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Fourteen southern and border states established a sume-du y presidential primary an 8 March
1988. This analysis shows that this Super Tuesduy, in several senses, was less than super. The
results turned out (0 be less satisfying than its Democratic founders preferred but less upsetting
than us critics anticipated. Despite Super Tuesday, lowa and New Hampshire remained domi-
nant in the 1988 presidential primaries. Alihough voter turnout increased slighily over 1984
und the results contributed nughtily toward setiling the nomination 1n the Republican party,
Super Tuesday neither settied the Democratic nomination nor gave meamingful momentum (o
the more moderate Democratic candidates.

On 8 March 1988 southern Democrals converged on the polls for a one-
day presidential primary in hopes of (1) increasing the influence of the South
in the Democratic presidential nomination and shifting altention and influence
from carlicr events in lowa and New Hampshire; (2) increasing voler lurn-
out in the Democratic primaries and caucuses and bringing moderaie volers
back to the Democratic party; and (3) increasing the likelihood of nominating
a more cenirist candidate than persons such as Walier Mondale, George
McGovern, or Hubert Humphrey—idcally an electable Democrat, but at least
a candidate southern Demaocrats could politically afford to be seen with in
public.!

Did they succeed? This article considers the ways in which Super Tuesday
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'For an analysis of these goals and whether Super Tuesday seemed an appropriate means
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Primary: Regional Intentions with National lmplications,** Publius: The Journal of Federalism
17 (Summer 1987): 83-100; Stanley and Hadley, **lixpect a Super Tuesday Muddle,* The New
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did and did not fulfill its founders’ expectations. The founders’ goals frame
the analysis, but the discussion also incorporates the expectations and reac-
tions of the critics and political opponents.

In the 1987 Publius annual review, nearly a year before Super Tuesday,
we described how and why a southern Super Tuesday, established in 1980,
cxpanded into a massive cvent in which nearly a third of the delegates were
selected to both national conventions.? Super Tuesday was not a part of the
Democratic National Committee’s reforms that have changed the presiden-
tial nominating process since 1968.> After the 1984 election loss to Ronald
Reagan, the Democratic National Committee was not anxious to underiake
another round of rules revision. The Fairness Commission even relaxed rules
governing presidential delegate selection in favor of more state party
leeway.* Southern state Democratic party leaders and elected officials, guid-
ed by the Southern Legislative Conference, took up the slack on rules reform
by establishing a southern regional primary. Such multi-state efforts to
organize regional primaries in presidential nominating politics may mark the
years ahead. Those pondering such regional primaries would do well to pause
and reflect on the experience of Super Tuesday 1988.

Although Democrats built Super Tuesday, many southern Republican
leaders saw Super Tuesday as a unique opportunity. Expectations ran high
that Democrats had given southern Republicans a superb opening for parnty
growth. Republicans were so confident that the Democrats had erred in
establishing it, that they were certain Super Tuesday would not be repeated
in 1992. Southern Republicans wanted to make Super Tuesday a referen-
dum on conservative or liberal values. The Republicans portrayed Democratic
presidential candidates as liberals, painted their candidates as conservatives,
and encouraged comparative partisan shopping. In the words of President
Ronald Reagan:

*‘Super Tuesday”’ presents our party with a tremendous opportunity—to con-
vince those who share our values to vote for the Republican candidate of their
choice in the Republican primary. Now, in my humble opinion, it shouldn’t
be too hard. . . . Any one of our Republican candidates stands head and
shoulders above those running in the other party. And Republican candidates

IStanley and Hadley, “‘The Southern Presidenual Frimary.** Southern Democrats did not
80 it alonc on Super Tuesday. Twenty states and American Samoa combined 10 create, short
of the conventions themselves, the largest single-day event ever in the presidential nomination
process. Republican as well as Democralic contests were involved.

YOn the reforms, see William Croity and John S. Jackson 111, Presidential Primaries and
Nominations (Washington, D.C.: CQ Press, 1989), pp. 27-54. On the dynamics of the re-
formed nomination process, soe Larry M. Bartels, *‘Expectations and Preferences in Presiden-
tial Nominaling Campaigns,” The American Political Science Review 19 (September 1975):
812-814, and Presidential Primaries and the Dynamics of Public Choice (Princeton, N.J.:
Princeton University Press, 1988); and John H. Aldrich, Before the Convention: Strategies and
Choices in Presidential Nomination Campaigns (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1980).

*Rhodes Cook, **Party and Elected Officials Get More Clout: Democrats Alter Rules Slighily
izn Eﬂczm to Broaden Party Base,” Congressional Quarterly Weekly Report 43 (26 Ociober 1985):

158-2159.
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all agree with the people of the South. . . . Yes, the values of Southern voters
arc best represented by our Republican candidates for President.?

Republicans had other goals: increasing turnout in Republican presidential
primaries, particularly in “‘open’’ primary states where voters could choose
cither party’s primary on the day of the vote and, in closed primary states,
raising Republican registration through mobilization and party switching.
Increasing Republican Jurnout was expected to draw centrist whites away
from the Democrats, lcaving the Democratic primary voters (and thus the
favored candidates) all the more left-of-center.*

Critics of Super Tuesday flourished. They contended that a southern
regional primary was politically naive. It would serve as an echo chamber
for lowa and New Hampshire rather than a launching pad for a mainstream
candidacy; Republicans, not Democrats, might benefit more from the South
focusing on presidential politics; and moderates attracted to the Republican
primarics would leave the Democratic primaries even more under the sway
of left-of-center influences.’

SUPER TUESDAY RESULTS

Reforms often bring unanticipated consequences. When southern Democrats
enacted Super Tuesday, hoping it would settle the presidential nomination,
they did not intend to help the Republicans rally around George Bush. Yet
Republicans did rally to Bush and the Democrats were left divided: Michael
Dukakis, Al Gore, and Jesse Jackson gained almost equal shares of delegates
and votes. The Democratic muddle contrasted vividly with the Republican
clarily. Reviewing how the candidates fared offers an essential perspective
for evaluating whether Super Tuesday achieved -its founders® objectives.

The Bush sweep—16 out of 17 Republican contests went his way ou 8
March*—and winner-take-all rules gave Bush enough delegates to make the
Republican nomination seem incvitable. Prior to Super Tuesday, Bush and
Dole had secured the support of equal shares of national convention delegates
(Table 1). After Super Tuesday, Bush had the backing of 74 percent of the
delegates selected, while Dole had only 17 percent.

3Videotaped Remartks by the President, Southern Republican Leadership Conference, New
Orleans, 11 February 1988.

®Haley Barbour, 9 January 1988, memorandum to the Southern Republican Exchange on
the Southern Republican Primary Project.

"Dick Lodge, the Democratic state chairman in Tennessee and one of the architects of Super
Tuesday, responded 10 such criticisms in this way: “Nothing is without risk and our friends
in the Washington political community are happy to tell us why it's a bad idea. . . . But it can’t
be any worse than now, and if this doesn‘t work, we'll change it again."’ Quoted in Phil Gailey,
**Southern Democrats Press Plan (or a Regional Primary,” The New York Times, 8 March
1986, p. 9. For broad-ranging critical assessments, see R. W. Apple, Jr., “Super Tuesday: An
Experiment Whose Time May Be Past,” The New York Times, 8 March 1988, p. 11; and David
Broder, **No More Super Tuesdays,”” The Washington Pust, 2 March 1988, p. A7,

$Bush had won the Republican primary in South Carolina on § March. He won all sixteen
primaries on Super Tuesday, losing only the Republican caucus in Washington State to Robertson.
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TABLE |
Delegate Support, Before and Afler Super Tuesday, 1988
Candidate 1 March 9 March
Democrat
Dukakis 14.2% 27.8%
Gephardi 10.4 8.7
Gore IR 21.2
Jackson 6.2 4.2
Others and uncommitted 65.4 18.1
Delegates selected 451 1,638
Republican
Bush 351 7.5
Dole 45 17.0
Kemp 20.1 4.1
Others and uncommitied 10.4 5.4
Delegates selecied 172 959

SOURCE: Calculated from Associated I°ress tallies as
reporled in National Journal, S March 1988, p. 616, and
12 March 1988, p. 692,

NOTE: Candidate delegate support percentages are based
on delegates sclected through the date indicated.

Not only was the nomination nearly settled, but Pat Robertson’s candidacy,
potentially divisive for the Republican party, essentially was laid to rest. The
poor Robertson showing on § March in South Carolina, a state he had
targeted for a showdown with Bush, was followed by weak showings
throughout the South.*

On the Democratic side, three candidates could claim victory. Gore’s
southern strategy paid off in that he carried five states. Jackson combined
solid support among blacks with enough white votes to place first in five
states. Dukakis finished first in Florida and Texas, the two largest southern
states, and carried Massachusetts, Maryland, and Rhode Island to yield five
primary wins. Prior to Super Tuesday, Dukakis had edged out Richard
Gephardt 14 to 10 in percentage of delegates secured (Table 1). After Super
Tuesday, Dukakis led with a larger percentage (28), but Jackson had surged
(24 percent), as had Gore (21 percent),'

*The dismal resulis doomed Robertson's 1988 candidacy, but the divisive potential his can-
didacy posed still tingers. Robertson supporters have had greater success transforming southern
Republican organizations by taking control at the grass roots. On this point see John C. Green
and James L. Guth, “The Christian Right in the Republican Parly: The Case of Pat Robert-
w0n's Supporters,” Journal of Politics 50 (February 1988): 150-165, especially 162.

®Dukakis nosed out Jackson for the most dclegates gained in all states voting on Super Tues-

\ » day (31.8 percent 10 31.5 percent), Gore was thurd with 28 percent. In southern and border states,

Super Tuesday n

Winnowing also took place. Gephardt carried his home state of Missouri,
but doing this and nothing more doomed him. Super Tuesday occurred before
some candidates dropped out, but it would be an overstatement to say that
Super Tuesday eliminated them. Gary Hart was finished after New Hamp-
shire (if not before), but remained in the race and quit on 11 March. Jack
Kemp was doomed after his poor showing in South Carolina before Super
Tuesday, but postponed withdrawing until 10 March.

SUPER TUESDAY AND SOUTHERN INFLUENCE
IN THE DEMOCRATIC PRESIDENTIAL NOMINATION PROCESS

There are several reasons to doubt that Super Tuesday magnified the influence
of the South. Political influence turns in part on numbers. Scheduling
southern delegate selections for the same day called sttention to the substantial
southern share of convention delegates. However, influence through numbers
depends on the degree of unity. Southern Democrats divided their votes
among three candidates, results which attest to their political diversity. Ex-
pectations of politically potent unity were ill-founded. Southern clout was
most evident in the Republican contest where Super Tuesday did for the
Republicans what some hoped it would do for the Democrats, namely, select
the nominee and solidify the party behind the candidate.

For Democrats, the size of Super Tuesday fuzzed its focus, No Democratic
candidate competed seriously in all the Super Tuesday states. The major can-
didates husbanded their resources and targeted presumably responsive states.
““They were forced to pitch their campaigns to geographical, racial, cultural,
and ideological slices of the electorate rather than appealing to the whole—
exactly the opposite of what the Southern leaders had planned.*'!t

Moreover, since Super Tuesday did not decide the Democratic nomina-
tion, the South sat out the rest of the contest. Other than superdelegates,
there were no additional southern delegates to be secured by candidates. The
‘‘sorting out’’ of Dukakis, Jackson, and Gore took place in nonsouthern
states. In one sense, Super Tuesday’s early organizational success helped
doom its impact. Bunching all southern and border state primaries on a single
day robbed a candidate with southern appeal of similar state primaries to
follow up in with wins. After Super Tuesday, Gore's forays into midwestern
and northern primaries found less receptive voters. Outside the South,
Jackson’s campaign was disadvantaged in that blacks made up small shares
of the Democratic primary voters, and his white support was not sufficient
to overcome the vote totals of Dukakis, especially once Gore suspended his
campaign. Unlike Gore and Jackson, Dukakis’ candidacy was relatively ad-
vantaged by the location of primaries after Super Tuesday.”

the ranking was reversed: Gore 29 percent, Jackson 27, and Dukakis 22.
VIR, W, Apple, Jr., **Super Tuesday,” p. I1. o
2Bartels, Presidential Primaries, pp. 181-183, has a suggestive rank ing of siates by liberalism
scores.
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Voters in these later contests did not seem to take their cues from Super
Tuesday voters. No bounce from Super Tuesday was visible in lllinois, the
next primary. Senator Paul Simon skipped Super Tuesday, but had little trou-
ble in his home state fending off iwo Super Tuesday **winners’’—Gore and
Dukakis. Jackson proved more formidable because of the sizable black vote
in Illinois.

Was Super Tuesday an echo chamber for lowa and New Hampshire? No
and yes. Super Tuesday reversed the results of lowa. First-place finishers
there, Gephardt and Dole, came to grief on Super Tuesday. Both later
dropped out. Robertson’s fortunes were raised by lowa, but turned down
in New Hampshire and in the South. The nominees in both parties, Dukakis
and Bush, placed no higher than third in lowa. Super Tuesday essentially
echioed the New Hampshire results insofar as Dukakis did well and Bush did
very well.” Given these results, in 1992 lowa may not remain such a preoc-
cupation of presidential candidates.'

Super Tuesday reformers had hoped that the pile of delegates at stake on
Super Tuesday would encourage candidates to downplay, perhaps even skip,
fowa and New Hampshire, to come down South and start serious campaign-
ing there. Gore claimed to do that, others did not. Gephardt took the op-
posite tack, deciding in December to pull down his southern operations and
reassign his southern staffs to lowa.!* Gephardt won lowa, thereby getting
into the ranks of the frontrunners. Gephardt's stumble on Super Tuesday
may have had more to do with money management than with his early em-
phasis on lowa at the expense of the South. Dukakis and Gore outspent
Gephardt in the southern and border Super Tuesday states by two to one.
The money shortage restrained Gephardt from responding to critical ads run
by Dukakis and Gore immediately prior to Super Tuesday.' Polls showed
that Gephardi remained competitive in the days leading up to Super Tues-
day. Yet the four-way split became a three-way split as late-deciding volers
spurned Gephardt in favor of Gore or Dukakis."”

Super Tuesday reformers desired to downplay the importance of lowa and
New Hampshire, but this backfired: the delegates at stake on Super Tues-

YFor an examination of the previous influence of the New Hampshire primary, see William
G. Mayer, **The New Hampshire Primary: A Historical Overview,’’ Media and Momenium:
The New Hampshire Primary and Nomination Politics, eds. Gary R. Orren and Nelson W.
Polsby (Chatham, N.J.: Chatham House Publishers, 1987), pp. 9-41.

"For a review of the Jowa caucuses before 1988, soe Hugh Wincbrenner, The Jowa Precinct
Caucuses: The Making of @ Media Event (Ames: lowa Staie University Press, 1987).

3Only the Florida Gephardt campaign remained operative, primarily for fund-raising reasons:
(Kenneth S. Allen, ‘Gephardt Curtailing Campaigs in South, Except Florida,'' St. Petersburg
Times, 23 December 1987, p. 4A).

H%Unlike Gore, Gephardt spent a disproportionate amount in his home siate (convenicntly
located next to lowa)— 18 percent of his total Super Tuesday campaign spending in Missouri
versus less than | percent by Gore in Tennessee.

7Exit polls conducted by The New York Times/CBS News in fourteen southern and border
staies interviewed 9,176 Democratic voters. Of 1he 31 percent who claimed 10 have decided how
to vote on Super Tuesday or “‘since Saturday,”’ Dukakis and Gore were backed by about 30
percent each and Gephardi and Jackson by 16 percent each. The New York Times/CBS News

. Poll, **Southern Democraiic Primary Exit Poll, 8 March 1988,” p. I.

Super Tuesday 28

day increased the importance candidates attached to doing well in the early
conlesls in order to gain momentum for Super Tuesday.

Where candidates spent their time is one measure of the relative impor-
tance of lowa, New Hampshire, and Super Tuesday siates.'* Simply count-
ing the number of appearances candidates made on separate days leads to
a striking realization: only Gore and Jackson spent more days down South
than they did in lowa and New Hampshire (Table 2). Every other candidate
spent at least as much time in the two early states as in fourteen southern
Super Tuesday states combined—as many as two (Dukakis) or three
(Gephardt) to four (Simon) days in lowa or New Hampshire for every day
in the South.

TABLE 2

Campeiga Days in lows, New Hampohire,
and ibe Soulbern Super Tuesdsy Sintes

Seuthern sud border states?

1A & NoviS JomiS Mer 0 1A & NH/

1A NH* NH¢ 1987 1988 19 Scath
Rabbitl 118 60 178 18 - - -
Dukakis 84 36 120 “ 4 60 2.0
Gephardi 144 b)) 195 26 2 58 34
Gore 2 51 83 54 86 129 0.6
Hart! 18 2 © - 2 - -
Jackson 62 19 8l 40 75 8s 09
Simon 88 49 137 [} 26 32 4]
Bush k] 25 6 21 28 st 1.2
Dole 48 $6 104 40 53 70 L5
duPont 9N 87 178 8 10 - -
Haig 24 80 104 3o »n - -
Kemp 69 8) 152 20 U - -
Roberison 30 3 66 21 28 56 1.2

*The lowa data are found in USA Today, 9 February 1988, p. 4A.

YThe New Hampshire data are found in USA Today, 9 February 1988, p. SA and in the cam-
paign schedules in subsequent issues through 16 February.

JIA&NH refers to lowa and New Hampshire data combined.

9Fourteen southern and border South states (excluding South Carolina), days of campaign
appearances in tbe region since | July 1987,

“Data in this column found in Southern Legislative Conference release of 20 November 1987,
days through 1S November 1987.

Daia in this column found in Southern Legislative Conference release of 2 February 1988,
days through |5 January 1988.

$Data in this column found in Southern Legislative Conference release of 10 March 1988,
days through 29 February 1988, updaied through campaign staff contacts.

hee_v* indicates data are not available. Candidates withdrew as follows: Babbiti, 18 February:
Dole, 29 Match; duPont, 18 February; Gephardt, 28 March; Haig, 16 February; Hart, 1| Marcp;
and Kemp, 10 March. Campaigns were suspended by Simon on 7 Apsil and Gore on 2! April.

'Since 15 December 1987.

18For comparable lowa figures in eatlier years, see Winebrenner, The fowa Precinct Caucuses,
especially p. 141 (data for 1984).
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Southern hopes for greater attention from the candidates were often disap-
pointed. For example, the Alabama Democratic party staged a presidential
debate in January. Only three candidates would commit to come. The Loui-
siana Democratic party held a ““Summit on Super Tuesday** in early January.
Although all presidential candidates agreed to attend, only Gore did.

Democrats were not alone in being stood up. Over 1,000 Republican ac-
tivists from across the South gathered in New Orleans for the Southern
Republican Leadership Conference in early February. Al Republican
presidential candidates were committed o attend. Not one came. The tim-
ing (in the week between lowa and New Hampshire) made the candidales
reconsider. Speakers stressed that while Super Tuesday made southern states
especially significant, and Repubiicans were being presented with a grand
opportunity for party development, nevertheless—by the way, we're disap-
pointed but we understand since we're all professionals here—none of our
Republican presidential candidates can keep their commitment to be with
us. Because the race had tightened up, the candidates could not spare the
time from campaigning in New Hampshire.t

How candidates campaigned in the South led (0 some discontent. The size
of Super Tuesday voting meant wholesale politicking replaced the retail
politics of lowa and New Hampshire.®® As one journalist described it: ““The
three-week run-up to Super Tuesday had the feel of a mass airplane hijack-
ing, as planeloads of desperate candidates and their journalistic hostages flew
from tarmac to tarmac, stopping only to refuel and blink into television
lights.”? In the words of one campaign strategist, ‘‘Super Tuesday's a
black hole. It cats up your money and energy. You break it into three
components—Tarmac, Debates, Ad—and (ry to survive.”’?

Candidates did more than airport hops, but campaigning understandably
took on the appearance of scrambling to be secen favorably in as many of
the more than 150 Super Tuesday media markets as possible. Free media
through news coverage was important, but not under the control of a can-
didate or his staff. Paid media required hefty finances.?* Jackson’s cam-
paign reported that buying adequate advertising time on a single Dallas sta-
tion for a week would easily run to $300,000. They did not do it. Jackson
spent only $447,644 on Super Tuesday (he initially claimed $100,000). Dukak s
and Gore spent $3 million and Gephardt spent $1.5 million (Table

"Frank Fahrenkopf, Republican Nationsl Committee Chairman, remarks 1o the press,
Southern Republican Leadership Conference, 12 February 1988,

XThe size mesnt that those in some states lelt slighted. For example, Maryland Governor
William Donald Schacfer stated that Maryland was *“lost in the shuffle’’ and shoukd move ils
presidential primary back to May. Quoted in USA Today, 9 March 1988, p. 7A.

Nyiendrik Hertzberg, *‘Campaign *88: The Wind Tunnel,’’ The New Republic, 2 May 1988,
p. 10. .

1255 quoted by Sandy Grady, **Super Tuesday Mcans Video Politics in 30-second Bites,”
Nashville Banner, 5 March 1988, p. AB.

URichard L. Berke, *Dukakis Funds Mount as His Rivals Face Bills,” The New York Times,

10 March 1988, p. 1.

Seper Tutsday n

3). principally on television advertising.* An editorial in The New Yort
Times suggested that the day should have been spelied Super Tuesday.®

Where candidates spent their money corroborates the lingering importance
of lowa and New Hampshire relative to the Super Tuesday states (Table 3).
Among Democrats, even Gore spent more money in New Hampshire than
in any single Super Tuesday state with the exception of Texas. Dukakis (again,
excepting Texas), Gephardt, Jetkton, and Simon spent more in lowa than
in any Super Tuesday state. Amwag Republicans, Bush spent more in Florida,
Dole in lllinois and Massachusetts, and Robertson in Texas than in any other
state. Expressing expenditures as a percentage of Federal Election Commis-
sion state spending limits shows the same pattern. Bush, Dole, Kemp, and
Robertson each spent over 90 percent of the limit in lowa and New Hemp-
shire, 60 percent was the next highest, and the remaining state figures
ranged between 10 and 30 percent.®

Candidates spent more time in lowa and New Hampshire than they did
down South; the media also covered the two early events to a far greater
extent, Consider news coverage of primaries and caucuses in The New York
Times and The Washington Post (Table 4). lronically, coverage of the
Democratic nomination process in the southern and border states surpassed
the coverage given to lowa and New Hampshire combined in 1984, but not
in 1988.7 Within the South, the states varied in terms of news coverage
received: South Carolina stands out for the Republicans as do Florida and
Texas for the Democrats.

Coverage by the television networks mirrors the print media’s emphasis
on lowa and New Hampshire. From early 1987 until the end of the primaries
and caucuses, nomination contests in the southern states voting on Super
Tuesday received 106 mentions on the evening news of the three major net-
works. The lowa contest received 285, the New Hampshire contest 210. in-
cluding all states voting on Super Tuesday and non-state-specific mentions
of Super Tuesday raises the total to 228—slightly ahead of New Hampshire
but behind lowa. Yet considering that more than 2,000 delegates were at stake

4Despite the seemingly large sums spent overall, individual states and stations fett slighted.
For example, one report from Kentucky compared state spending 10 hold the special Super Tues-
day presidential primaries (34.22 mil'ion) with what candidates spent in Kentucky ($0.50 miltion)
|**Super Tuesday To Cost State 8 and 1/2 Times More Than It Raised,'* Louisville Courier-
Journal, 27 April 1988, p. BI|. “‘Most of the major tclevision stations in Louisville and Lex-
ingion budgeted three to four times more in campaign ad revenues than actually came in*’
(Louisville Courier-Journal, 8 March 1988, p. ). For an overview of such Super Tuesday let-
downs, see “Political TV Ad Race O(f 1o Sluggish Start,'” Broadcasting, 14 March 1988, pp.
27-29.

23 The Shock of Super Tuesday,” editorial, The New York Times, 10 March 1968, p. 26.

6:spresidential Primary Spending Al $200 Million Mark,” Federal Election Commission
Press Release, 18 August 1988, pp. 5-6. The FEC cavtions that data (or dil(erent campaigns
may not be comparable since each campaign employs its own method for determining the distribu-
tion of state-by-state expenses. Some expenditures may not be atlocated to any state, il they
more closely relate to the campaign's ‘‘national” effort.

Dyykakis® expected win in his neighboring state of New Hampshire diminished the coverage
that state’s Democrats received, plus the defeat of Bush by Dole and Robertson in lowa shifted
the spotlight to the Republicans in New Hampshire, as Table 4 indicates,
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TABLE 4
Natioasl Newspaper Coverage of lowa, New Hampshire,
sad ibe Southern Super Tuesday States
by Political Party, 1984 sad 1988

Percentage of New York Times sad Washington Post Stories

1984 Dem 1988 Dem 1988 Rep 1988 Total
lows 9.04 4.7 23.36 17.97
New Hampshire 13.14 4.98 16.69 9.38
Southern Super
Tuesday states 26,74 19.14 21.59 20.78
Alabama 3.25 1.40 .52 . 1.07
Arkansas 42 Jl .52 39
Florida 3.25 .27 2.36 293
Geotgia 3.39 1.87 %]} 1.66
Kentucky .85 .78 .52 .68
Louisiana 2.12 1.09 1.08 1.07
Maryland 1.98 .62 .52 .59
Mississippi L1 .78 52 .68
Missouri 1.1 16 1.31 .59
North Casolina 1.27 .02 2.36 2.14
Oklashoma .83 62 1.84 1.07
South Carolina N/ .62 6.82 2.9
Tennessee .83 62 .00 )9
Texas 3.85 3.58 318 ja
Virginia 1.69 1.40 .79 1.17
All other staies s1.08 61.11 36.36 51.87
Total N 708 643 k1 1] 1024

SOURCE: David S. Castle, *'Size, Sequence, and Super Tuesdays: The American States in the
Presidential Nomination Process,” uapublished paper, 1988, Table 1.

on Super Tuesday and only 130 were at stake in lowa and New Hampshire,
the emphasis on the early events is clear.”

If prime-time election night coverage by the national television networks
is a principal criterion for whether Super Tuesday attracted increased atten-
tion to the South, Super Tuesday would seem, superficially, a success. ABC
and CBS gave it two hours, NBC an hour—more than twice the combined
coverage of lowa and New Hampshire. Yet plans for prime-time coverage
of Super Tuesday had initially called for 40 percent more coverage. Moreover,
the twenty Super Tuesday states had a voter turnout twenty-five times greater
than lowa and New Hampshire combined. Tom Wicker said it best: the televi-
sion networks covered the lowa caucuses as if they. were Creation and the

B3 Roben Lichier, Danict Amundson, and Richard Noyes, The Video Campaign: Network
Cowverage of 1he 1988 Primaries (Washingion, D.C.: American Enterprise lnstitute for Public
Policy Rescarch, 1988), p. 13.

Super Tuesday n

New Hampshire primary as if it were the Second Coming.?

Enhancing southern influence on the Democratic presidential nomination
was one objective behind Super Tuesday. The media treated Super Tuesday
as a major event, but media coverage, candidate schedules, and campaign
spending for 1988 do not indicate that Super Tuesday eclipsed lowa and New
Hampshire. Even without Super Tuesday, southern states had influence within
the Democratic nominalion process as is indiceted by both parties schedul-
ing the 1988 national conventions in the South and a growing agreement
among Democrats that carrying southern states is critical for a Democratic
presidential victory.

SUPER TUESDAY AND CENTRIST VOTERS

Consider first the question of overall participation rates. Did Super Tues-
day increase voter turnout? Republican turnout set records in most states,
while Democratic turnout was ncither the disaster the Republicans desired
nor the delight the designers intended (Table S). Ovesall, voter turnout in-
creased dramatically in the ecight states that switched from caucuses to
primaries. However, this compares apples and oranges because caucuses tradi-
tionally have low turnout. Turnout in presidential primaries, while lagging
behind turnout for state and local election primaries, far outstrips the
caucuses.

Southern Super Tuesday states utilizing primary elections in 1980, 1984,
and 1988 witnessed a more modest increase in voter participation. The average
turnout for this group, figured as a percentage of voting-age population,
varied from 19 percent in 1980—the year Alabama, Flarida, and Georgia
fielded the first, much more modest Super Tuesday—to 17 percent in 1984
and to 22 percent in 1988. This gain seems (oo trifling to notice, much less
celebrate.?

The negative ads run prior to Super Tuesday led some observers to predict

PTom Wicker, *“The Canter Example,’’ The New York Times, 1t Masch 1988, p. 27. Net-
work coverage of Super Tuesday was not a crowd-pleaser: **Politics don’t play well in prime
1ime. Super Tucsday news specials—which pre-empted regular programming on all three major
networks—spawned a 29 percenl decrease in viewership. The combined network rating that nigty
was a mwager 2.8 ratings points, compared wilh 46.5 the week before (a ratings point represents
886,000 TV homes). No special won its lime period —all were up against reruns —and viewers
decreased significanily as time passed. . . . Says CBS Vice President of Marketing David Poltrack :
‘I expect if we had kept with original plans of three hours of coverage we would have had the
lowest rating and share in the history of network ielevision'* (Brian Donlon, *'Super Tues-
day‘s TV Ralings Not So Super,*’ USA Today, 11 March 1988, p. DI).

Crolly and Jackson, Presidential Primaries, pp. 11-25; and David E. Price, Bringing Back
the Parties (Washingtion, D.C.: CQ Press, 1984), pp. 205-213.

Mjames W. Davis noles that voter lurnoul in states holding presidential primaries between
1948 and 1968, before primarics acquired their later political significance, was aboul 27 perceni
ol the voting-age population | Presidential Primaries: Road 10 the White House (Wesipost, Conn. :
Greenwood, 1980), p. 142]. In competitive contesis, Auslin Ranney noles that turnoul climbed
10 39 percent | Turnoutl and Representation in Presidential Primary Elections,”” The American
Political Science Review 66 (March 1972): 23-24).
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237,000 Democrats in Alabama for 1980.

bPrimary turnout is based on voting-age population.

T2 2220

5653
€Voter turnout for the region is based on the total votes cast in siates where both major political parties held primary elections.

cA caucus rather than a primary election was held. o
dStates with party registration enabling the holding of closed primaries.

No. 1019 (Washingion, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, January 1988); reports of the secretaries of state or state boards of elections, 1988. Alabama
*Number voting in thousands, e.g.,

66-67; U.S. Bureau of the Census, *Projections of the Population of Voting Age, for States: November 1988,”" Current Population Reports, Series P-25,
turnouts in 1988 are {rom the state parties.

SOURCE: Compiled from Richard M. Scammon and Alice V. McGillivray, eds., America Vores 16 (Washington, D.C.: CQ Press, 1984), pp. 37, 41, 59-60,

Region®
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that voters would tune out rather than turn out.” Pervasive predictions of
a Bush runaway probably reduced Republican voter turnout. The collapse
of the Robertson candidacy may have had the same effect. “‘Still, if there
was a winner of the Super Tuesday turnout battle, it was apathy. More than
T5 percent of the voting-age population in the southern and border primary
states did not vote at all.’*»

Republicans had great hopes for the open primary states in the South, but
mmmnmuwnﬂmawnhumymﬂﬂﬂnﬁmanHHMCbudmhmn
states. Figured on the basis of voting-age population, closed primary states
had 21.5 percent turnout, open primary states 22.1 percent. The partisan
distribution of the vote was also similar: 65 percent of the voters in open
primary states cast ballots in the Democratic presidential primary, 67 per-
cent did so in the closed primary states.

Republicans did get higher turnout, but their hopes for even higher turn-
outs with massive crossovers did not materialize. Republicans wooed and
won some volers, but further courting is required. In Louisiana, a closed
primary state, recent registration gains were evident: the Louisiana Republican
party alone witnessed a growth of 25,066 registrants (or 8 percent) in the
four-month interval between the gubernatorial and Super Tuesday elections.
Such gains must be viewed in the broader context of Republican growth in
the South. In the six southern and border states that have voter registration
by party, the Democratic share of voters registered by party slipped from
76 10 69 percent between 1980 and 1988. Republicans have made headway,
but Democrats remain dominant.

Although Republican presidential primary turnouts set records in many
states, Republican voters were still outnumbered two to one by Democratic
voters on Super Tuesday. The Republican share of the vote rose from 28
percent in 1980 to 34 percent in 1988. Bush swept the Republican primaries
decisively, but his vote total was less, often far less, than the Democratic
winner in every state except Florida and Texas. Despite gains in turnout,
Republicans still have a long way to go in the South. Super Tuesday did not
provide the vehicle for Republicans 10 pull even with the Democrats by achiev-
ing substantial, enduring political gains from a single event.

Turnout rose, but did Republicans or Democrats secure the support of
the targeted middle? Consider crossover voting. Network exit polls indicated
that crossover voting in the open primary states did not materialize in any
significant sense. Only 5 percent of the voters in the Republican primaries
considered themselves Democrats while only 6 percent of voters in Democratic
primaries considered themsclves Republicans.” Gore's candidacy, endors-
ed by about 800 Democratic officeholders and party officials (whose consti-

YSandy Grady, “*Super Tuesday Means Video Politics,” p. AB.

VRhodes Cook, *'One Side Is Cleares, The Other Still Murky,” Congressional Quarterly
Weekly Repors 46 (12 March 1988): 646.

MRhodes Cook, ““March 8 Offers Clues 10 South’s Political Soul,”* Congressional Quarter-
iy Weekly Report 46 (S March 1988): 573.

¥The New York Times/CBS News Poll, p. 2.
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tuents \.cre the most likely to desert the Democrats), undoubtedly helped
hold down Democratic crossovers.’

The significance of this low level of crossover voling is compounded by
another characteristic of southern Republicans. Part of the problem
Republicans have faced in building the party down South is that even some
voters who think of themselves as Republicans support Democrats for state
and local offices.’” Thus, not only did Republicans fail to get the levels of
crossover voting from Democrats that they would have liked, some of their
own identifiers can be considered pastisan ‘‘Trojan horses.”

Although large numbers of Democrats did not spurn the party to take part
in the Republican primary, those Democrats who did turn out were less con-
servative in 1988 than in 1984 (ABC exit poll data—Table 6). The comparisons
that can be made are restricted to Alabama, Florida, and Georgia, but among
these states the trend is evident. Admittedly, comparing 1988 with 1984 is
comparing a year (1988) when both parties had presidential primary con-
tests with a year when only Democrats had one (1984) and focusing on these
three states does not deliver a regionwide perspective. Even so, 1984 was not
a pleasing peak for southern Democrats who put together Super Tuesday
in 1988 to make the presidential primary more attractive. Moreover, these
three states constituted the southern Super Tuesday in 1980 and 1984,

Neither party registered turnout gains to the extent desired. Moreover,
Republicans failed 10 secure Democratic crossovers and Democrats fell short
of attracting more moderate voters into their primaries.

SUPER TUESDAY AND MODERATE CANDIDATES

Many southern Democrats supported Super Tuesday in order to advantage
moderate candidates who would move the national party toward a more cen-
trist, more competitive position. Yet moderate candidates, such as former
Governor Charles Robb and Senator Sam Nunn, never entered the fray,
despite the existence of Super Tuesday.®

*Dick Kirschten, **The New Soulh Voie,* National Journal, 9 April 1988, p. 936. These
endorsements resulted from recognition that Gore could atiract voters who might otherwise
be crossovers. As former Texas Governor Dolph Briscoe said when endorsing Gore: **|1 is my
opinion that Senator Gore . . . will bring back into the Democratic pasty those who have becn
lost in elections in the past.’” Quoted in Terrence Stutz, *°63 in Texas Endorse Gore,'* The Dallus
Moming News, 13 January 1988, p. 6A.

YHarold W. Stanley, **Southern Partisan Changes: Dealignment, Realignment or Both?*
Journal of Politics 30 (February 1988): 64-88; Charles D. Hadley and Susan E. llowell, “*The
Southern Split Ticket Voter, 1952-76: Republican Conversion or Democratic Decline? Party
Politics in the South, eds. Robert P, Steed, Laurence W. Moreland, and Tod A. Baker (New
York: Pracger, 1980), pp. 127-149,

*s quest for the presidency had more (o do wilh strong support among fund-raisers
than the existence of Super Tuesday. (He had initially declared he' would not be a candidaic.)
Gore scttled on a Super Tuesday strategy in the fall of 1987, scveral months afier entering the
race: Gore **adopted his Super Tuesday siraiegy in early October afier finding his campaign
in lowa and New Hampshire going nowhere” (Donna Blanion, “*Gore Sces Logic in Belling
All on Super Tuesday,”” Orlando Sentinel, | February 1988).

Super Tuesday 3

TABLE ¢
ldeology of Democratic Primary Veters, 1984 snd 1988

““Regardiess of the party you may faver, do you lcan more
toward the Nberal side or Lhe conservative side politically?*’

State Date Libersl In-between Conservative
Alabama
3/13/84 2% %N 4%
3/ 8/88 32 39 29
Change +10 + 2 -12
Flotida
3/13/84 3 n n
3/ 8/88 3 4l 29
Change 0 + 4 -4
Georgia
3/13/84 23 40 »n
3/ 8/88 32 40 27
Change +9 +1 -10

SOURCE: ABC exit polls.

One Super Tuesday reformer initially claimed that after lowa and New
Hampshire, there woeld be one conservative candidate and one liberal can-
didate (Jackson may not have registered on the mental map of this partisan),
and voting in the South would advantage the conservative candidate. lowa
and New Hampshire did not cooperate, of course, The joint results helped
send Paul Simon back to Illinois and elevated Gephardt. As former
Democratic National Committee political director Ann Lewis described the
dynamics before Super Tuesday: *““This is not a sudden death playoff, but
a game of musical chairs. There will probably be one more chair gone after
Super Tuesday.’”’? Gephardt lost his chair. Although close to the center,
Gephardt was mortally wounded on Super Tuesday and later folded his
campaign.

Gore, a self-styled “‘raging moderate,”® did come alive on Super Tues-
day, but his chief competition was Gephardt, another Democratic candidale
capable of claiming moderation.® If the Gore and Gephardt votes are com-
bined, this combination would place first in Alabama, Louisiana, and Texas
in addition to the six states Gore or Gephardt carried as individuals. A Super

YQuoted in Cook, “*March 8 Offers Clues,” 574,

“Gore's shifts prior 1o Super Tuesday were not all in a more moderate direction. Gore had
moved in a more conservalive direction on military spending in the fall of 1987, As Super Tues-
day approached. this military nationatism was less emphasized in favor of a more populist stance,
an economic nationalism that was at the core of Gephardt's appeal in lowa. W hether this shift
helped account for late shifts in support 10 Gore for Super Tuesday or Gore's late :nedia bint2
with a basically accepiable message mattered more, must await further analysis of survey data,

“"Gore's jump-start, if something like Super Tuesday exists in 1992, could encourage several
moderaics to copy his strategy, dividing the vote with disasirous results for 1heir candidacies.
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Tuesday result in which the moderate candidate carried nine primary slates,
Dukakis four, and Jackson three, would have produced far more momen-
tum for the moderate than did the actual results in which Gephardt carried
a state and Dukakis, Gore, and Jackson each carried five.

Gore’s actual success on Super Tuesday did not provide a lasting lift. He
had run as a centrist and *‘jump-started"’ his campaign on Super Tuesday
but he ran out of gas in subsequent contesls, finally suspending his cam-
paign six weeks after Super Tuesday. Dukakis and Jackson, despite their evi-
dent strength and appeal, were not the centrists the architects of Super Tues-
day had in mind.

CONCLUSION

Super Tuesday was hyped so high that it was bound to disappoint. Some
supporters declared that it would nominate the next president.*? It did, but
Republican George Bush was not the candidate the designers had in mind.
Actually, the “Super Tuesday experiment . . . produced results that were con-
siderably less spectacular than the ballyhoo that preceded it. . . . After all
the dust settled . . . there was little in the way of earth-shaking change.''"
Super Tuesday did contribute mightily toward settling the nomination in the
Republican party. Yet Republicans reacting to Super Tuesday by relishing
the *political boo-boo’* of the century* or a “political tar-baby’'# seems
more hype and hope than reality, although certain results were what the
Democrats wanted to avoid rather than accept. lowa and New Hampshire
remained dominant in 1988, but Iowa’s days as a trend-selter appear
numbered. Although voter turnout increased somewhat, Super Tuesday
neither settled the Democratic nomination nor gave meaningful momentum
to the more moderate candidates.

Did Super Tuesday work? There are strong grounds for doubt, but boasting
by those who brought it about may help do it in. Insofar as Super Tuesday
scems 10 have been a successful regional primary and the reformers seem
salisfied, other regions will consider copying it. Just as southern Democrats
could not lay an exclusive claim to 8 March in 1988, the place and prominence
of southern delegate selection for 1992 will turn on how the nonsouthern
states arrange their primaries and caucuses.

Within the South, some support has surfaced for southern states to split
into subregional primaries, spreading the delegate selection over a three- or

four-week period. Partisans in some of the smaller states felt dwarfed by

“0ne of the founders of Super Tucsday, Georgia House Speaker Tom Murphy, said **I truly
believe when Super Tuesday is over you're going 10 know who the next president will be'’
(Southern Legislative Conference press release, 20 November 1987).

YDick Kirschien, *“The New South Vote,” National Journal, 9 April 1988, p. 936.

“Lce Atwater as quoted in Michael Oreskes, **GOP Gains Scen in South's Turnout,** The
New York Times, 10 March 1988, p. 12.

“Steve French, Alabama Republican Political Director, as quoted in Montgomery Adver-
tiver and Alabama Journal, 13 March 1988, p. BI.

Super Tuesday n

Florida and Texas and neglected by the candidates. Some commentators
raised the specter of a national primary, not always critically. Georgia House
Speaker Tom Murphy, a principal backer of Super Tuesday, stated *'l think
something approaching a national primary is coming, and I think it would
work.''* Super Tuesday as it appeared in 1988 seems unlikely to reappear
in the exact same form in 1992,

“Quoted in Arlanta Journal Constitution, 10 March 1988, See Bartels, Presidential Primaries,
pp. 277-282; Crotty and Jackson, Presidential Primaries, pp. 220-233; and Davis, Presidential
Primaries, pp. 254-275, for discussions of national and regional primaries,



