1900 the
legislature changed this procedure so that all electors were
elected at large, although all but two for each party were
nominated by congressional districts.[14]

This arrangement could hardly be described as a short
ballot. However, in 1900 Iowa made a major breakthrough in
this regard. As Albright tells it,

The introduction of the voting machine with
limitations as to arrangement and space led Iowa in
1900 . . . to provide in the voting machine law
that the names of electoral candidates might be
omitted, that the ballot label might contain only
the words 'Presidential Electors' preceded by the
party name.[15]

Eliminating the names of individual electors from paper
ballots came later. Nebraska did it first in 1917, and Iowa
did in 1919.[16]

These ballot changes did not sweep the country; Albright
reports that by 1930 only six states had removed the names
of electors from their ballots, and by 1940 sixteen states
had done so. He comments: "This acceleration of the presi-
dential short ballot movement is one of the most important
ballot trends of recent times; and it serves as one of the
most effective ways of reducing the size of the ballot."[17]

In the 1919 statute, the Iowa legislature made another
innovative change that resulted in shortening the ballot by

one office: the ballot format was arranged so that each

voter cast only one vote for both president and vice



10
president; the two offices were bracketed under each party
label. [18]

Biennial Elections

At the turn of the century Iowa had a general election
every year. Because most officers were elected for two-year
terms, only half the officers were up for election each
year. While this arrangement resulted in a relatively short
ballot, annual elections were felt to be a burden on offi-
cials and voters alike, as well as an unnecessary expense,
and the constitution was amended to require biennial elec-
tions effective in 1906.[19]

The net effect of the change was fewer general statewide
elections, but longer ballots, almost double. In 1972,
through constitutional and statutory amendments that changed
the terms of most state and county officers from two to four
years, the ballot was shortened.[20]

After the change to biennial elections in 1906, the
normal general election ballot consisted of thirty-seven to
fifty offices, depending on whether it was a presidential
year or not. Most other states had similarly long ballots.

The normal Iowa ballot in a presidential year listed
thirteen presidential electoral contests, one contest for
representative in Congress, fifteen contests for state
offices, eleven for county offices, nine for township
offices, and various numbers of contests for district court
judges.[21]

An example of a "short" ballot for that time is that

voted in Polk County in the presidential election of 1908;

i
only twenty-eight contests were on the ballot, and that
includes two contests to fill vacancies. The shortness was
achieved because Polk County used voting machines. Instead
of listing the presidential electors individually, the
voting machines had just one lever for each party, labeled
"Presidential Electors."[22]

The ballot for Linn County for the same election,
reproduced as the centerfold of this report, illustrates the
ballot format for counties where paper ballots were used. In
both examples, the township ballot is not included.

Popular Election of U. S. Senators

Another election reform that received a great deal of
popular support at this time was the campaign to amend the
U. S. Constitution to require popular election of U. S.
Senators, as opposed to election by the state legislatures.
Many persons who supported short ballot principles also sup-
ported this proposal on the grounds that it would strengthen
popular control of public officials even though it required
the voters to consider candidates for yet another office.

The reason this movement peaked at this time was dissat-
isfaction over ruling by some federal judges. Many persons
felt federal judges were much too favorable to business,
particularly monopolies, trusts, and corporations. But fed-
eral judges were appointed by the President, who generally
accepted the appointees recommended by the senators of the
state in which the appointment was to be made, and the sena-
tors were elected by the legislatures. Therefore, the way

to get at changes in federal judges was to take the election
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of senators out of the hands of the legislatures, which were
dominated by business and railroad interests. (23)

To its credit, the Iowa legislature did its part to
bring about this reform. In 1904, in 1909, and again in
1911, the Iowa legislature petitioned Congress to present to
the states the amendment to the U.S. Constituttion necessary
for changing the method of electing senators.[23]

In adopting the direct primary in 1907,, the legislature
included a provisions for popular "nomination" of senatorial
candidates. The choices by the voters were to be advisory.
The act stated: "The vote upon candidates for the office of
senator in the congress of the United States shall be for
the sole purpose of ascertaining the sentiment of the voters
in the respective parties."[24]

Before the federal amendment for electing senators was
ratified, the legislature had set in motion a plan for
nomination of senatorial candidates in the primary and
election in the general election; legislative candidates
would have been required to pledge themselves to be bound by
the popular votes.[25] These special procedures were never
used.

Direct Primary

For reformers of this period, the short ballot was one
approach to breaking the stranglehold of political bosses on
government. The second approach was the direct primary, a
means for taking the power of nominations away from the
party leaders and giving it to ordinary party members.

Before this point, all nominations for partisan offices were
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made by caucuses or conventions of party delegates. The
direct primary meant setting up another election, and in
many cases a long ballot. However, this was a vital step in
breaking the control of the political organizations over
politics and government.

As William L. Bowers commented:

Thus, after more than ten years of struggle,

Iowa had a statewide primary election law which

allowed the people to nominate candidates directly

for public office. The law also provided for a

preferential vote for a party candidate for United

States Senator.[26]

In most respects today's primary law resembles the 1907
statute. However, there have been some changes that have
short ballot overtones. Under the original act, delegates to
the county convention and precinct committeemen were elected
in the primary. In 1963 the law was amended to require that
delegates were to be elected at precinct caucuses, and in
1974 that precinct committee members also were to be elected
at caucuses.[27] These changes resulted in shortening the

primary ballot.

Shortening the Ballot

Many changes in the ballot were deliberate attempts to
shorten it by removing minor administrative offices in
accordance with the short ballot principle of fewer and, it
was hoped, better choices. Other reform motives, however,
gave rise to other efforts which resulted incidentally in
ballot shortening. One such reform replaced untrained,

elective coroners with trained, appointive medical
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examiners. Many changes, no doubt, were motivated by
political considerations.

In this review, it is not practical to include all the
background factors for each ballot change. I have included
here those changes that had implications for short ballot
principles.

Reducing the State Ballot

Advocates of the short ballot had some early successes
in reducing the number of offices on the state general
election ballot. As Frank Edward Horack reported:

In the legislation of the Thirty-fifth General

Assembly [1913], a notable beginning has been made

in the direction of the adoption of the

short-ballot principle. Three state officers,

namely, the Superintendent of Public Instruction,

the Clerk of the Supreme Court, and the Supreme

Court Reporter were made appointive officers. The

County Superintendent was also removed from the

list of elective officers; but a cumbersome method

of selection was provided to take the place of the

popular vote.[28]

The office of state superintendent was made elective
again four years later, but removed from the ballot again in
1953.[29]

The only other state offices to be removed from the
general election ballot since 1913 have been the members of
the state commerce commission, formerly the board of
railroad commissioners. The three members were made
appointive in 1959.[30]

Names of candidates for state executive offices now
appear on the ballot at fewer elections The amendment of

1972, which lengthened terms to four years, meant that

candidates for these seven offices appeared on the
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non-presidential year ballot but not on the ballot in
presidential years.

Shortening the County Ballot

The only county offices actually to be removed from the
ballot since 1900 are the county surveyor in 1911, the
county superintendent of schools in 1915, the coroner in
1959, and the clerk of the district court in 1983.[31]

In 1959 the legislature authorized counties to combine
various offices, including elective offices, but proposals
for such changes need to be presented by petitions signed by
25 percent of the voters in the county, then approved by a
popular vote.[32] No proposals have been adopted that
resulted in removing any elective county offices from the
ballot.

The 1906 law implementing the change to biennial
elections set the terms of all county officers, except
members of the board of supervisors, at two years. Three,
five, or seven members of the board were to be elected for
three-year terms. The ballot specified "For term
beginning . . »"[{33]

Terms of supervisors were increased from three to four
years in 1963; while this did not shorten the ballot, it did
remove the confusion about who was running for which
term.[34] The law was amended in 1960 to permit no more than
five member boards.[35]

Since before the turn of the century it was possible
to divide the area of a county into districts, and to elect

one member of the board from each district. As far as
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individual voters were concerned, dividing the county into
supervisor districts rather than electing the members of the
board at large did mean shortening the ballot.[36]

One of the amendments to the state constitution adopted
in 1970 removed the office of county attorney from the con-
stitution but the office has been continued by statute. The
term of office was increased from two to four years in
1971.(37]

Other Districts

Iowa law permits the formation of many special purpose
districts, some of which, such as county hospitals and
drainage districts, require popular election of boards of
directors or trustees. Because creation of these entities is
permissive and the areas involved so various, it is not
possible to include them in this report. Creation of such
districts does lengthen the ballot for voters in the areas
involved, but it is not easy to calculate on a statewide
basis what these effects are.

Shortening the Township Ballot

Only voters in rural areas vote for township officers;
for these voters, the township ticket does add to the length
of the ballot. Through the years, the length of the township
ballot has been shortened by centralizing road, assessment,
and other functions in the county, and by implementation of
the unified court system.

Townships were important units of local government at
the turn of the century. As the 1897 Code stated, township

trustees were to serve as ". . . overseers of the poor,
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fence viewers, and the township board of equalization, and
board of health, and shall have charge of all cemeteries
within the limits of the townships dedicated to public use,
when the same are not controlled by other trustees or incor-
porated bodies.'"[38]

At that time there were three trustees for each town-
ship, one elected each year for a three-year term; a clerk,
an assessor, and road supervisors who were elected for two-
year terms in even-numbered years.[39]

The township trustees could divide the township into
"such number of road districts as may be necessary for the
public good."[40] Each district elected its own road super-
visor, who acquired his own equipment and labor pool to
maintain the roads in his district.

In 1902 the legislature acted to abolish the separate
township road districts and centralize road maintenance
under one road superintendent for each township. This action
was modified somewhat in 1909, but reinstated in 1913. From
that time, the township road superintendent was appointed by
the trustees.[41]

All township responsibilities for roads, including all
equipment and funds, were transferred to the county in
1929.[42]

The elected township assessor had responsibility for
assessing all real and personal property in the township and
reporting these assessments to the county for collection of
taxes. The assessor also had charge of conducting the state

census every year that ended in "5" until that function was
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abandoned in 1936 by amendment to the state constitution.

The office of township assessor was abolished in 1947 and

all assessing functions were centralized in the county.[43]
The term of the township clerk was changed from two to

four years in 1974, and the terms of trustees from three to

four years in 1963.[44]

The Judicial Systenm

The township ballot was shortened by four offices when
the offices of. justice of the peace and constable were abol-
ished in 1973. The previous year the legislature had man-
dated: "All mayors' courts, justice of the peace courts,
police courts, superior courts, and municipal courts and
offices connected therewith, are abolished as of July 1,
1973."[45]

This action was part of the Unified Trial Court Act that
continued the process of judicial reform that was put in
motion by the passage of a constitutional amendment in 1962.
Before that time, all judges had been elected on a partisan
basis. Nominations were made by separate nominating conven-
tions for each political party and the nominees were pre-
sented on the general election ballot under the party
labels.

The primary objective of judicial reform was to have
judges appointed on the basis of non-partisan nominations
made by special judicial nominating commissions. Voters were
no longer required to make choices from among partisan can-
didates for judges.

Under the new procedures, judges of the supreme,
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appeals, and district courts are subject to a popular vote
on whether they are to be retained in office; there is such
a vote at the first election after their first appointment,
and at the end of each term of appointment--eight years for
supreme court judges, six years for appeals and district
court judges, and four years for associate judges.

On a separate, non-partisan section of the ballot, there
is the question "Shall the following judges . . . be
retained in office?"

Whether these "automatic recall" procedures result in a
net shortening of the ballot is open to question; the voters
still are required to make decisions on the merits of each
judge.

Lengthening the Ballot

So far we have considered actions by the legislature to
reduce the length of the ballot. However, two acts of the
legislature in the 1970s resulted in adding two positions to
the ballot. These actions were the creation of the regional
library system in 1973 and requiring in 1975 that members of
soil district commissions be elected.[46] Members of both
entities were required to be elected on a non-partisan bal-
lot at the general election.

Seven regional library districts were created, and
within each district seven director districts were created;
the voters in each district elect one member of their
regional board for a four-year term. Thus, the ballot is
increased by one office once every four years.

There are 100 soil conservation districts; each elects
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Copy of Official Ballot, Linn County, lowa,
General Election, November, 3rd, 1908.

REPUBLICAN

NATIONAL TICKET

For President
WILLIAM H TAFT
of Ohilo
For Viee-Presldent
JAMES S SHERMAN
of New York
For Elecfors at i,arge
THOMAS T ANDERSON
of Warren County
JOHN H ANUNDSON
of Cerro Gordo County
For Elector, First District
MARSH W BAILEY
of Washington County
For Elector, Second District
F D LETTS
of 8cott County
For Elector, Third District
W F RAY
of Butler County
For Elector, Fourth District
D H BOWEXN
of Allamakee County
For Elector, Fifth District
W C WALTERS
of Tama County
For Elector, 8ixth District
WM M REECE
of Wapello County
For Elector, Seventh District
WALKER M BLACK
of Polk County
For Elector, Eighth District
ALEXANDER MARDIS
of Wayne County
For Elector, Ninth District
ALMOR STERN
of Harrison County
For Elector, Tenth District
GEORGE W HANNA
of Kossuth County
For Elector, Eleventh District
JOHN BOEYINK

of Sioux County

Daoouboabaoadaod

STATE TICKET
For Governor
B F CARROLL
of Davis County
For LieutSfaEm (f5¥ecnor
GEORGE W CLARKE
of Dallas County
for Secretary of State
W ¢ HAYWARD
of Scott County
For Auditor of State
JOHN L BLEAKLY
of Ida County
For Treasurer of State
W W MORROW
of Union County
For Attorney General
H W BYERS
of Shelby County
For Superintendent of Public
Instruction

JOHN F RIGGS
of Kvokuk County
For Judges of Supreme Court
SILAR M WEAVER
of Hardin County
SCOTT M LADD
of O'Rrien County
(To fill vacancy)
W D EVANS
of Franklin County

For Clerk of Supreme Court
(To fill vacancy)

H L BOUSQUET
of Marion County
For Railroad Commissioner
D N § KETCHUM
of Marshall County
CONGRESSIONAL TICKET

For Representative in Congress
Fifth District

JAMES W GOOD

of Linn County

L
L]
L]
L
L
L]

[
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LEGISLATIVE TICKET
For State Senator
26th District

W ¢ STUCKSLAGER
of Linn County

For State Representatives
48th District

J W BOWMAN
of Linn County

ERNEST R MOORE

of Linn Cdunty

COUNTY TICKET
For County Auditor
¥ J CLEVELAND
of Marfon Townshlp
For County Treasurer
HARRY E PRATT
of Rapids Township
For Clerk of District Court
WILLIAM DENNIS
of Franklin Township
For 8hariff
WM 6 LOFTUS
of Rapide Township
For County Recorder
J E COOK
of Marion Township
For County Attorney
FRANCIS A HEALD
of Rapids Township
(Continued on Fouth Column)

NATIONAL TICKET

For President
WILLIAM J BRYAN
of Nebraska
For Vice-President

JOHN W KERN

of Indfana

For Electors at Large
JOHN E CRAIG
of Lee County
¢ C LOOMIS
of Polk County
For Elector, First District
JAMES R GILLIS
of Henry County
For Elector, Second District
M J WADE
of Johnson County
For Elector, Third District
JAMES C MURTAGH
of Black Hawk County
For Elector, Fourth District
F H HOWARD
of Clayton County
For Elector, Fifth District
R C STIRTON
of Jones County
For Elector, Sixth District
E G MOON
of Wapello County
For Elector, Seventh District
C L ANDREWS
of Dallas County
For Elector, Eighth District
W H DEWRY
of Lucas County
For Elector, Ninth District
AL A LENOCKER
of Pottawattamie Cotnty
For Elector, Tenth District
P V LENZ
of Carroll County
For Elector, Eleventh District
HENRY J LINDEN

of Plymouth County

DOodbobgbddn
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STATE TICKET
For Governor
FRED E WHITE
of Keokuk County
For Lieutenant Governor
D A RAY
of Humboldt County
For Secretary of State
JULIUS RUGE
of Carroll County
For Auditor of State
¢ E MUNROE
of Mahaska County
For Treasurer of State
JAMES 8 CUNNINGHAM
of Marion County
For Attorney General
CHARLES A ROGERS
of Hardin County

I'or Superintendent of Public
Instruction

CAP E MILLER
of Keokuk County
For Judges of Supreme Court
DANIEL W HIGBEE

of Union County
ALLAN J HOUSE
of Jackson County

(To fill vacancy)

W H C JAQUES
of Wapello County

For Clerk of Suprcme Court
(To fill vacancy)

GEORGE B WHITTEMORE
of Woodbury County
For Railroad Commiseioner
MACK J GROVES

of Emmet County

L]

[

[
[
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CONGRESSIONAL TICKET
For Representative in Congress
Fifth District

SAMUEL K TRACY

of Linn Coutity

LEGISLATIVE TICKET

For State Senator
26th District

T J DAVIS
of Linn County

For State Representatives
48th Distriet

ELMER D NEAL
of Linn County
JOHN W YOUNG

of Linn County*

[

COUNTY TICKET
For County Auditor
D W REYMNOLDS
of Rapids Township
For County Treasurer
CHARLES W BRUBAKER
of Cedar Township
For Clerk of District’ Court
S N PARSONS
of Marion Towunship
For Sheniff
WORTH ENGLISH
of Maine Township
For County Recorder
J W BATES
of Maine Township
For County Attorney
CHARLES J HAAS

of Marion Township

L]
[
L
]
O
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L]

(Contiued on Fifth Columun)
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DEMOCRATIC | PROIBITION

NATIONAL TICKET

For President
EUGENE W CHAFIN
of IModis
For Vice-Prestdent
A 8 WATKINS
of Ohtp

For Electors at Large
L. S COFFIN
of Webster County
ULIUS CARLETON McCASLIN
of Lee County
For Elector, First District
H E McCOLLUM
of Waghington County
For Elector, S8econd District
EDWARD F RHOAG
of Muscatine County
For Elector, Third District
A MAC EACHRON
of Black Hawk County
For Elector, Fourth District
ANDREW F SMITH
of Winneshiek County
For Elector, Fifth District
M M DICKSON
of Marshall County
For Elector, 8ixth District
J J MULLIX
of Poweshiek County
For Elector, Seventh District
J D C McFARLAND
of Polk Coppty
For Elector, Elght} "District
FRED T STEVENSON
of Wayne County
For Elector, NInfH Diétrict
ISAAC F MARLATT
of Pottawattamle County
For Elector, Teallt District
ROBERT CARROL
of Webster County
For Elector, Elevedth Bistrict

P H ARLINGTON
of Sac County

L]

[
L]
[
[

[]

STATE TICKET
For Governor
K W BROWN
of Story County
For Lieutenant Governor
JOHN W LEEDY
of Mahaska County
For Becretary of State
HOWARD M HUMPHREY
of Calhoun County
For Auditor of State
JOHN D COLLINS
of Sac County
For Treasurer of State
CHARLES € BACON
of Muscatine County
For Attorney General
J A HARVEY
of Dallas County

For Superintendent of Public
Instruction

D R DUNGAN
of Polk County
For Judges of Supreme Court

L]
L
L]

(To fill vacancy)

[
L
L

For Clerk of Supreme Court
(To 1ill vacancy)

C ¥ PAINE

of Fayette County
For Railroad Commissioner
E E BENNETT

of Madison County

]

L]

CONGRESSIONAL TICKET

For Represeutative in Congress
Fifth Disteict

C P WHITTEMORE
of Linn County

LEGISLATIVE TICKET

For State Senator
Z6th DiBthict

HUGH BOYD
of Linn County

For State Repressntatives
48th District

M E HINKLEY
of Linn.County

W C THOMPSON

of Linn County

COUNTY TICKET

For County Auditor

[

[

[
n
[
L]
[

For Clerk or Distriot Court

W H DAVIS
of Franklin Township

For Sharl?®

For County Recorder

For County Attorney

SOCIALIST

NATIONAL TICKET

For President
EUGENE V DEBS
of Indlana
For Vice-President

BEN HANFORD

of New York

For Electors at Large
N P ALIFAS
of 8cott County
JOSEPH M MOHR
of Marshall County
For Elector, First District
J R ANDERSON
County
For Elector, 8econd District
AUGUST MEINCKE
of 8cott County
For Elector, Third District
L J DIETZ
of Buchanan County
For Elector, Fourth District
R K BULL
of Cerro Gordo Coutty
For Elector, Fifth District
WILL SPORMANN
of Linn County
For Elector, 8ixth District
LOVEL J P TALNAGR
of Mahaska County
For Elector, 8eventh Digtrict
JOHN BRAKER
of Story County
For Elector, Eighth District
W C WILLESB
of Appanoose County
For Elector, Ninth District
6 W WILSON
of Cass County
For Elector, Tenth District
J F SAMPEL
of Boone County
For Elector, Eleventh District
W F MAYWALD
of O'Brien County

L]
[]
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STATE TICKET
For Governor
I S McCRILLIS
of Polk County
For Llieutenant Governor
ERNEST HOLTZ
of Dubuque County
For Secretary of State
WILLIAM STRAUSS
of Des Moines County
For Auditor of State
ERNEST € PIERCE
of Woodbury County
For Treasurer of State
HENRY TAYLOR
of Adalr County
For Attorney General
T F WILLIS
of Page County

For Superintendent of Public
Instruction

LENA BILTERMAN
of Monroe County
For Judges of Supreme Court
A W RICKER
of Decatur County
WILLIAM G STUART
of Jackson County
(To fill vacancy)

[]
L]
[
L]
L]
[
[]

For Clerk of Supreme Court
(To fill vacancy)

J S DAGGETT
of Union County
For Rallroad Commissioner
L M HAWVER, JR
of Black Hawk County

L]
L]
[]

CONGRESSIONAL TICKET
For Representative in Congress
Fifth District
L A HANSON
of Marshall Coufity

LEGISLATIVE TICKET
For State Senator
26th District
For State Repreaen(lllveo
48th District

REPUBLICAN—Continued
(Continued From First Column)
For County Superintendent

A BRUCE ALDERMAN

of Grant Township
For County Survefor

For Coroner

WALTER 8 KING
of Rapids Township

SUPERVISOR TICKET
For County Supervisor
(Term beginning first Monday of

January, 1909).

ALLAN McDUFF
of Rapids Townsalp

(Term beginning first Monday of

January, 1810).

J C GRITMAN
of Brown Township

JUDICIAL TICKET
For Judge of Superior Court
JAMES R BOTHROCK
of Rapiis Towuship

PEOPLE'S

NATIONAL TICKET

For President
THOMAS E WATSON
of Georgla
For Vice-President
SAMUEL W WILLIAMS
of Indiana
For Eléctors at Large
8 M HARVEY
of Polk County
B F McDANIEL
of Decatur County
For Kiector, First District
THOMAS H McCLEAN
of Washington County
For Elector, Second District
A F RANDOLPH
of Bcott County
For Elector, Third District
E N SMITH
of Dubuque County
For Piector, Fourth District
E J PRUDHOX
of Chickasaw Couhty
D For Blector, Fifth Diwtrict

E B LANB
ot Grundy County

For Elector, S8ixth District

J A WOODCOCK

ot Montoe County

For Elector, Seventh District
A W POTTHOFF

of Polk County

For Elector, Eighth District
L K VERRTLING

of Decatur Cqunty

For Elector, Ninth District

L]

[]
[

]
L]

JOBN WILSON
of Cass County
For Elector, Tenth District
A NORELIUS
of Crawford County
For Elector, Eleventh District

CHARLES DONEVAN
of Woodbury County

STATE TICKET
For Qovernor
D ¢ COWLES
of Decatur County
For Lleutenis=Govercot
STEPHEN HARVEY
of Polk County
For Secretary of State
J N MARTIN
of Cass County
For Auditor of State
WARNER STARR
of Pottawattamie Cqunty
For Treasurer of State
LUKE McDOWELL
of Shelby County
For Attorney General
C A GAYLORD
of Floyd County
For Superintendent of Public
Instruction

A T WILLARD
of Grundy County

D For Judges of Bupreme Court

(To fill vacaucy)

L0

For Clerk of Supreme Court
(To fill vacancy)

S M IDDINGS
of Woodbury County
For Rallroad Commissioner

IRL DEAN

of Linn County

[

CONGRESSIONAL TICKET

For Representative in Congress
Fifth District

LEGISLATIVE TICKET

For State Senator
26th District

For Htate Representatives
48th District

DEMOCRATIC—Continged
(Continued From S8econd Column)
For County Superinténdent
D IMELDA M SHANKLIN

of Brown Township

For County 8urveyor
J W BOWDISH

of Brown Township
r Coroner

DR F G LADD
of Rapids Townslip

SUPERVISOR TICKET
For County Supetvisor
(Term beginning first Monday of
January, 1909).

6 W SMITH .
of College Townslip

(Term begloning first Moaday of
C F BUTLER

Jaduary, 1910)

of Browy Townsliip

INDEPENDENGE

NATIONAL TICKET

For President
THOMAS L HISGEN
of Massachusetts
For Vice-President
JOHN TEMPLE GRAVES

of Georgla

For Electors at Large
J A LOWENBERG
of Wapello County
LEONARD BROWN
of Polk County
For Elector, First District
E F FLEURY
of Des Moines County
For Elector, 8econd District
6 W WICHMAN
of 8cott County
For Elector, Third Disttiot
CHRISTIAN JENBEN
of Buchanan County
For Elector, Fourth Distriet
RICHARD N KIVELL
of Floyd Coudty
For Elector, Fifth Distriet
L E EARLSBY
ot Betrtoh County
For Hleotor, Bixth Distriet
RUSS STEINHOFF
of Wapello County
For Elbécter, Beventh Distriet
WALTER D OLNEY
vl Polk County
For Eleclor, Eightt Distrist
ELISHA ¢ MAYHEW
of Decatir Coudty
For Blector, Ninth District
D E MORISE
of Shelby County
For Elector, Tenth District
FRANK M BIGHS
of Booné County
For Electof, Eleventh Diattiot
S ARTHUR WALTER
of Clay County

HiNIEININEN .

[
L]
]
]

]
]
]
]
]

]

STATE TICKET
For Govternor
L H WELLER
of Chickasaw County
For Lieutenant Governor
A J CRONKHITE
of Linn County
For Secretary of State
HARRY H NMIX
of Linn County
For Auditor of Btate
JAMES E DANEK
of Linn County
For Treasurer of State
HARRY SOWDEN
of Des Moines County
For Attorney Gensral
W H VAN FLEET
of Lee Gounty

For Superintendent of Publie
Instruction

L J MESMER
of Des Moines County
For Judges of Supreme Court
G B HOLBERT
ol Johnson County
JAMES HOURIRAN
of Henry County
(To fill vacancy)

L]

For Clerk of Supreme Court
(To fi11 vacancy)

For Rallroad Commissioner

F M SIMPSON
of Wapello County

CONGRESSIONAL TICKET

For Representative in Congress
Fifth District

oog

O

LEGISLATIVE TICKET

For Btate Senator
26th District

For State Rdpresehtatives
48th District

00 O

As required in Bectdon 1118 of
the Code of Iowa, I hereby certify
the above to bo a truc and correct
list of all nominations filed with me,
to be voted tor at the coming géa-
eral election, to wit: November
8rd, 1008, in the form in whiek
they shall appear upom the gemerdl
baliot, except such coniinations as
reiate to towhship officets.

Given undet my hahd hdd th¥ seal
of Linm Couaty, this 204h day of
October, A. D. 1908.

F. J. CLEVELAND,
Awditor of Linn Cousty, lowa.
(SEAL)
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five commissioners at large for staggered six-year terms.
This means an addition to the ballot of one or two positions
every two years.

City Elections

Ballots for city elections in Iowa never have been par-
ticularly long, and over the years they have become shorter.
The traditional mayor=-council form of government has been,
and still is, the most prevalent form of government. How-
ever, Iowa made a significant contribution to experimenta-
tion with new forms of city governance that had a tremendous
impact on the short ballot movement.

City government was a special target of the reformers of
the Progressive Era because that was the scene of much
graft, corruption, patronage, and other abuses. Partisan
elections prevailed everywhere, and party machines and
bosses were in firm control in many cities.

Although corruption and scandals were relatively rare in
Iowa cities, there still was great interest in reform of
city government. Iowa became one of the leaders in the
reform movement, and one of the state's early innovations
was hailed and copied widely throughout the country.

At the turn of the century, city elections were held
annually or biennially on the last Monday in March; elec-
tions were set biennially in odd-numbered years in 1907.[47]
Terms of office were for two years.

In addition to members of the city council, cities over
15,000 elected a mayor, solicitor, treasurer, auditor, engi-

neer, assessor, and judges of the superior or police court.
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Cities between 2,000 and 15,000 elected a mayor, solicitor,
treasurer, and assessor. Towns under 2,000 elected a mayor,
clerk, treasurer, and assessor.[48]

Other officers, such as members of park boards, also
were elected in some cities.

Cities were divided into wards of equal population for
purposes of electing council members, although the number of
wards and councilmen elected varied. Terms were for two
years. In cities over 15,000, two council members were
elected at large and one from each ward. Cities between
2,000 and 15,000 could have between three and seven wards,
and elect two council members from each ward. In towns
(places under 2,000), six councilmen were elected for three-
year terms.[49]

Nomination of all candidates for city offices was made
by party caucuses and conventions. In the early 1920s,
primary elections were required in cities over 15,000
population. [50]

Through the years, various administrative officers,
except for the mayor, were dropped from the ballot: solici-
tors in cities of the second class in 1913, assessors in
1947, for example.[51]

The municipal code of 1951 required that all administra-
tive officers (except the mayor) be appointed unless the
council by ordinance provided for election of certain offi-
cers. The date of municipal elections was changed to the
Tuesday after the first Monday in November in odd-numbered

years. Terms of office of elected officials were for two



24
years, unless by popular vote the terms were set at four
years.[52]

Thus, city ballots became shorter through the years.
However, for cities that chose to adopt the commission or
city manager forms of government, short ballots became
reality much earlier.

"The Des Moines Plan"

It was the commission plan of city government, author-
ized statewide by the legislature in 1907, that became the
pet of reformers throughout the country, generated a great
deal of publicity, and became a model for non-partisan,
short ballot governance. It incorporated nearly all the
reform features then popular.[53]

Following are some comments by writers of the period:

Another significant accomplishment of Iowa
Progressivism was the enactment into law of provi-
sions for cities having a population of 25,000 or
over to adopt the commission plan of city govern-
ment. This plan, commonly referred to as 'The Des
Moines Plan,' had been adopted in the state capital
the year before and seemed to be a successful way
of controlling the problems of machine politics,
inefficiency, and incompetency in larger city
administrations.[54]

. . . the citizens of Des Moines did not con-
tent themselves with having a popular and workable
government for its own sake, but advertised it far
and wide as the city's chief civic asset.

* % *

In obtaining permission from the state of Iowa
to adopt the commission form of government, Des
Moines hit upon a device which has accelerated the
movement in the country by several degrees. This
was the adoption of a state-wide permissive law
which made it possible for any city (within certain
limits of classification) to put the plan into
operation by a popular election, called upon peti-
tion of 25 percent of the qualified electors. Seven
Iowa cities reorganized under this arrangement.

The Des Moines charter added to the structure
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what were at the time unknown and untried 'devices'
of the initiative, referendum, and recall, measures
designed to make doubly sure that the people would
control. This instrument also included civil ser-
vice and corrupt practices provisions and a scheme
of non-partisan elections. These features, however,
were all taken from older forms; and they consti-
tute no essential part of the commission movement,
inasmuch as one or all of them are absent from vir-
tually every law except the Iowa statute.[55]

It is this same simplicity which makes pos-
sible the non-partisan ballot. A non-partisan bal-
lot must be short. In most of the cities, thanks
again to the Short Ballot, the Des Moines plan of
the non-partisan primary has been copied to advan-
tage, and the people, big, unorganized and clumsy
as they are, have been able to take over the func-
tion of weeding out the aspirants and deciding the
contests, without accepting the help of private
machinery.[56]

In the twenty-seven American states which have
authorized the adoption of the commission form of

city government sixty cities now have taken steps

to operate under this system. The growth of the

commission form of government has been so rapid

that it has befuddled the politicians. And the pro-

visions for government under the Des Moines plan of

commission government are so radical that the city
politician of the old school finds his occupation

gone as soon as the new plan is in operation.[57]

Under the plan, a mayor and four council members were
elected biennially. Voters in the non-partisan primary
selected the top two candidates for mayor and the top eight
candidates for council to run in the general municipal elec-
tion. After the election, each commissioner was assigned a
city department, or group of departments, to supervise.
Other features of the plan were that franchises must be
approved by popular vote and that no free passes could be
issued by city franchised transportation firms.[58]

Another popular form of government, the city manager

plan, was first adopted in Staunton, Virginia, in 1908, and
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was authorized for all cities and towns in Iowa in 1915.[59]

Both the commission and the council-manager forms were
short ballot plans of government from the start; through
evolution, the mayor-council form as practiced in Iowa has
become a short ballot form.

Although cities in Iowa now can have virtually any plan
of governance they choose through adopting city charters,
only variations on the three basic forms--mayor-council,
commission, and city manager--have appeared, and nearly all
charters incorporate short ballot principles.

School Elections

In earlier times school elections were relatively infor-
mal affairs; in fact, they weren't formal elections as such,
just neighborhood meetings. As the 1897 Code stated: "A
meeting of the voters of each school corporation shall be
held annually on the second Monday in March."[60] At these
annual meetings, directors were elected and other school
business transacted.

In larger school districts, directors were elected by
ballot. Three to seven directors were elected for three-year
terms; in some districts, a treasurer also was elected.
School districts of 5,000 or more population had formal
elections, including voter registration in cities that had
registration for other elections. Some districts were
divided into subdistricts for purposes of electing direc-
tors. [61]

Later, elections by ballot in which the laws regarding
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general elections were applicable were required of all inde-
pendent city or town districts.[62]

The Des Moines school district was made a special case
by a 1927 act: its elections were to be held biennially on
the second Monday in March in odd-numbered years; nine
directors were elected for six-year terms.[63] In other dis-
tricts, seven, five, or three directors were elected for
three-year terms.

School districts could elect directors at large, or from
subdistricts, or a combination of both methods.[64]

In 1959 the date for school elections was changed from
March to the second Monday in September each year, except
for Des Moines which continued to have biennial school elec-
tions.[65]

Although the basic structure of school organization,
including elections, has not changed much over the past 100
years, school organizations themselves have changed a great
deal. Throughout this period, school district reorganization
has been a major political issue. The state has tried numer-
ous devices and strategies to encourage or mandate districts
to merge or combine into larger and ever larger districts.

In the early years of this period, the state department
of public instruction and the county boards of education
were assigned the responsibilities for overseeing these
mergers. This resulted in numerous changes in the
organization of the county school boards.

Earlier, members of the county board and the county sup-

erintendent were elected. Effective in 1915, these offices
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were removed from the ballot. Members of the county board
were elected at conventions of local school district repre-
sentatives. There were six members of the county board; for
a time they were elected for three-year terms, then six year
terms. These boards appointed the county superintendent.[66]

Then, in 1948, the county boards became elective again.
There were five members, four elected from election dis-
tricts and one at large; they were elected at the annual
school elections in odd-numbered years for six-year terms.
These boards continued to elect the county superinten-
dent.[67] The terms of board members were changed from six
years to three years in 1970.[68]

The county boards were abolished in 1975 and replaced by
the area education agencies. Originally, these regional
bodies were coterminous with the merged area school dis-
tricts, the agencies charged with administering the state's
system of junior and community colleges and vocational
institutes. Directors of the AEAs are elected for three-year
terms at conventions held two weeks after the regular school
elections. Delegates to these conventions are local school
personnel and cast votes proportionate to the enrollment of
the districts they represent.[69]

Effective in 1981, the number of directors of both the
area education agencies and the merged area schools were set
at not less than five nor more than nine.[70] The AEAs and
the merged areas are no longer coterminous.[71]

The merged area schools are governed by elected boards

of directors; the directors are elected on a nonpartisan
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basis by districts for three-year terms at the regqular
school elections.[72] Election of these directors thus

lengthens the school ballot.

ELECTIONS BY DISTRICTS OR AT LARGE?

At several points in this history we have encountered
the question of whether members of policy-making bodies
should be elected by districts or at large. This has been a
controversial question for political scientists and
practical politicians for many years; there certainly is no
consensus in either group. The answer to the question has an
impact on the length of the ballot: whether voters select
one representative or several at any given election.

In general, in this country we have favored election
from districts, each electing a single representative, for
representatives in congress and the state legislatures, but
when it comes to local government bodies, there is no
settled pattern.

From this review of Iowa laws and practices over the
past 100 years it appears that the legislature has tended to
prefer at-large election of boards of supervisors, city
councils, and local school boards. At the same time, the
legislature from time to time has permitted election to
these bodies by districts; usually, such a change requires
approval by the voters. In the case of regional library dis-
tricts and the merged area schools, the legislature has man-
dated election by districts.

In accordance with short ballot principles, many reform-
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ers of the Progressive Era, including Woodrow Wilson, [73]
favored election from districts. As Richard S. Childs wrote:
We have a prejudice in this country against
ward-elected aldermen, but the trouble lies in the
pettiness and insignificance of the job rather than

the pettiness of the ward. If our ward alderman

were the 'head of the ticket,' the whole ticket in

fact, and if he were to be one of the supreme board

of directors of the city, we busy citizens would

know about him just as we know about the mayor now.

And, like the mayor, he would be a clear target for

the active criticism of every voter.[74]

A new element of controversy has been introduced
recently. A federal district court has ruled that the
at-large election of members of the Springfield, Ill.,
commission-plan form of government is in violation of the
federal 1964 voting rights act in that it tends to
discriminate against racial minorities in certain circum-

stances.[75] Similar charges have been made in other juris-

dictions.

DID SHORT BALLOT REFORMS MAKE A DIFFERENCE?

Before considering possible future ballot changes based
on short ballot principles, it is fair to ask whether the
reforms of the past had the effects their proponents pro-
mised. While this is a fair question, it is a very difficult
one to answer. It is almost always difficult to say whether
any governmental reform once adopted had the effects its
proponents hoped.

Many persons probably would agree that replacing
untrained, elective coroners with trained, appointive medi-

cal examiners was a good idea and proably resulted in better
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government. Many persons also might agree that replacing
the traditional mayor-council form of municipal government
with a council-manager form would be beneficial. "Proving"
the beneficial effects of such reforms is another matter.

The proponents of short ballot reforms hoped that imple-
menting these principles would result in better informed,
more independent voters. Has this happened? We do know that
there are proportionately fewer voters now than there were
100 years ago; the percentage of eligible voters who
participate in elections has declined, with some variations
due to wars and depressions, since the introduction of the
secret ballot. Is that good or bad, and what influence have
ballot changes had on voter turnout?

We do know that contemporary voters are far more inde-
pendent than those of 100 years ago; split-ticket voting has
increased and straight party voting has declined. But is
this the result of ballot changes or of the general decline
in party loyalty?

Despite difficulties in evaluating governmental and
political reforms, we must continue to make decisions based
on the best information available to us at the moment.

Short ballot principles made sense to many people ninety
years ago and to many others during the years since then;
they still make sense to many persons today.

Each proposal must be evaluated on its own merits, in
terms of the needs and conditions of the day; that's the

best we can do.
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POSSIBLE FUTURE CHANGES IN THE BALLOT

In the concluding section of this review, we will con-
sider some possible future changes in election laws and
political procedures that have short ballot implications. In
all of these matters, short ballot considerations are only
one factor, usually a minor one, but that is consistent with
the history of the concept. The short ballot principle is
one argument for promoting reforms that have other merits as
well.

Many arguments, for and against, could be made for each
of these proposals. To list the pros and cons is not the
intent of this report, although the major arguments will
always stand. On the one hand, many argue that each office
removed from the ballot takes from the people a measure of
direct control. By contrast, many others argue that voters
can make better informed decisions if the ballot contains
only major governmental offices.

In general, this presentation begins with proposals that
seem to have the best chances of being adopted in the near
future, then moves to proposals that seem to have lesser and
more distant prospects.

Electing the Governor and Lieutenant Governor As a Tean

The proposal for electing the governor and lieutenant
governor as a team, as we do with the president and the vice
president, has been around for a long time, certainly as
long as the national model. A constitutional amendment call-
ing for this change, and four-year terms for both officials,

passed the 1965 session of the legislature.[76] It failed to
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pass a second legislative session, so died for that time.
However, four-year terms for all elective state officials
were adopted later.

Another proposed amendment to achieve the "team" objec-
tive was passed in the 1984 legislative session; however,
there was a defect in the timing of the proposed change.[77]
A revised proposal passed the 1986 session.[78] If this pro-
posed amendment passes again in identical form in 1987 or
1988, the amendment will be presented to the voters in the
1988 general election; if adopted by the people, the change
will become effective with the 1990 election.

Shortening the State Ballot

Removing minor state administrative offices from the
ballot has been a prime objective of reformers from the Pro-
gressive Era onward. Many such efforts have been made in
many states, either through amending or revising state con-
stitutions.[79]

Concerning efforts in Iowa to remove administrtators
from the ballot, Horack reported in 1921:

The primary will work at its best only when
the principle of the short ballot is observed. And
by the short ballot is meant the elimination of the
minor State and local offices not only from the
primary ballot but also from the general election.
In respect to State offices the observance of this
principle has not been possible under the Iowa Con-
stitution; but the convening of a constitutional
convention in the near future offers an unusual
opportunity to shorten the ballot and to provide
for an administrative system in the State similar
to that employed in the Federal government.[80]

Horack and others were to be disappointed about the

prospects of a constitutional convention; the convention,
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which had been voted by the voters in the 1920 election, was
never called.[81]

Another attempt to remove the state administrative
offices from the ballot was initiated in 1965. The legis-
lature that year passed a proposed constitutional amendment
that would give the governor the power to appoint a secre-
tary of state, treasurer of state and attorney general; the
state auditor would be selected by the legislature. No
further action was taken on this proposed amendment.[82]

Shortening the County Ballot

Proposals for shortening the county ballot by removing some
of the administrative offices from the ballot also have been
around for a long time. The office of county attorney was
removed from the constitution in 1970. Now that all county
offices are statutory, every office could be removed from
the county ballot by the legislature.

In 1978, the voters of the state adopted a constitu-
tional amendment extending to counties home rule powers
granted by a similar amendment to cities a decade earlier.
However, legislation to implement this amendment to allow
counties to adopt alternate forms of government or charters
has not been adopted.

Legislation has been proposed that would allow the
voters of a county to choose from several forms of
government provided by statute, or to adopt county charters.
Consolidated governance of one or more cities and a county,
or two counties, also would be possible.[83] If other forms

or a charter were to be adopted by individual counties, one
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or more current elective offices might be removed from the
ballot.[84]

Eliminating Township Government

Elimination of township trustees was recommended as
early as 1933.[85] Many of the traditional functions of
township government have been transferred to the county
since 1900, including the welfare, road, and assessment
functions. Adoption of the unified court system eliminated
the township law enforcement and judicial functions.

The U. S. census bureau does not regard Iowa townships
as independent units of government. The 1982 Census of Gov-
ernments states:

. « . the townships in Iowa have such

limited discretion in the conduct of their

affairs that they are classified as county

government agencies rather than as

independent governments[[86]

The township unit still operates as a taxing unit, pre-
cinct for election purposes, and performs some other func-
tions. Some townships are charged with maintenance of
cemeteries, town halls, parks, and playgrounds. Township
trustees, by statute, serve as fence viewers.

At the present time, it is difficult to get people to
run for township trustee or clerk; in many places, a totally
write-in ballot is presented to the voters. In 1987 the leg-
islature considered allowing the county board of supervisors
to appoint township officers when no person is elected or
when a vacancy occurs.[87]

It seems only a short step for the county to assume all

remaining township functions, thus eliminating the township
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as a unit of government and shortening the ballot in rural
areas.
Eliminating Two Other Offices

The two new elective bodies created by the legislature
in the 1970s--the regional library boards and the soil dis-
trict commissions--might be removed from the ballot. Such
changes have not been seriously considered by the legisla-
ture.

Combining City and School Elections

As a means of reducing the costs of holding separate
elections and possibly increasing voter turnout, it has been
proposed that city and school elections be held at the same
time. Under this proposal, school elections would be moved
from the second Tuesday after the first Monday in September
to the first Tuesday after the first Monday in November, the
same date as city elections. Instead of having school
elections every year, a biennial nonpartisan local election
would be held.

A bill to accomplish this change passed one house of the
legislature a few years ago; similar legislation passed the
senate in the 1987 session.[88]

An extension of this proposal is to move the observance
of Veterans' Day from November 11 to the first Tuesday after
the first Monday in November. Thus, election day would be a
holiday, the same date every year, with the general election
in even-numbered years and the local nonpartisan election in
odd-numbered years.[89]

The current proposed legislation would change the terms

37
of school board directors from three years to four years.
Some cities now elect officers for two-year terms. If
offices for both cities and school districts are put on the
same ballot, a ballot of ten or twelve offices would not be
uncommon. However, if staggered four-year terms are set for
both groups of officers, the length of the ballot could be
reduced.

Removing Judges from the Ballot

The 1962 judicial amendment to the state constitution
eliminated the partisan election of judges, substituting for
it a system of appointment from lists of nominees proposed
by special judicial nominating commissions. However, voters
are required to decide whether or not individual judges
should be retained in office when their terms expire.

Under the judicial amendment of 1972, the supreme court
was given responsibility for disciplining all judges and
providing for retirement of judges. In addition, the legis-
lature retains the constitutional power of impeachment. Per-
haps the "automatic recall" provisions of the 1962 amendment
could be repealed, in the interests of reducing the length

and complexity of the ballot.

. HOW SHORT SHOULD THE BALLOT BE?
In his 1942 review, Albright reports that the ballots he
examined ranged in length from one to seventy offices.[90]
Ballots containing more than fifty offices were not uncommon

at the turn of the century. Earlier in this report, we dis-



38
cussed ballots in Iowa ranging from thirty-seven to fifty
offices.

How short should a short ballot be? In discussing this
issue, the authors of the New York short ballot proposal in
1914 agreed that the fifty-seven offices on an Illinois bal-
lot they examined was obviously too long, and that the fif-
teen or twenty then common in New York was probably too
many. They commented:

You or I may think that the people ought to

look up fifteen sets of candidates and pass careful

judgment on each of them individually, but our

opinion is of no importance. The simple fact is

that a ballot of fifteen offices involves more work

than his majesty, the citizen, cares to do. . .

The workable limit of the ballot is about flve
offices.[91]

The authors of the Virginia short ballot proposal (1926)
quoted from a booklet from the National Municipal League:

A long ballot . . . is not really democratic,

but constitutes in effect a disfranchisement to the

majority of workaday voters and accordingly there

might properly be included in the bill of rights .

. . a provision that . . . more than five offices

should never be allowed to be submitted simulta-

neously to popular vote, lest the people thereby be
prevented from giving to each elective office that
effective public scrutiny by which they can protect

themselves. [92]

How this ideal ballot of five offices was derived is not
clear; however, it was generally accepted as the target for
ballot length by the Progressive Era reformers.

An Illustrative Short Ballot for Iowa

Shown below is how the ballot would look if all the
proposals discussed so far in this review for shortening the
general election ballot were adopted--that is, electing the

governor and lieutenant governor as a team, making the other
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state administrative officers appointive, removing county
administrative officers from the ballot, abolishing
townships as units of government, removing the regional
library boards and soil district commissions from the
ballot, and dispensing with the vote on retention of
judges:

PRESIDENTIAL YEARS

President and Vice President

U. S. Senator

U. S. Representative

State Senator

State Representative

One to three members of the county board of supervisors

NONPRESIDENTIAL YEARS

U. S. Senator

U. S. Representative

Governor and Lieutenant Governor

State Representative

One to three members of the county board of supervisors

Thus, the ballot would be shortened to six to eight
offices in presidential years and five to seven in nonpresi-
dential years. Some additional comments are in order:

We elect two U. S. Senators for six-year terms on a
staggered basis. Over a period of three elections, we elect
senators in two elections, and none in the third.

State senators are elected for four-year terms; half of
the districts elect their senators in presidential years,
the other half in nonpresidential years.

Two-thirds of the counties have three-member boards of

supervisors, the other third have five-member boards.[93]

This means that, with four-year terms, one or two members
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are elected each election in most counties, two or three in
the other counties. However, if a county chooses to elect
its board members from districts, each district elects only
one supervisor, and that can be only every four years.
Depending on the local method of choosing supervisors,
implementation of the ballot changes listed above would
reduce the length of the ballot to very close to the "ideal"
five offices.

School and City Elections

The length of the ballot in the proposed combined city-
school election in odd-numbered years is more difficult to
project because of the local options involved. These
include:

School boards consist of five members, except that the
number can be increased to seven by local action. Also, some
or all directors can be elected from districts rather than
at large.

Election of the members of the merged area district
boards is included here, but these directors are elected
from districts. Directors' terms could be set at four years
by legislative action.

Most cities operate under the mayor-council form of gov-
ernment, in which a mayor and five council members are
elected at large for two-year terms. However, terms can be
changed to four years, and some members can be elected from
wards. Legislation has been proposed that would allow
smaller cities to have three-member councils by referendum.

In addition, cities now have power to change to forms of
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government under which only five council members are elected
for four-year terms.

Depending on the options chosen by local officials and
voters, the ballot for these combined elections could be as
short as five to seven offices.

A Shorter Ballot Still?

The partisan general election ballot could be shortened
further by adoption of a major constitutional change--
creation of a single-house legislature. Although a unicam-
eral legislature has not been proposed recently in Iowa,
the idea was very popular among Progressive Era reformers.

One reformer commented that the states, in adopting new
or revised constitutions based on the federal model, had
adopted one feature of the federal system that they should
not have, the two-house legislative body, and failed to
adopt another federal feature that they should have, letting
the chief executive official appoint the cabinet and major
department heads.

The authors of the New York state short ballot proposal
commented:

Some day the states may go through the process
which our cities have, of consolidating the

unwieldy double legislature into a single and more

watchable chamber in which membership is a bigger

honor and less unattractive to men of high ability.

A single house of, say, fifty would probably result

in the election of men of the type who are now sent

to Congress.[94]

The unicameral concept is consistent with the progres-

sive goals of consolidation and simplification, centrali-
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zing authority and responsibility, and focusing public
attention on as few offices as possible.

So far, Nebraska is the only state to have adopted a
unicameral legislature, and that state just completed fifty
years of experience with it.

There are many arguments that can be made both for and
against unicameral legislative bodies that are beyond the
scope of this report. The proposal merits mention here
because it is consistent with short ballot principles;
eliminating one house of the legislature would indeed

shorten the ballot.

CONCLUSION
In closing I would like to quote two more passages about
the philosophy of government that guided the Progressive Era
proposals. The first is from Derr's dissertation:

But the real thrust of progressive reform was
toward order and centralization. The premise of
idealistic reformers was that state power would be
a countervailing beneficent shield for the people
against harm done by monopolists, by corporations,
and by apathy and indifference. . . . Opportunity
would be re-introduced into American life. Entry to
power would be public, and leaders accountable.
Covert activities would be very difficult in such a
system, which was based on the ideals of fairness
and equal freedom of access. Randomness and varia-
tion in standards undermine fairness; government
oversight was necessary to coordinate and ensure
homogeneity of process. The ultimate goal was a
more liberal and humane society.[96]

The reformers of the Progressive Era had a genuine
concern for democratic institutions and processes, for
political structures and procedures in themselves, quite

apart from substantive concern for ideology, political phi-
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losophy, or the particular candidates and issues of the day.
They shared with the framers of the constitution the

belief that if the proper structure and procedures of
government were firmly established, the people could take
care of the business of government for themselves. For the
short ballot advocates, a ballot that the voters could
manage intelligently was an important ingredient of
democracy.

William Allen White expressed this concern for process
most eloquently when he wrote:

Democracy is arming itself with the full power
of the ballot. It is vastly more important that it
shall have weapons and equipment for the fight than
that it shall have a programme. . . . The important
thing, the paramount thing, manifest in our growth
as a people is the growth of democratic
institutions~-the broadening and deepening of the
power of the people . . . The deepening power of
the people means that the people are preparing by
some subconscious prescience for a great struggle.
They do not know definitely what it is. In the
nature of things they may have no programme. A cut
and dried platform, a formal declaration of
principles, economic or a social scheme would limit
the scope of the movement and curtail its
usefulness. . . . Coming events must be met, not
by a party or a set of principles, but by an
attitude of mind. The reaction must be simple, but
inevitable.[97]
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