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Fifteen southern and border states have decided to hold presidential primaries around the
second Tuesday in March 1988. Democratic party reformers have backed this regional primary
in hopes that it will advantage politically moderate candidates for the presidency. This article
discusses how enactment of the southern primary came about and wh y this reform seems unlikely
{o achieve the intentlons of the reformers. Four major criticisms of the reforms are discussed:
I) Republicans, not Democrats, could benefit; 2) the importanc. of earlier primaries and
caucuses—lowa and New Hampshire in particular—could grow dramatically; 3) the desired
moderating influence on Democratic candidates could be frustrated by plurality wins; and 4)
the southern regional primary is not southern or regional but national.

The idea of a southern presidential primary is not new.! Then-Governor
Jimmy Carter suggested it in September 1973 at the Southern Governors’
Conference. At the time, however, the governors, like the nation, were preoc-
cupied with the national energy crisis and the Watergate hearings, and no
action was taken on the proposal.?

States in New England, the Northwest, and the Midwest had considered
regional primaries of their own in the early 1970s. In 1971-1972, thirty-five

AUTHORS® NOTE: We wish to thank for their assistance Karen P. Paimour, Regional Represen-
tative, Southern Legislative Conference, Council of State Governments; Elizabeth Tallon; David
Troendle of the LSU Medical School Computing Center; and Kathleen M. Vick, Chair of Com-
pliance Assistance Commission, Democratic National Committee.

ISince the southern primary in 1984 was ‘‘Super Tuesday,’’ media commentators have tried
10 surpass this with a catchy phrase for the 1988 southern primary: “‘Hyper Tuesday,”” *‘Mega
Tuesday,” ‘‘Mega-Super Tuesday,’ *‘Super-Duper Tuesday,” *“*Super-Grits,”’ and **Titanic
Tuesday.” (One critic labeled it *“Me-Too Tuesday.’') In this article, we will use the simple
phrase “‘southern primary.*’ However, more than the southern states will be selecting conven-
tion delegates on 8 March 1988, and within the region South Carolina Democrats will use a'
caucus. When our argument involves the other states voting that same day, the context makes
clear the greater than regional focus.

2Rhodes Cook, **Delegate Selection: Change Goes On For 1976, Congressional Quarterly
Weekly Report, 16 August 1975, p. 1815.

Publius: The Joumnal of Federalism 17 (Summer 1987)
83




84 Publius/Summer 1987

primary reform bil.ls were introduced in the Congress. Among the bills were
t;3‘rl;)po_sals Eo establish a national presidential primary, five regional presiden-
14/ primaries, and voluntary presidentjal primaries to be held on three specific

dates. All of these prim ; ; :
stage.? primary reform bills failed, rarely reaching the hearing

TOWARD A SOUTHERN REGIONAL PRIMARY

::) 1?76, cganer's election tp the presidency showed that a centrist could be
. r:ltmz'nt by the Democrat_lc p?rty without the benefit of a southern primary
arter’s quest for renomination in 1980, however, carried the regionai

erSIdential primary proposals. The Commission believed that a national
pr.lm.ary would favor well known and well financed candidates The Clo .
{nlSSlOt.l also argued tpat *‘the most important objection to a natio'nal prin:)am-
is tl:lat it would dra§ucally cl3a‘nge and possibly disrupt the institutional rolg
In the arena of national politics. . . . [A national primary] would probabl
zpell tr!e Fnd of the national party system as we know it."’ The \\l’)ino:rac)i,
wgﬁ?;:?fﬁ,ﬁﬁ?:g a:lh; :g::;r: th;n holding national or regional primaries
€s time, energy, i
turnout.4 The Winograd Commission concl:éle:il l:ga':o‘r}g':; li?ctrl:Sle:ott;r
te:pense,' and wear qn candi&?ates is seen to be a problem, there is no guaiargneé
th::; national or re.glogal primary pfoposals would yield better results.’*s The
€n current nomination system enjoyed a relative advantage: ‘“While some
think that the current hodgepodge system turns off and confuses the voters

contexts, i
The exposure to a ‘constant barrage of information, speculation

and evaluation’ is seen b iti
; . - Y many as a positive featur:
In that it educates the public.’¢ © of the present ystem

M“;(lth a possi!)le challenge to Carter’s renomination from Senator Edward
w: ennedy, alde.s a.nd supporters of the two candidates worked within the
Inograd Commission to have the rules serve each candidate’s interests.?

31bid., p. 1816.

“Morley A. Wino, i issi
. grad, Chair, Commission on Presidential Nominatj
. nogras 5i0 ination
P:)npelnnle)ses:l:;ntx_c|p;nqn and Party_ Building: Reforms For A Stronger zll)ne(:nl:)::‘ayti?;’:c:t‘;r&
:lbi&., iy 36.a ic National Committee, 9 Jupe 1978, pp. 31-35. '
Ibid., quoted in Rhodes Cook, *“‘Dem
y ocrats to Ad
Quarterly Weekly Report, 3 June 1978 1396 °
"Patrick Caddell, U.S, Congress, Ho;xsz. Subc'ommittce on Electi
:-;t;lésep:d;lg;lis;gsatigz ;):leagngs on the Presidential Nominating Pre;:'fs: sgt:hCCOi:mg:g:;:n
,» PP. 107-108; es Cook, ‘‘Democrats to Adopt Final Rul ' 1 i
R es for 1980," pp. ~ :
and Rhodes Cook, Helpful to Carter: Democrats Adopt New Rules for Pickizl; hllz?nzinggi‘r;

pt Final Rules for 1980,"" Congressional
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The delegate selection period, the ‘“‘window,’’ was shortened from six to three
months, and various rules were modified by the Commission. The short-
ened window did not prevent any state from changing a primary or caucus
date so long as the date remained within the three-month period.

Carter supporters, seeking a sizable southern setting to allow Carter to
win immediately after an expected Kennedy victory in New Hampshire, per-
suaded several southern party leaders to establish uniform delegate selection
dates for their states. Thus, a southeastern regional primary first took place
on 11 March 1980, when Alabama, Georgia, and Florida held primaries at
the opening of the window.® While this small-scale regional primary aided
President Carter’s renomination, an additional justification was that it drew
attention to the region. Carter later claimed that a southern regional primary,
especially a larger one like the 1988 version, ‘‘will not hurt the South; it will
focus a great deal of attention on the region.’”” He went on to note that a
southern primary would improve campaign efficiency because television
markets cross state borders. More attention to the South might also pay off
politically because it is mathematically almost impossible for a Democratic
presidential candidate to win in November without strong support from the
South.?

For 1984, the second Tuesday in March through the second Tuesday in
June was left open as a window by the Democratic National Committee’s
Commission on Presidential Nomination, the Hunt Commission, though con-
cern was expressed about ‘““front-loading,’’ namely the movement to select
delegates toward the opening of the window. The Hunt Commission thought
that front-loading threatened *‘the pacing and responsiveness of the process.”’
Undue influence went to primaries or caucuses in early states like lowa and
New Hampshire which, by special dispensation, preceded the opening of the
window. Moreover, well known candidates could prematurely ‘“‘lock-up’’ the
nomination process. The Hunt Commission reacted to this problem by
creating a large bloc of delegates composed of party and elected officials
(Rule 8) who were formally uncommitted to any candidate. The Commis-
sion urged the ‘‘national and state party leadership to keep the front-loading
problem uppermost in their minds as they schedule primaries and caucuses
for 1984 and to do all within their power to maintain an even spread of events
throughout the entire delegate season.”’’® This caution aside, five non-

1980, Congressional Quarterly Weekly Report, 17 June 1978, pp. 1571-1572.

®Rhodes Cook, ‘‘Delegate Selection: Democratic Commission Approves Leadoff Spots For
lowa, New Hampshire,"” Congressional Quarterly Weekly Report, | September 1979, p. 1898;
James R. Dickenson, *‘Spare Us Primary Reform: Tinkering With the System Is a Prescription
for More Mischief,”” The Washington Post, 12 May 1985, p. BS; Dave Doubrava and Bill King,
**Southern Democrats Pushing for *Super-Grits® Primary,”” The Washington Times, 14 January
1986.

9Remarks, President Jimmy Carter, Annual Meeting of the Southern Political Science
Association, Atlanta, Georgia, 7 November 1986. He noted his effort to establish a southern
regional primary in 1980 by bringing party leaders and executives together from Alabama,
Georgia, Florida, North Carolina, and Tennessee for that purpose.

19James B. Hunt, Chair, Report of the Commission on Presidential Nomination, Democratic
National Committee, 26 March 1982, pp. 11-12, 19-20.
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southern states joined Alabama, Florida, and G i i
) : ’ , corgia at the opening of th
window in what the news media dubbed ““Super Tuesday.” gfherggroup:

€ p
»

A Southern Regional Reality

While the. Southern Governors’ Association has had an interest in a
southern regional primary, the recent successful push to establish the primar
came from the Southern Legislative Conference, especially its chairmany
Texas State Senator, John Traeger.'? In September 1982 the organizatior;
hafi adopted a resolution urging member states to establish a southern regional
prmPa.ry fo.r 1984, Given state legislative timetables, however, there was in-
sufficient time to bring the proposal to fruition. The effort b)" the Southern

ond Tuesda).' of March or presidential Caucuses on the following Saturda
At tl}e meeting, Jay E. Hakes noted that “‘Governor Graham of Floridya;
[(;hmr. Southern Governors’ Association) had discussed the regional prima
with each of the southern governors . . . ‘and none are publicly opposed ’r’)’,
It was alsp r.eported that the region’s secretaries of state ‘“‘could be counied
on .to assist 1’|:| the implementation of a common primary or caucus date in
thel.r st§tes. Subsequently, the Executive Committee of the Southern
ljeglslatlve Conference received and endorsed the task force
tion on 4 December 198513 recommenda-
The dn‘vmg force behind the southern primary was the rout of the
Democratic Mondale-Ferraro ticket in the region and in the nation at the
hands of Ronald Reagan. One anonymous southerner dubbed it *‘the Fritz
Mondale _Mem(?rial Southern Regional Super Tuesday.”’* The liberal
Democratic nominees in 1984 were perceived to be out of step with the South’s
more moderate political proclivities. !s Speaking of the national Democratic

12 :
The Southern Legislative Conference of i i
so::lt‘}}ern.and bgn:der states as well as Pu:ﬂ:?;ﬁzmcnl of State Governments ineludes fifteen
Confel::::ey Pc:smo:;: éouthcm Presidential Preference Primary/Caucus,” Southern Legislative
oontet Eariyr:l :?;nal ::i-::;lﬁ/. élo date;) “Kc_:y Southern Legislators Voice Overwhelming Sup-
felease, 31 Ootoral P ry/Caucus Day in 1988," Southern Legislative Conference, press
James R. Dickenson *‘South Movin '88 ¢
n, S 8 to '88 ‘Super Tuesday’: |2- i i
Coull:d Transfolrm Presidential Race,” The Washington Post, 2’; Dccfrtnalt):rnlegggnal F:llmary
Wmh;r ’e::mpz’ :. 2l())iln Balz, ‘‘Democrats Sift '84 Rubble, Assess Rebuilding in S'ost.h ” 'The
I » 20 January 1985, p, A3l; Dickenson, “South Moving,” p. Al; Eugene C'a.rlson

‘‘Southern States Have a PI i i "
December 1985 s an for Choosing Next President,”’ The Walr Street Journal, 17
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party and the need for the southern regional primary movement, Traeger
noted: ‘“We think our voice is not being heard.”’'¢ Dick Lodge, the
Democratic state chairman in Tennessee, resorted to metaphor: *“When your
dog bites you four or five times, it's time to get a new dog. We’ve been bit-
ten and it’s time for the South to get a new dog.”’'” The reformers’ rhetoric
recalled Secession. Senator Traeger: ‘“We’re getting more cooperation on
this regional primary than in any movement since the Confederacy. More
even, because we’ve picked up some border states.”’'s “‘If we’d got this
much action in the Civil War, we’d have won it.”’!? State Senator Bill Har-
pole of Mississippi said: ‘“You can go back home and gather up your Con-
federate money, cause the South is going to rise again!”’? Mississippi State
Representative Charlie Capps declared: ‘‘We’re excited that we can have more
impact on presidential and vice-presidential nominations than any time since
the War of Northern Aggression. Our Confederate money is about to become
worth a whole lot more.”"2!

With about one-third of the total Democratic National Convention
delegates at stake in the South and border states (Table 1), reformers ex-
pected the southern primary to diminish the kingmaker role of lowa and New
Hampshire. Rather than hang back in the nomination schedule—waiting to
choose among the surviving candidates after more favorable ones had fallen
by the wayside—advocates sought an early date to allow selection from a
broader field. As then Texas Governor Mark White complained, ‘“Many can-
didates who would have done well in Texas were already out. We are tired
of getting leftovers.”’2 The early date had added appeal because early
results influence later ones. But early did not mean earliest. Dislodging New
Hampshire or Iowa from the start of the nomination process was deemed
impossible, although desirable in the eyes of some. As Robert Slagle, the
Democratic chairman in Texas, put it, *“Texas is damn tired of Iowa and
New Hampshire exercising a disproportionate impact on the outcome.’’?
Southerners had agreed on a resolution calling on the Democratic National
Committee to make the Iowa caucus and New Hampshire primary go within

16Quoted in Dickenson, ‘“‘South Moving.”’

17Quoted in Phil Gailey, *‘Southern Democrats Press Plan for a Regional Primary,’” The
New York Times, 8 March 1986, p. 9. Lodge had tried and failed to get the Democratic Na-
tional Committee to approve regional primaries for 1988—Mary Deibel, **Vote Plan May Gain
Foothold,”” Memphis Commercial Appeal, 8 February 1986, 4:E7. (Page references such as 13:F4
are to Newsbank (Microform), Political Development, fiche.)

'¥Bob Dart, “Southern States Seem to Be Lining Up for *Mega-Super’ Primary,” Atlanta
Journal, 8 February 1986, 4:ES.

1Richard Cohen, ‘A Southern Illusion,’” The Washington Post, 2 September 1986, p. Al9.

2David Treadwell, ‘8 Dixie States Plan Same-Day Primary,” Los Angeles Times, 19 April
1986, part 1, p. 4.

21Quoted in Dickenson, “South Moving."”

2Quoted in Maralee Schwartz, ‘‘Simultaneous Primaries Being Urged for South: Governor
Graham Leads Democratic Effort,”” The Washington Post, 11 September 1985, p. A6.

BQuoted in Paul Taylor, *‘Regional Primary a Political Wild Card: Prospective Change is
Beyond the DNC's Control,”” The Washington Post, 6 March 1986, p. Al3.
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the ““window’’ rather than before it.»# Simultaneous scheduling of a
southern regional primary with New Hampshire and Iowa would have
dramatically altered the nomination calendar and the implications of the
southern primary. (But other states—California, New Jersey, and Ohio, for
instance—who considered moving up in the calendar for 1988 but did not,
might have done so, thereby diverting attention from the South.)

Southern primary advocates sought to maximize southern clout in the
Democratic presidential nomination, not for its own sake, but to facilitate
the selection of a Democratic presidential nominee palatable to moderate
and conservative southern voters—at best a nominee capable of retaking the
White House for the Democrats, at least a nominee comfortable for southern
Democrats to be associated with in the general election campaign. The
nominee need not be a southerner but, in the eyes of the regional primary
reformers, if a southern primary were to favor a suitable southerner, so much
the better.? By coordinating the dates for the region’s caucuses and
primaries, the reformers hope to make candidates campaign longer in the
South, making them address regional concerns, such as textiles, farming,
and energy, to a greater extent than they would have otherwise, Moreover,
the campaign coverage for weeks before the primary date is expected to pro-
duce extensive free publicity for the region (presumably a blessing). As noted
by President Carter, a southern primary is also expected to bring campaign
efficiency—consolidation of campaign schedules, reduction of physical

demands on candidates, and reduction of campaign costs through more ef-
ficient media coverage.

The southern primary idea, as David Broder put it, *‘spread like kud-
zu.”’% Given the institutional barriers that stopped previous attempts to set
up regional primaries, achieving the unity and coordination required to enact
the southern primary was a major accomplishment. With the Democratic
national party closely monitoring the progress of the southern primary, the
Southern Legislative Conference systematically shepherded the 8 March 1988
primary date and 12 March 1988 caucus date through the legislatures of
member states. Task force members prefiled the necessary legislation and
guided it through both houses to their governor for signature. In each in-
stance, the Southern Legislative Conference issued press releases with ap-
propriate quotations from state legislators, heralded the primary’s enactment
by yet another member state, and summed up the progress to date, In short,
the southern regional primary was kept in the public eye so as to maintain
momentum. In March 1987, Arkansas became the fourteenth of the Southern

Uphi| Gailey, ““Democratic Leaders in South Favor Regional Primary Idea,”” The New York
Tirznes, 12 May 1985, p. 22.

*Dart, ““Southern States,” 4:ES.
26David S. Broder, *The Southern Primary: Another Mistake,” The Washington Post, 12
March 1986, p. A23. Kudzu, imported from the Orient to help halt soil erosion in the South,

has proven to be a pesky plant. Its phenomenally rapid rate of growth meant this “*solution’’
caused problems of its own.
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TABLE 1
Presidentiai Nomination Process: Date and Delegate Distribution for the South
and Border States, 1984 and 1988

1988 1984
Delegates Delegates
at stake at stake
b . Dems Reps
State a&op&cg Date Dems Reps Date
S. Carolina [R] b 3.5 37 3-17 15
Alabama c 3-8 61 38 313 62 38
Arkansas 3/9/87 3-8 43 27 317 42 29
Florida c 3-8 146 82 313 143 82
Georgia c 3-8 85 48 313 84 ;;
Kentucky 2/25/86 3-8 60 38 317 63 a
Louisiana 6/17/86 3-8 70 41 5-5 63 3
Maryland 5/27/86 3-8 78 4] 5-8 73 »
Mississippi 4/16/86 3-8 45 31 3-17 4 »
Missouri¢ 3/18/86 3-8 83 47 418 86 .
N. Carolina 7/7/86 3-8 89 54 5-8 88 "
Oklahoma 3/14/86 3-8 50 36 313 53 -
Tennessee 3/24/86 3-8 77 45 5-1 76 ,
Texas 10/15/86 3-8 196 111 5-5 200 23
Virginia 3/26/87 3-8 85 50 3-24 78
S. Carolina [D) b 3-12 49 3-17 48
Subtotal 1,174 726 1,167 671
Percent* 28.2 319 29.7 30.0
W. Virginia s-10 4 28 6-5 4 19
Total 1,261 754 1,253 719
Percent® 30.3 331 319 322

i i " islative Conference,
OURCES: *‘Southern Regional Primary Update,”” Southern Leglslauvf C

§0 September 1986; *‘Southern Regional Primary—‘l)_elcg.atc Power o Southern
Legislative Conference, July 1986; ‘‘Presidential Nommatu]g Process,”’ Southern
Legislative Conference, June 1986; Rhodes Cook, *‘Democratic Party Sets Count For
Largest-Ever Convention,’” Congressional Quarterly We.ckly Report, 29 November 1986,
p- 2987; “‘Democratic Campaign Calendar,”” Congressional Quarterl): Weekly Rgport.
11 February 1984, p. 252; Republican National Committee, ‘‘Tentative Alloeau?'n of
Delegates to the 1988 Republican National Convention gs_of.Mafch II_, 1987.
NOTES: In 1984 both parties in Arkansas, Kentucky, Mississippt, Missouri, Oklahoma,
South Carolina, and Virginia held caucuses as did the Texas Dempcrats. The rest held
primaries. For 1988, caucuses are planned only for Democrats in South Carolina.

*The number of Republican delegates for 1988 may cl.aan.gc asa res_ult of I9_87 elec-
tions for governor in Kentucky, Louisiana, and Mississippi and possible special elec-
tions to Congress. o ) )

bOfficial approval of party plans in South Carolina is likely in early April for
Democrats and June for the Republicans. ) ) .

“Beginning in 1980, Alabama, Florida, and Georgia held a ‘*southern primary”’ on
the second Tuesday in March, ) o '

"Missouri, not a member of the Southern Legislative Conference, is included in the
list above as a border South state. .

“The “‘Percent’ figures are the delegate sums as a percentage of the national con-
vention total.
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Legislative Conference’s fifteen
members to change its pri
each state’s adoption date, see Table 1). ¢ % primary date.” (For

POSSIBLE CONSEQUENCES

r\zlt:art will be the effects of implementing the southern primary? Even as the
mers enacted the southern primary, critics saw this solution as yet

s:::jngrow dramatically; 3) the desired moderating influence on Democratic
1dates could be frustrated by a plurality win; and 4) the southern regional

8 y

Democratic Reform, Republican Gain?

terte)setzidot::rats pushed the sout!xern primary. Republicans were typically in-
. ystanders whose reactions ranged from hostile resentment to delight

:):;;((;:ltlo: <.:ould not stop united Democrats, Virginia Republicans, anxious
P their lengthy caucus process, threatened a lawsuit, and character-

governors Lamar Alexander (Tennessee) and Jim Martin (North Carolina)
a:vt:ere ta.mong the slfpporte'rs. As Martin stated, “I’m almost afraid to talk
lik:l;B rl:rul)z(; l"::')liltc?n"t]hzut:'l'lc fortfehar t::esyo {the Democrats] won’t do it. I feel
lar patch.” uth Carolina Republicans ju d

ahead of the pack, scheduling a primar ons >  betor
th; southFrn prirpa::y, in order tg incre);se attx;ro‘:l’a:\}:!ei:;:::‘tjay before
wil epubtl:an optlmlfm serves as a p9tent reminder that the southern primary
not be an exclusively Democratic affair, Across the South, the Repub-

274 .
m emhA’r:;nsm’ J:";“:AS“P" Tuesday List as Senate Bill 4 is Signed by Clinton,”
member topcegn’sid ‘“':lh ‘?37. P. B2. West Virginia, the only Southern Legislative Conference
but prospects for €r and reject the.southern primary, is reconsidering it in the 1987 session
of an arly presdental primary date. Ot eporeon s HEINOTS OIEE 10 the high co
state ( 77les I:Vashing(on Post, 27 Fel;ruar;rlgggs)'.a fofs contend West Virginia is not a southern
Primaries of Oty Giouey TEIni8 Passes ‘Super Southern Bill: Caucuses Would Coincide with
“*88 Primary Battle Ax::yksemv:" Uy Richmsion Post, 17 April 1986, p. AL Dale Eisman
2 y oping,”” Richmond Times-Di ’ ’
Quoted in Broder, ““The Southern Primary,” p, K;;s Dispaten. 1 February 1986, 8:G5.

Memphis Com-
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licans have been strongest in the presidential elections.® The southern
primary will focus voter attention on presidential politics, and southern voters
may find that not all Democratic presidential contenders spring from the same
mold as Hubert Humphrey, George McGovern, or Walter Mondale. Never-
theless, the moderate or even conservative candidates among the Democrats
are likely to be mirrored by similarly appealing candidates among the
Republicans. Any benefits more intensive campaigning in the South could
secure for the Democrats can also accrue to the Republicans. Candidates,
both Democratic and Republican, with special appeal in the South will be
advantaged. Showcasing the presidential candidates of the two parties might
advantage the Republican party.

Democratic candidates will not campaign before a captive audience in the
South. Most southern voters will be able to select from candidates in either
party because most states holding primaries have no party registration. In-
dividuals select—on the spot—the party in whose primary they wish to vote.
Eight southern states without party registration are Alabama, Arkansas,
Georgia, Mississippi, South Carolina, Tennessee, Texas, and Virginia.»

The separation of the presidential nomination contest from balloting on
state and local nominations will further free the southern voter to choose
a Republican rather than a Democratic ballot. Most southern states, despite
increased costs of $1 to $2 million or more, separated the presidential primary
from state and local primaries.’? As of late March 1987, only six southern
and border states had scheduled voting for state and local offices on the same
day as the presidential primary.®

The increasingly greater strength of southern Republicans—in some polls
the proportion of white southerners thinking of themselves as Republicans
has approached parity with Democrats—and the growing frequency of
Republican candidacies and primaries combine to suggest that an individual
southerner choosing to vote in the Republican contest in 1988 need not climb
the political and psychological hurdles that existed a few years back. Because
of the Republican alternative, moderate and conservative voters may not
dominate the Democratic primaries and caucuses.

Even if the Republican primaries and caucuses do not entice southern
moderates and conservatives to take part there, one cannot presume that they
will participate in the Democratic nomination process. They can always sit
it out. The composition of previous Democratic presidential primary and

YHarold W. Stanley, ‘‘Southern Partisan Changes: Dealignment, Realignment or Both?”’
Journal of Politics, forthcoming 1988.

YBroder, *“The Southern Primary,” p. A23.

3The cost was estimated to reach $1 million in Arkansas, $1.2 million in Mississippi
[Memphis Commercial Appeal, 8 February 1986, 4:E7], and $2 million in Missouri {Jefferson
City Post Tribune, 18 March 1986, 13:F4).

31n late November 1985, before most states adopted the southern primary date, only four
of fifteen member states of the Southern Legislative Conference had primaries for state and
local offices scheduled on presidential primary day (Edward Feigenbaum, *‘Regional Primaries, "’
CSG Backgrounder, States Information Center, the Council of State Governments, November
1985, p. 7).
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caucus participants, particularly in 1984, indicates that moderates and con-
servatives have been conspicuous by their relative absence. As Don
Fowler, former South Carolina Democratic party chairman, observed: ‘“The
people who participate in the delegate selection process in the South are
substantially liberal-moderates, a constituency which mirrors reasonably well
those people who participate in the delegate selection process in the rest of
the country.” Banking on the return to dominance of the moderate, con-
servative voter risks disappointment.

Of course, the recent past may be an uncertain guide. The existence of
the southern primary, its designers hope, will encourage some candidates to
enter the fray or to moderate their message, and to remain in the race,
whatever their early showings in Iowa and New Hampshire. A broader spec-
trum of choice than Gary Hart, Jesse Jackson, and Walter Mondale may
encourage more mainstream southern voters to participate in the Democratic
primaries. Even so, the field of choice was broader in 1984, but moderate
white voters largely sat out the Democratic presidential primaries, a point
discussed later in connection with the continuing, perhaps enhanced, impor-
tance of lowa and New Hampshire.

The potential Republican benefits of a southern primary could be
checked if unity characterizes southern Democrats in 1988. If many southern
Democratic leaders actively support a single candidate, this should boost the
endorsed candidate’s nomination prospects. ““The same political forces that
cooperated so successfully to translate the idea of a southwide primary into
reality are going to have to keep cooperating to make the primary work as
they intend.”’% The candidate need not be from the region but a southerner
might engender broader support. However, Sam Nunn, Charles Robb, and
other southerners with some appeal for 1988 have chosen not to run for presi-
dent. The likelihood that most Democratic leaders will fall in line behind
one candidate is remote. The reformers stressed that they were not support-
ing the southern primary to advantage any particular candidate.” Several
reformers have already committed to different candidates, and opinions dif-
fered as to whom the southern primary would help.’ Endorsing a single
candidate in the South poses practical problems of political engineering. The
major question is how effective such an endorsement would be. Specifically

MFor example, in Florida in 1984, the ABC News [Exit] Poll reported that voters in the
Democratic presidential primary described themselves as follows: conservative, 37 percent;
moderate, 30 percent; and liberal, 33 percent. Florida general election voters in 1984 proved
far more conservative and much less liberal: 46 percent conservative, 34 percent moderate and
20 ?erccnt liberal (The 84 Vote (n.p., ABC News, n.d.), pp. 260, 593).

3Quoted in Peter A. Brown, **Coming Up Empty," National Journal, 24 January 1987, p.
197,

¥Hastings Wyman, Jr., “Southern Presidential Primary a Reality,”” Southern Political
Refort, 29 April 1986, Number 194, p. 3.

TPaul Bernstein, ‘‘Same Primary Date Urged for Fifteen Southern States,”’ Atlanta Jour-
nal, 1 November 1985.

3®David S. Broder, *‘Parents of Superprimary Already Boasting of *88: Region Will Elect
President, Leaders Say,” The Washington Post, 17 July 1986, p. Ad.
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how much would it offset the momentum generated by strong showings by
some other candidate in lowa and New Hampshire?

Even if such a focus of support in 1988 does not emerge, the southern
primary may be the death-knell for some candidates from the South or those
deemed to have special appeal there. A less than impressive showing will lead
to questions about where the candidate can win if not in his own regior.l.
This same logic applies to Republican candidates as well as to Democratic
candidates.

Plurality Winners in the Region of Runoffs?

To the extent that moderate and conservative voters stay out of the
Democratic presidential primary, their absence will make more problematical
the expected boost the southern primary can give to centrist Democratic can-
didates. Even if these southerners do vote in the Democratic primary, several
centrist candidates might split the vote so as to produce a plurality winner
who is not the moderate, nationally electable candidate about whom southern
primary proponents have dreamed and schemed. If Jesse Jackson runs in
1988 and receives the levels of black voter support he enjoyed in 1984, he
needs few white votes to earn about one-fifth to one-quarter of the Democratic
primary vote in southern states. This may suffice for a plurality win in a
crowded field. Carter’s win in New Hampshire in 1976, by 28 percent to
Udall’s 23 percent, owed much to the splintering of the vote by four left-of-
center candidates. If the giant share of delegates up for grabs on Super Tues-
day entices several moderate candidates to seek the praidency. the same thing
may happen in reverse. On the Republican side, some observers see a parallel
potential for Pat Robertson, with ardent backing from fundamentalist voters,
to gain plurality wins in tightly contested Republican contests.” Such strong
plurality appeal need not signal electability in the presidential general elec-
tion. Most southern states use a runoff to prevent congressional, state, and
local candidates from gaining the nomination with only a plurality backing
from party voters. Despite its regional prevalence, resort to a runoff was
not pushed by the southern primary reformers. Given the lingering dispute
over whether the runoff is racially discriminatory, instituting the reform with
this wrinkle might have helped mobilize opposition to the southern primary.

One prospect is that the results of the southern primary will be more
muddled than meaningful. The fifteen southern and border states that have
already converged on March 5th through 12th may be joined by ten non-
southern states, making the southern primary more than regional. Results
from so many states mean several candidates may find some comfort in dif-
ferent states, making the interpretation of the results a contest of consequence
on a par with the vote itself. For example, in 1984, Mondale’s team successful-
ly sold the interpretation that winning only two states on Super Tuesday (that
is, losing seven of nine contests)—the Mondale wins coming in Alabama and

3Cohen, *‘A Southern Illusion,” p. Al9.
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geor,gia where Hart had seldom appeared—was sufficient to indicate that
art’s momentum had been checked.® Since results are not self-

fowa and New Hampshire: More or Less Important?

One unintended consequence of the southern primary may be that the im-
portance of earlier primaries and caucuses—lowa, New Hampshire, and (for
Republicans) Michigan—will be magnified.+ '

Southern primary reformers had hoped that candidates would avoid these
early events, choosing instead to 80 after the larger delegate stakes in the
South.® Despite the sizable share of delegates at stake on March 8th and

12th, bypassing earlier events is not an inviting prospect. Any candidate who

does not run in states that vote before the southern primary can be expected

to face many questions about his or her motivations for *‘ducking’’ the ear-
ly events. Doubts would be raised about whether the candidacy was a na-
tional or only a regjonal one, a run for the presidency or the vice-presidency

Such concerns could reduce a candidate’s ability to muster support and gair;
momentum, not to mention meeting and stemming the momentum another

candidate might by enjoying as a result of Iow i
. a and N
David Broder reported: e Hampshire. As

None of the advisers to 1988 ho,
moment his man can skip the
and start his campaign in the

A pefuls with whom 1 have talked thinks for a
Owa caucuses or the New Hampshire primary
T South. We know from history that the win
of New Hamgshlre-—.w.'hether a moderate or a liberal—gets a tremendous te':::f
;S)gra;y boost in publicity and public support across the country, including the
ut . The bmger the bloc of votes available the next Tuesday, the larger the
premium for winning New Hampshire.? ’

In the initial stages, increased publicity and greater public support are

mutually reinforcing. The timing of the southern primary—within two or
.three weeks of New Hampshire—may mean that momentum will still be surg-
ing and .that voters will not have time to entertain second thoughts aboﬁt
the. leading candidates.“ Given advertising costs in the media markets re-
quired to penetrate southern primary states, ‘““free’’ media generated by news
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coverage of the campaign becomes all the more important. The media have
limited resources. The assignment of reporters and news coverage reflects
an understanding of who is a major candidate. Once the returns start rolling
in, who deserves campaign coverage is affected more by results than pros-
pects. The instant celebrity status bestowed on those who do well in lowa
and New Hampshire, coupled with the relative oblivion for the remaining
candidates (punctured principally by brief media reports about how badly
things are going for them), means that candidates’ performances in lowa
and New Hampshire will powerfully influence the outcome of the southern
primary.

As examples of the importance of early events, consider the 1984 cam-
paigns in the South of Gary Hart and John Glenn. Hart’s electoral fortunes
soared immediately after his New Hampshire win. As one Mondale aide re-
called, Hart went “‘from 4 percent to 35 percent in Georgia in about a week.
He was all things to all people but nobody knew anything about him. He
was a conservative to conservatives, a liberal to liberals, a moderate to
moderates. . . . Gary Hart was running only a 7 or 8 percent negative, I think,
in the southern states.’’* Hart did not win in Georgia, he fell short by
22,000 votes out of nearly 700,000 cast, but his showing reflected a massive
two-week surge fueled by his win in New Hampshire.

Glenn's candidacy exemplified the opposite tendency. Several southern
primary reformers, when asked, suggested that had the southern primary
been in place in 1984, John Glenn would have been the Democratic
nominee.* Yet the southern voters’ choice on Super Tuesday in 1984 was
not restricted to Hart, Jackson, or Mondale. Glenn was also on the ballot.
In fact, Glenn won the votes of more white conservative voters in Alabama
and Georgia than did Hart, Jackson, or Mondale, yet he failed to carry either
state.47 Glenn’s previous poor showings in nonsouthern settings checked and
eroded his support in the South. His vote-getting abilities overall, reflected
in how he did elsewhere, as well as his hero status and relatively moderate-
conservative positions, shaped his appeal in the South. The mere presence
of moderate or conservative candidates on the ballot does not generate its
own support in the South. Those candidacies must be seen as viable—viability
tested and found promising in previous campaign showdowns.

Advocates of the southern primary sought to maximize the clout of the
region in the Democratic presidential nomination but may have enhanced
instead the clout of Iowa and New Hampshire. Even solid support for a single
candidate by political elites across the region may dim but not eclipse the
instant celebrity conferred on another candidate by strong showings in Iowa
and New Hampshire. Tom Donilon, Mondale’s deputy campaign manager,
surveying the 1988 nomination process altered by the southern primary, said

43Tom Donilon in Campaign for President, pp. 77-78.

“STreadwell, ‘'8 Dixie States,”” part 1, p. 4.

47Peter Begans, ‘A Roller Coaster Ride Through the 1984 Democratic Primaries,’’ The ‘84
Vote (n.p., ABC News, n.d.), p. 571.
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it well: ““The best southern strategy is to win in Iowa and New Hampshire.” 48

A De Facto National Primary?

As the southern primary was taking shape, several critics contended that
the pumber of states involved, plus others that might join for the same “‘the
e.arller the better”” motives, would make the regional primary a de facto na-
tional primary. Given the resulting *‘front-loading’’ of the nomination pro-
cess,. so:pe critics, echoing the Hunt Commission’s report, fear that the
nomination will be decided shortly after the voting gets under way, leaving
little opportunity for deliberation and reconsideration, as states opt not to
make candidates stand the test of time.#

Southern states have no monopoly on the second Tuesday in March. On
Super ".I‘uesday in 1984, Massachusetts and Rhode Island held primaries while
Hawaii, Nevada, and Washington held caucuses; on the following Saturday
Delaware, Alaska, and Michigan held caucuses. As this is written state plan;
are not. yet final, but several other nonsouthern states have given serious con-
snder.at_lon to scheduling their 1988 primary or caucus early.® Some have
c9nsndered establishing a competing regional primary. For instance, the In-
diana secretary of state, in an explicit effort to offset the significance of the
southern primary, urged his counterparts in Illinois, Ohio, Michigan, Min-
ne§ota, and Wisconsin to target the third Tuesday in March for a regional
pru.nary.Sl Despite such talk, other states seemed unlikely to implement
regional primaries. Terry Michael, Democratic National Committee
spokesman, said: *“The South had a powerful sectional motive (its desire for
a moderate-to-conservative presidential candidate who could win back
Southern votes from the Republicans), but I don’t think that exists
elsewhe‘re.” Moreover, outside the South, legislatures and governors are not
so dominantly Democratic, making Democratic rules change through legisla-
tion more difficult.s2

ngr the years, regional primaries have attracted interest in part because
of their presumed ability to help rationalize and economize the nomination
process by allowing candidates to give campaigning and advertising a regional
focus. Those pushing the southern primary shared such aims.® However
the nfxmber and spread of states voting on March Sth through 12th raise;
Questions as to whether rationality or economy is being well served. The

“ . .
‘9SBS Evening !Vews w:.th Dan Rather, 13 May 1986, p. 16, transcripts (microfiche).
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multistate vote encourages candidates to consider using national media to
reach voters in these states.* This could be justified on various grounds,
and economy is one. Yet the sums of money this would take represent a
serious escalation of the costs of presidential nomination campaigns. Federal
spending limits for lowa and New Hampshire are relatively small, and several
past campaigns have bumped up against these limits. The spending limits
in states voting on March 5th through 12th dwarf those of lowa and New
Hampshire. The ‘‘playing field’’ has expanded and the opportunity for can-
didates with considerable war chests to spend them has been enlarged.* This
makes it harder, if not impossible, for a relative unknown to emerge as a
serious contender in the primaries.

If the eventual nomination calendar is heavily front-loaded, the funds and
organization needed from the start will be much greater than in the past.
The southern primary disrupts the campaign cycles of the past. A truncated
calendar (with the southern primary following New Hampshire by two or
three weeks) means that early victories will not generate contributions quickly
enough to fuel candidates in the large number of states voting on March 8th
or 12th. A candidate cannot afford to wait because more of the convention
delegates will have been selected by the time reaction to early returns leads
to larger campaign coffers. Hence, more campaigning and fund-raising will
have to occur in 1987 to ensure adequate treasuries to field a serious presence
in critical early states.%

The financial and organizational requirements for a ‘“‘run-everywhere’’
strategy through the southern primary will be enormous. Reassigning cam-
paign workers from state to state as the nomination process unfolds will also
occur in 1988, but time is too short, the states too many, and the stakes too
high to make reassignment a reliable procedure for states voting in February
or early March. Manpower needs have escalated because of the piling up
of primaries early in the process. The weeks immediately after the southern
primary may not be slack times either because more states are considering
moving up in the calendar for 1988.

This rearranging of the campaign calendar raises questions about the ex-
tent to which the southern primary will help focus attention on southern con-
cerns and will minimize the role of special interest groups. Given the
geographical spread of participating states, candidate appearances are likely
to resemble what Gary Hart characterizes as a ‘‘massive flyaround’’ or

‘‘political surfing:’’ daily airport hops to hold press conferences in different
media markets to give the appearance of pervasiveness.’” Hart’s campaign
manager recalled the difficulty in 1984:

34)ohn Deardourff, in Dickenson, *‘South Moving,” p. Al.

33James R. Dickenson, **‘Mega-Tuesday’: Would a regional primary be good for the South,’*
The Washington Post, 17 January 1986, p. Al13.

%David Price, Bringing Back the Parties (Washington, D.C.: Congressional Quarterly, 1984),
pp. 223-228.

$'Quoted in Phil Gailey, ‘‘South Unifying 1988 Primaries; Effects Debated,” The New York
Times, 8 April 1986, p. A21.
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there was no time between New Hampshire on the 28th of February and March
13 for Gary to get his message out if we were going to run, in fact, a national
campaign. We just had to move from tarmac to tarmac, and that’s essentially
what Gary did. . . . all we could do, essentially, was touch down at airports,
hold a press conference, get as many supporters out there as possible, try to
get on the evening news, and have a presence everywhere at once.**

Hart had two weeks between New Hampshire and Super Tuesday to cam-
paign in nine states. Plans for 1988 make 1984 look simple. Candidates will
have only two or three weeks between New Hampshire and the southern
primary to attempt to campaign in twenty-three states (fifteen southern and
border states and eight nonsouthern states).* Some of the smaller southern
states will get less attention than they would like because candidates will target
the states with more delegates.®

The time between New Hampshire and the southern primary will be a brief
one for focusing on regional concerns. Candidates can go south before that,
but the proper issues to emphasize in the region may not be obvious. The
need to run a national campaign—to avoid advancing positions in one area
that appear as liabilities elsewhere—constrains the ability to make different
appeals in the South. Major issues divide the region, what “‘sells” in one
part might not sell in another. While voters in Louisiana, Oklahoma, and
Texas experience an economy suffering from depressed oil prices, voters in
the rest of the South enjoy lower prices at the pump. Textile workers in the
Carolinas can be mobilized around the issue of textile imports. Other
southerners are likely to have second thoughts as they drive foreign cars to
work in areas economically boosted by the presence of foreign subsidiaries,
just as farmers fear *‘a protectionist trade policy could provoke foreign retalia-
tion that would add to their economic pain.’’!

Rather than minimize the role of special interest groups in the nomination
process, the southern primary seems likely to make them more important.
The delegate stakes raised by the southern primary; a run-everywhere strategy
essential to amass an eventual majority of delegates; Hart’s strong, early
showing in 1984, enervated by the failure to field full delegate slates in some
states—these considerations combine to suggest that the support of organiza-
tions capable of providing campaign workers, delegates, and funds across
the states will be critical to candidate success. Political organizations chan-
neling the influence of teachers, labor, blacks, and other groups will con-
tinue to be central to the Democratic nomination process.®

38Moore, Campaign for President, p. 84.
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DISCUSSION

Southern primary reformers held at least seven goals: 1) enhancing
Democratic general election prospects, 2) securing a more moderate
Democratic nominee, 3) maximizing southern clout in the nomination pro-
cess, 4) increasing the likelihood of a southerner on the ticket, 5) forcing
presidential candidates to focus on the South and to address issues of regional
concern, 6) minimizing the importance of special interest groups in the
nomination process, and 7) helping to rationalize and economize the nomina-
tion process by allowing candidates to concentrate on the region. Many possi-
ble outcomes could result from the southern primary, but several scenarios
suggest that the results of the 1988 regional primary may not be as the
reformers had hoped: Republicans rather than Democrats could benefit, the
significance of Iowa and New Hampshire could increase, plurality winners
may not be moderates, and regional concerns may be submerged in a de fac-
to national primary. Ultimately, the southern primary may not make the even-
tual Democratic nominee more electable even in the South.

Whether the South will gain greater influence in Democratic presidential
nomination politics is open to doubt. The South is currently far from
powerless within the Democratic party. For example, southern members of
Congress influence Democratic party policy through committee chairman-
ships.® Also, a keen “appreciation has grown over the years that the
Democratic nominee must carry several southern states. A recent reiteration
of this view came from the current party chairman:

Democrats should nominate a southerner for president or vice president in 1988
in an effort to regain ground in that region, Democratic National Chairman
Paul G. Kirk, Jr. said yesterday. . . . Calling the (Southern primary] proposal
‘“constructive,’’ Kirk said, ‘It would be an opportunity for states that have
not been supportive of the national party (in presidential elections} to have more
of an impact.”*%

The recent shift in electoral votes toward the South and West and the poor
prospecting outside the South reinforce the Democratic tendency to look
south:

““Whether we like it or not, the balance of political power is shifting to the
South and West, and the electoral strategy in 1988 is going to have to involve
the South in a major way,’’ said Richard Moe, a Washington lawyer who is
involved in Democratic politics. ‘‘In the 1980 census,”’ he added, ‘‘we saw the

$3Alan Ehrenhalt, ‘“The New South and the Democratic Senate,” Congressional Quarterly
Weekly Report, 10 January 1987, p. 99. .
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January 1986, p. 1; and ““Top Democrat Isn’t Just Whistling Dixie,”’ The New York Times,
21 January 1986, editorial.
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Sun Belt gain 17 electoral votes. That's like moving the state of New Jersey
to the South.”’ss

Even in recent nomination politics, the South has been influential. Carter
in 1976 and 1980 was boosted by southern showings, effectively exploiting
Iowa and New Hampshire as springboards in 1976. In 1984 Alabama and
Georgia gave Mondale his only two wins (among seven losses) on Super Tues-
day. These two southern states can be credited with putting the Mondale cam-
paign back on track after a string of defeats by Hart. Later delegate selec-
tion by southern states added to Mondale’s margin of victory.

Whether the Southern primary will enhance or endanger southern influence
in Democratic nomination politics will be proven by events. Either is possi-
ble, although in our judgment, the critics rather than the reformers are more
likely to be proved right. If the southern primary fails to exert a moderating
influence on the Democratic nomination, this will be another nail—not
necessarily the last—in the coffin of Democratic presidential politics in the
South.¢

65Quoted in Phil Gailey, *Frankly, Democrats Want the South,”” The New York Times, 16
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