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Defendants. ) 
_______________ ) Case No. 3AN-20-09532 CI 

EXHIBIT LIST FOR 
JOINT OPPOSITION TO MOTIONS FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT OF THE 

STATE OF ALASKA AND ALASKANS FOR BETTER ELECTIONS 
AND CROSS-MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT. 

Scott A. Kohlhaas, the Alaskan Independence Party, Rol;>ert M. Bird, and Kenneth P. 

Jacobus, plaintiffs, hereby submit this Exhibit List and attached exhibits as referenced in their 

opposition to the motions for summary judgment of the State of Alaska and Alaskans for 

Better Elections and cross-motion for Summary Judgment: 

Exhibit A -Anchorage Daily News Article (4 pages) 
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Exhibit B -Anchorage Press Article, "Too Cute By Half," April 8, 2021, (2 pages) 

Exhibit C - Nathaniel Rakish, "California Voters Should Start Preparing for a Recall 

Election, May 4, 2021 ( 4 pages) 

Exhibit D - Wikepedia, "2003 California Gubernatorial Recall Election" (19 pages) 

Exhibit E - Wikepedia, "Political Party" (27 pages) 

Exhibit F - Wikepedia, "Nonpartisan Blanket Primary (13 pages) 

Exhibit G - Ballot Language for Ballot Measure No. 2, for 2020 election (1 page) 

Exhibit H -Alaska Republican Party Rule, Article 1, Section 10 (I page) 

Exhibit I - Wikepedia, "Ranked Voting" (17 pages) 

Exhibit J - Alaska Automatic Runoff Voting Initiative, Measure I (August 2002) (2 

pages) 

Exhibit K. - Borough Leaders Vote Down Ranked Choice Voting (1 page) 

Exhibit L - House Bill No. 174, Introduced April 4, 2021 (1 page) 

DATED this 17th day of May, 2021. 
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ANCHORAGE DAILY NEWS 
Politics 

Democrats and Republicans stay quiet as lone legal 
challenge advances against Alaska's new ranked-choice 
voting system 
~ Author: James Brooks 0 Updated: 1 day ago Iii Published 1 day ago 
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Voters file through the early voting site at Anchorage's Midtown Mall Monday, October 19, 2020. 
(Marc Lester I ADN) 

When Maine's pioneering attempt to install ranked-choice voting was met with a flurry of lawsuits, Alaskans 
expected the same thing after voters here approved a sweeping election-reform law in November. 

So far, that hasn't happened. Only a single lawsuit has been filed in state comt to block implementation of the 

state's new election system, approved as Ballot Measure 2, and no ch~:.1~:es have b~~n-~ledl in fe~~ra40~1t·;;:,r _ if 
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Alaska's first election under the nL .::;ystem is more than a year away, but on_ _andidate has already begun a 
campaign to challenge incumbent U.S. Sen. Lisa Murkowski. Until that lawsuit is resolved, voters and candidates 
won't know the rules for the state's election. 

The state's Republican and Democratic parties have stayed out of the legal fight, and experts suggest that internal 
party politics and the expense of a lawsuit have kept them away. The lone case was brought by the chairman of the 
Alaskan Independence Party and a Libertarian candidate for the state Legislature. 

"I would have expected by now to pick up two, three, four, well-financed parties attacking this thing. And you can 
see, and I can see, it hasn't happened," said Scott Kendall, an attorney who wrote the measure and is now 
defending it in court. 

"I was totally surprised," said Anchorage attorney Ken Jacobus, who is representing the plaintiffs and has argued 
that parts of the measure conflict with the Alaska Constitution. 

In a request for summary judgment, he said Ballot Measure 2's ranked-choice system for electing the governor 
and lieutenant governor amounts to a runoff election. That's illegal, he argues, because the plain text of the 
constitution says that "the candidate receiving the greatest number of votes shall be governor." 

Jacobus is unpaid and working alone. Last year, he was hospitalized for months for a condition compounded by a 
COVID-19 infection. 

"I was in the hospital for 10 months, and I was supposed to have died, but the Lord let me live for some reason. 
And this has got to be part of it," he said. 

The lawsuit pits him against the state of Alaska, which is representing the Division of Elections, and the well­
funded group that promoted the ballot measure. 

"I feel like I'm like the little Dutch boy, Hans Brinker, with his finger in the dike, trying to prevent this flood from 
coming over Alaska," he said. 

Documents filed Thursday outline a tentative schedule that calls for all sides in the lawsuit to trade written 
arguments before mid-May. After that, Anchorage Superior Court Judge Gregory Miller could hear arguments in 
court and render a verdict. 

Regardless of the result, Jacobus and Kendall said they expect it to be appealed to the Alaska Supreme Court in the 
fall. 

Alaska's next statewide election is more than 18 months away, but because of the speed with which the court 
system operates, there are practical deadlines if someone wants to file a legal challenge. 



------
"I think you probably don't have a .. ,rd deadline on a constitutional issue," 1:,_ .., Craig Richards, a former Alaska 
attorney general now in private practice. "If it's unconstitutional, it's unconstitutional. That being said, there's a 
practical deadline that if you wait until three weeks before the election, the comts aren't going to be ve1y 
sympathetic to you, in terms of, you know, hurrying the case along." 

"So I would think if someone wants to get a conclusion to these answers before the next election ... they would 
need to file fairly soon," he said. 

The Alaska Democratic Party stayed neutral during the campaign involving Ballot Measure 2, and a spokeswoman 
for the party declined to say whether the party would become involved with any lawsuit. Former Democratic U.S. 
Sen. Mark Begich, who opposed the measure, did not answer a call seeking comment Thursday. 

The state Republican Party contributed to the campaign against the measure, and many Republicans voted 
against it. 

Bob Bird, chairman of the Alaskan Independence Party and one of the plaintiffs in the lawsuit, said he believes 
there is broad support in the Republican State Central Committee for joining the lawsuit. 

"Glenn Clary is the guy who's dragging his feet," he said, referring to the party's state chairman. 

Cla1y said that isn't true. 

"No decision has yet been made," he said. "The party is considering all of its options." 

Marc Hellenthal, a longtime Alaska political consultant, suggested that funding issues and internal Republican 
divides are contributing to a lack of action by party leaders. 

"Whoever wants to litigate has got to bring their checkbook," he said. 

Cla1y said, "If the party decides legal action is the right course, resources will not be an obstacle." 

Former state chairman Tuckerman Babcock said "volunteers and limited donations" are one reason for not 
becoming involved. 

"The other is, apparently, leadership is choosing not to act." 

Next year, Republican U.S. Sen. Lisa Murkowski will be challenged by former state administration commissioner 
Kelly Tshibaka, another Republican. Other candidates are expected to enter the race. 



Tshibaka is more conservative thar ... mrkowski, giving her a potential advanL ~~ during a primary election in 
which only Republicans and independents would decide the winner. In 2010, conservative Joe Miller defeated 
Murkowski in such a primary. (Murkowski returned as a write-in candidate during the general election and won.) 

Under the state's new primary election system, Murkowski wouldn't risk a repeat of 2010. All candidates will be 
lumped together in the primary, and the top four vote-getters, regardless of party, will advance to the general 
election. 

Murkowski has broad name recognition in Alaska, and the Ballot Measure 2 approach could be favorable to her in 
the new top-four primary, Hellenthal said. 

"It's pretty obvious: If you want to get Lisa out of the race, the best way to do it is to rescind Prop 2," he said. 

Randy Ruedrich is a former state chairman of the Alaska Republican Party and treasurer of Tshibaka's campaign. 
Asked about Hellenthal's comment, he said, "You run a campaign based on the law that you're working with. It 
changes the strategy, it doesn't change the result." 

"I think you just plan your campaign based on what the election law of the year is," he said. 

About this Author 

James Brooks 

Juneau-based James Brooks covers state government, the Alaska Legislature and general assignments for the Daily 

News. He previously reported and edited for the Juneau Empire, Kodiak Daily Mirror and Fairbanks Daily News­

Miner. 
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Though her people thought it was a vaccine against a Joe Miller recurrence, 
ranked choice voting may keep Lisa from even reaching the general election 
BY MAXWELL STEVENS 

The 2020-21 United States Senate run­
off elections in Georgia, Those that led to 
the election of)on Ossoffand Rev. Raphael 
Warnock, were the most expensive Sen­
ate Races in U.S. History. They were also 
a prime example of how a plan that's too 
cute by half. backfires. 

Should you not remember, this election 
took place right before the horrifying riots 
at the U.S. Capitol. Tensions were high all 
aver the country as the President and some 
of his most loyal allies were claiming fraud, 
that the November election had been 
rigged. just before the election, the Pres­
ident held one of his big GOTV rallies in 
Georgia for the incumbent U.S. Senators. 
The strategy was clear: use the anger and 
frustration stemming from his accusations 
of fraud and 'Stop the Steal' to turn out 
every single base voter in order for the two 
incumbents to prevail. He blasted Repub­
lican state officials - including the Gover­
nor and Secretary of State - and made it 
clear that participating in the upcoming 
runoff elections was the way to fight back. 

The strategy backfired. It was too cute 
by half. Turnout in rural parts of the state 

The Murkowski people will 
try i:o keep a strongDcm­
ocrai. out, but they will fail. 
They are just too cute, by half. 
They may have just given the 
Democratic party a way back. 

- exactly where the Trump GOP was try­
ing to turn out everyone and anyone-was 
unexpectedly low. Many political pun­
dits have argued the President's tactics 
were just too much. His attempt to trans­
fer anger and frustration had the reverse 
effect. Those who needed to vote, didn't. 

Alaska in 2022 may provide another 
prime example of a 'too cute by half' strat­
egy destined to backfire. Particularly, the 
strategy that has been implemented to get 
Lisa Murkowski (a wildly disliked incum­
bent) re-elected seems to be on a path to in 
fact give a Democrat or Democratic-lean­
ing independent a unique opportunity to 
win. TI1e strategy was the passage - with 
millions of corporate dollars - of Propo­
sition 2 on the November 2020 General 
Election ballot. 

For much of 2019 and 2020, top Lisa 

Murkowski thugs - such as her former 
campaign manager - bullied local Demo­
crats into thinking Prop 2 was going to be 
good for the state and for the party. These 
folks had fancy reports and research inqui­
ries - all funded by people such as Tom 
Arnold (the right-wing charter school 
fanatic) and lobbyists - which they would 
cleverly present to local Democrats sim­
ply as a means of tricking them into either 
supporting the initiative or staying neutral. 
They thwarted any attempt to fight against 
Prop 2 by personally smearing individuals 
associated with the "No on 2" efforts. It 
was disgusting politics. 

The Prop 2 team had spent months tell­
ing folks how they know the numbers bet­
ter than anyone and that Prop 2 would pass 
with at least 58 percent of the vote. After 
all, they massively outspent the "No on 
2" efforts. They barely won the election. 
Their math was wrong, and it almost cost 
tl1em victory. 

As the main result of Prop 2 - various 
other sneaky things were embedded in the 
language of the initiative - the state will 
now ha.vc nn all-pa.rly prhnnry in At1gu:st 
and the top four vote-getters will head to 
a November General election in which 
ranked choice voting sets in. This system 
(which many municipalities around the 
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Republican Lts.:i 
Murkowskl 

Republican Kelly 
Tshlbaka 

Democrat Al Gross 

Democrat Edgar,.~~ 
Blatchford'\'7:r' 

AIP candtdate John ~] 
Howe [lfi;J 

18.8% 

17.6% 

Undecided 21.1% 

33.6% 

country are now getting rid of after see­
ing it fail) allows voters to rank their vote 
across the four candidates, if they'd like to. 
That means you can pick a first, second, 
third, and fourth choice. After the initial 
vote, those who come in third and fourth 
places are disqualified and their ranked 
votes (the choices from their voters for 

MURKOWSKI, continued on 
Page14 
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Kally Tshlbaka's background and experience connect with 
vaters ... 

Tshlbaka's experience Improving efficiencies In government and 
saving taxpayer dollars (69% more likely/ 9% less likely) and deep 
Alaska roots and personal story (57% morn likely/ 6% less likely) make strong majorities of likely primary 
voters more likely to support her, and are extremely compell!ng with Republicans (82%1 69% more likely) • 

... whlle Murkowskl's record is rcjcctod by Alaska voters, especially Ro publicans. 

Murkowski's 20-yeartenure fn the Senate {-39 net-less likely} and vote to allow mlllions of Illegal immigrants 
who broke laws to enter the country to stay (-31) are nearly universal negatives.Among Republicans, her 
vote to convict President Trump in the Impeachment !rial, opposillon ta Justice Kavanaugh's nomination lo 
the SCOTUS, and ranking as the second most liberal Republican Senator are all particularly damaging 
{78%, 79%, 77% less likely, respectlvely), 

METHODOLOGY: Thh prcba!N1Slic:survaywas c:cni:uctedv.ilh SD.Jlkcly 2022 primary clccth:mvclet&. II has a ma111:fl cl c:ncrof:t4.:J7%. Known 
rc:glstuedvcters wero interviewed WI iv11 phiros, SMS, nnd em3ilim,t.it!Qn. This swveyw:is we!i;htc:d Ion l1kely2D22 pritn.lry electicn veter 
un!vorso. 

MURKOWSKI, FROM PAGE 10 
third, second and first) rank up to the first 
and second place finishers. That's how 
someone ultimately gets a majority. 

It's convoluted - and too cute by half 
- but the crnx of the strategy as it relates 
to the U.S. Senate race is/was as follows: 
assure Murkowski a second-place victory 
so thats he receives the second choice votes 
of the likely third place contestant, who is 
bound to be the Democrat. 

The Murkowski strategy assumes she 
can find enough votes to come in second 
and that enough Democrats and Demo­
cratic-leaning independents will do what 
they've done before - have her back, this 
time, by listing her as their second choice. 

The problem is, however, Lisa Murkow­
ski is wildly disliked. 

In various 2020 polls and in the recent 
publicly produced CYGNAL Poll of the 
2022 electorate, her numbers are not what 
they were in the past. She has only a 33 
percent favorability among the electorate, 
meaning most likely not even 20 percent 
who say "very favorable;• and only a 10 
percent favorabilitywith Republicans. Let 
us not forget, she IS a Republican, 

As the poll showed (and various other 
polling has apparently demonstrated, 
though hasn't been released), Lisa would 
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have a very hard time coming in second. 
Remember, even in 2016 when the Dem­
ocrats didn't field a strong candidate, the 
combined vote between Ray Metcalf (the 
nominee of the Democratic party) and 
Margaret Stock, the Democratic-leaning 
independent who raised only $400,000 
was 25 percent. 

Given that the electorate regular­
ly describes itself as anywhere from 29 
percent to 32 percent 'Democrat; which 
includes some independentswho just don't 
register as Democrats, it will be very hard 
for Lisa to garner enough votes to come in 
second behind the preferred Republican, 
who will likely receive 40 percent of the 
vote. 

So, let's keep it simple: 40 percent for 
KellyTshibaka, 33 percent (maybe slightly 
more or less) for a well-funded Democrat 
and 6 percent for an AIP or Libertarian 
type coming in fourth. That leaves only 21 
percent or so of the vote Lisa. 

That puts her in third, with most of her 
second-choicevote going to the Democrat, 
giving them a real path to the 50 percent 
threshold against a very right-wing and 
outside the mainstream KellyTshibaka. 

The Murkowski people will try to keep 
a strong Democrat out, but they will fail. 
111ey are just too cute, by half. They may 
have just given the Democratic party a way 
back. 
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Alaska Wood Shop 
carves out name for itself 

The Alaska Wood Shop owner Mike 
Blodgett can usually be found in his shop 
working from one unique project to the 
next. 

"If it's made out of wood I build it;' 
Blodgett said. 

Blodgett said that he mostly works on 
furniture and cabinets, but he's worked on 
just about every kind of project involving 
wood. He's currently working on five dif­
ferent projects ranging from custom cabi­
netry work to designing a captain's bed. 

"I've got ADHD and I tend to bounce a 
lot:' Blodgett said. "I don't have a chance 
to get bored ..• Ilike to move around canst 
and keep my mind busy:• 

According to Blodgett, the local trends 
tend to fluctuate and popular types of 
requests vary year to year. He noted that 
people tend to buy beds during the win­
ter months, and he usually handles a lot of 
cabinet projects this time of year. 

"Last summer, the big thing was desks;• 
Blodgett said. "I get a pretty good mixture 
but it comes in spurts. It ebbs and flows a 
lot:• 

Blodgett said that he built his first piece 
of furniture 50 years ago. His father had a 
wood shop and started teaching him the 
craft when he was 5 years old. 

"I was always the slave of the wood 
shop ... Actually, when I hit about 18, I 
hated it. I always got the grunt work. I was 
also an auto mechanic ... I got tired of the 
grease of working on cars. l was sick of 
the sawdust, So, I went to the military and 
became a cop:' Blodgett said. "To this day I 
still hate sanding ... I got a big machine over 
there that does the sanding:' 

Blodgett spent over a decade serving in 
the U.S. Air Force and returned to the Val­
ley in 1992. He said that he was just start­
ing to dabble with woodwork again when 
his house burnt down. After the incident, 
he started was rebuilding his life with his 
wife,Sue. 

He started by building cabinets for their 
kitchen, moving onto other projects, even­
tually accumulating a large number of 
tools. He said that his wife told him that 
he should start thinking about paying off 
his tools with his woodworking skills, so 
he started building his own business. He 
hasn't looked back since. 

"I set my own hours, make my own rules. 

I like this mucl1 better ... People tell me 
I'm good at it snd I don't have to work for 
somebody else ... There's a lot of things I 
know how to do but tl1is ended up being 
the one I fell into;• Blodgett said. 

Blodgett said that he started taking small 
projects here and there, shifting to a full­
time shop with an accompanying website 
about five years ago. He credited much 
of his success to Sue for helping him stay 
organized and flourish through her fman­
cial fortitude and her bolstering business 
savvy. 

"She made this all happen. Without her 
support, I never would have gotten where 
I'm at. It's definitely a partnership effort;' 
Blodgett said. 

Blodgett also tl1anked his marketing 
crew for helping him build his presence in 
the community with a streamlined web­
site. 

'i\. lot of people find me through my 
website~ Blodgett said. 

The Alaska Wood Shop website is filled 
with images ofBlodgett's work. The web­
site is what drew Big Lake snowbird couple 
Al and Celeste Bolea to his services. 

"Whoever made the website, it's work­
ing;• Al said. 

The Big Lake couple is currently order­
ing custom cabinetry for their sum­
mer cabin. Al said that he's confident in 
Blodgett's abilities by looking around his 
sawdust strewn shop. 
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MAY 4, 2021, AT 6:00 AM 

California Voters Should Start Preparing For 
A Recall Election 
But don't go calling Caitlyn Jenner governor yet. 

By Nathaniel Rakich 

Filed under Recalls 
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Opponents of California Democratic Gov. Gavin Newsom needed to collect 1,495,709 

valid signatures in order to · · .. i And on April 26, the 

state announced that they had turned in As a result, a statewide 

gubernatorial recall election ( · . ·) will likely take place 

in the fall - but it's not a sure bet just yet. 

That's because in 2017, Democratic legislators changed the rules to give recall supporters 

30 business days to reconsider and request that their names be removed from the recall 

petition. (The change was an attempt to . · ·. · · a brewing recall effort against a 
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Democratic state senator; .... 0wever, he was ., , Guiy to reclaim his seat in 

last year's election.) So ifNewsom's supporters can convince enough recall signatories to 

recant : , he can avoid a referendum. That said, California political observers 

don't think that's likely to happen. 

· before the recall election hits the ballot, though. If the secretary 

of state finds that enough signatures remain to trigger a recall, the California 

Department of Finance then has 30 business days to estimate the cost of the election, 

and the state legislature has up to 30 more days to review that estimate. Once that's 

done, the lieutenant governor will schedule the recall election for a date between 60 and 

80 days hence, probably putting it sometime in October or November. A logical choice 

might be Nov. 2 - already Election Day in many states around the country. Then again, 

the Democratic legislature and lieutenant governor may try to schedule the recall for 

whichever date they feel gives the Democratic governor the best odds of winning. (As 

long as they stick to the window of time provided by law, they have discretion to affect 

which date gets chosen.) 

At that point, the recall would go before voters, with two questions on the ballot: first, a 

yes-no question about whether to remove Newsom from office, and second, a question 

about who should replace him if more than 50 percent vote "yes" to remove him. : · , 

. , there's a good chance that Newsom will prevail on the first question. 

No polls of the recall election have been released since late March, but· :: from 

then found that only 35-40 percent of likely voters wanted to remove Newsom, while 53-

56 percent said they would vote to retain him. 

That's a very different position from where fellow Democrat • .. •. found himself 

before he was successfully recalled as governor of California in 2003. A • taken in 

April 2003 found that 46 percent of registered voters were in favor of recalling Davis 

versus 43 percent opposed - and Davis's .. only · from there. 

This year, though, the long delay between signature collection (which ended March 17) 

and the recall election may take the wind out of Newsom haters' sails. The recall 

campaign gathered so many signatures largely because . · .... ·. . were 

, and his public image had taken a hit after he 

. by . , an exclusive 

Napa Valley restaurant. But with vaccination rates on the rise, California, like every 

other state, is , , and by November it will have been a full year since the French 

Laundry incident. 



But if things instead go SOL.Lil for Newsom and more than 50 1'··.scent of voters vote "yes" 

on the first question, the second question on the ballot would determine his 

replacement. The candidate with the most votes on the second question would be elected 

California's new governor; there is no runoff. That means, in a large field of candidates, 

even a small plurality of the vote could be enough to win. And a large field of candidates 

is very possible: In 2003, voters had ·. :, 

Already, several prominent Republicans have announced their intention to run. 

Potentially the strongest - at least judging by electoral track record - is Kevin 

Faulconer, a moderate who was twice elected mayor of swingy San Diego. Businessman 

John Cox, a perennial candidate who lost to Newsom by 24 points in 2018, and former 

Rep. Doug Ose, who last won an election in 2002, are also running. But the race's biggest 

name may be former Olympic athlete and reality-television star Caitlyn Jenner, who 

on April 23. 

Jenner quickly . to another celebrity, Arnold Schwarzenegger, the 

action star who famously won the 2003 recall election to replace Davis. But while 

Jenner's fame could certainly help her, she doesn't have nearly the kind of fan base that 

Schwarzenegger did. In February 2003, Gallup found that Schwarzenegger was one of 

the most popular people the then-68-year-old firm had ever polled, with a / 

. A from CNN/USA Today/Gallup 

also found that Schwarzenegger started the recall campaign with a whopping 82 percent 

favorable rating and just a 10 percent unfavorable rating among likely voters. No pollster 

has asked Californians about Jenner yet, but a from January-

March 2021 gave her just an 18 percent favorable rating - along with a 48 percent 
unfavorable rating. 

At this point, no major Democratic candidates have announced a campaign, although 
there are clues that · and , 

are considering running. (Newsom himself cannot 

run in the replacement election.) So if a single big-name Democrat were to run, it could 

serve as an insurance policy for Democrats in case Newsom is recalled: With the 

Republican vote split at least four ways, it's easy to imagine a Democratic candidate 

finishing first, especially considering you don't have to vote "yes" on the first question to 

vote on the second question. In other words, Democrats could vote "no" on recalling 
Newsom but then still select Villaraigosa or Steyer as their preferred replacement. 

However, Newsom's allies are working hard to ensure· .. 

· , fearing that this might encourage Democrats to vote "yes" on the recall if they 
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see a chance to replace hi:rh with someone they like even bettt,~. It would also undermine 

Newsom' s strategy to fight back against the recall, which is to !. ,' 

· by supporters of former President Donald Trump, who is extremely unpopular in 

California. But so long as the recall stays a Democrat-vs.-Republicans contest, Newsom 

should win easily. If the Democratic base isn't united behind the governor, though, 

things could get interesting. 

Footnotes 

1. This number equals 12 percent of all ballots cast in the last gubernatorial election, the 

minimum threshold to initiate a special recall election. 

2. About 140,000 signatures still have yet to be verified, so the final number will likely be a bit 

higher. 
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2003 California gubernatorial recall 
election 
The 2003 California 
gubernatorial recall 
election was a special election 
permitted under California state 
law. It resulted in voters 
replacing incumbent 
Democratic Governor Gray 
Davis with Republican Arnold 
Schwarzenegger. The recall 
effort spanned the latter half of 
2003. Seven of the nine 
previous governors, including 
Davis, had faced unsuccessful 
recall attempts.[ 1] 

After several legal and 
procedural efforts failed to stop 
it, California's first-ever 
gubernatorial recall election was 
held on October 7, and the 
results were certified on 
November 14, 2003, malting 
Davis the first governor recalled 
in the history of California, and 
just the second in U.S. history 
(the first was North Dakota's 
1921 recall of Lynn Frazier).[ 2 ] 

California is one of 19 states that 
allow recalls.[3] 

Nearly 18 years after the 2003 

election, California is set to hold 
a second recall election in 
2021.[4] 
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October 7, 2003 

Candidate Arnold Cruz Bustamante 

Schwarzenegger 

Party Republican Democratic 

Popular vote 4,206,284 2,724,874 

Percentage 48.6% 31.5% 

County results 

Tom Mcclintock 

Republican 

1,161,287 

13.4% 

Schwarzenegger: 40-50% 50-60% 60-70% 

Bustamante: 40-50% 50-60% 60-70% 

Governor before election Elected Governor 
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California recall history 

The California recall process became law in 1911 
as the result of Progressive Era reforms that 
spread across the United States in the late 19th 
and early 20th centuries. The ability to recall 
elected officials came along with the initiative and 
referendum processes. The movement in 
California was spearheaded by Republican 
Governor Hiram Johnson, a reformist, who called 

Response 

✓ Yes 

J'{ No 

Valid votes 

---.._ 

. 1old Schwarzenegger 
Republican 

Vote on recall 

Results 

Votes 

4,976,274 

4,007,783 

8,984,057 

Invalid or blank votes 429,431 

Total votes 
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P(>.m,rr1, Vuto (;!~} lly 
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9,413,488 

Results by county 

% 

55.39% 

44.61% 

95.44% 

4.56% 

100.00% 

the recall process a "precautionary measure by which a recalcitrant official can be removed." No illegality 
has to be committed by politicians in order for them to be recalled. If an elected official commits a crime 
while in office, the state legislature can hold impeachment trials. For a recall, only the will of the people 
is necessary to remove an official.[5] Nineteen U.S. states, along with the District of Columbia, allow the 
recall of state officials. [ 6 J 

Before the successful recall of Gray Davis, no California statewide official had ever been recalled, though 
there had been 117 previous attempts. Only seven of those even made it onto the ballot, all for state 
legislators. Every governor since Ronald Reagan in 1968 has been subject to a recall effort. Gray Davis 
was the first governor of California whose opponents gathered the necessary signatures to qualify for a 
special election. Davis also faced a recall petition in 1999, but that effort failed to gain enough signatures 
to qualify for the ballot. Davis's recall at the time was only the second gubernatorial recall election in 



U.S. history. The first governor r, ...11 occurred in 1921, when North D.. .Jta's Lynn J. Frazier was recalled 
over a dispute about state-owned industries, and was replaced by Ragnvald A. Nestos.C7J A third 
gubernatorial recall election occurred in Wisconsin in 2012 which unlike the previous two, failed. 

The 2003 recall was prompted by some actions taken by Davis and his predecessor, Governor Wilson. 
Many people were upset with the governor's decision to block the enactment of Proposition 187, which 
had been found unconstitutional by a Federal District Court. Davis, who had opposed the measure, 
decided not appeal the case to the US Supreme Court, effectively killing the ballot measure. He also 
signed two new restrictive gun-control laws. Also, many people were very angry about the ongoing 
California electricity crisis. The crisis was brought on by a series of deregulatory moves, including a bill 
signed into law by the previous Governor. As Davis's recall transpired before he had served half of his 
term as governor, he remained eligible to serve another term, should he win a future election for the 
California governor post. 

Background 

California law 

Under California law, any elected official may be the target of a 
recall campaign. [SJ To trigger a recall election, proponents of the 
recall must gather a certain number of signatures from 
registered voters within a certain time period. The number of 
signatures statewide must equal 12% of the number of votes cast 
in the previous election for that office.C9J For the 2003 recall 
election, that meant a minimum of 897,156 signatures, based on 
the November 2002 statewide elections.[10 ] 

The effort to recall Gray Davis began with Republicans Ted 
Costa, Mark Abernathy, and Howard Kaloogian, who filed their 
petition with the California Secretary of State and started 
gathering signatures. The effort was not tal<en seriously until 
Rep. Darrell Issa, who hoped to run as a replacement candidate 

California Secretary of State building on 
October 7, 2003. 

for governor, donated $2 million to a new committee, Rescue California, which then led the effort. 
Eventually, proponents gathered about 1.6 million signatures, of which 1,356,408 were certified as 
valid.[10 ] 

Under most circumstances in which a recall campaign against a statewide elected official has gathered 
the required number of signatures, the governor is required to schedule a special election for the recall 
vote. [nJ If the recall campaign qualified less than 180 days prior to the next regularly scheduled election, 
then the recall becomes part of that regularly scheduled election.C12J In the case of a recall against the 
governor, the responsibility for scheduling a special election falls on the lieutenant governor,C1sJ who in 
2003 was Cruz Bustamante. [i4J 

Political climate 

The political climate was largely shaped by the California electricity crisis of the early 2000s, during 
which many people experienced a tripling in the cost of their energy consumption as rolling blackouts 
happened throughout the state. The public held Davis partly responsible, although the causes included 
Federal deregulation and California's Electric Utility Industry Restructuring Act, signed into law by 
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Governor WilsonJ 1sJ Driving thL . utcome of the recall was the percE.-J. . .1011 that Davis had mismanaged 
the events leading up to the energy crisis. It was claimed that he had not fought vigorously for 
Californians against the energy fraud, and that he had not pushed for legislative or emergency executive 
action against the fraudulent companies soon enough. He was said to have signed deals agreeing to pay 
energy companies fixed yet inflated prices for years to come based on those paid during the crisis. 
Opponents felt that a corporate-friendly Republican governor could shield California politically from 
further corporate fraud. Others speculated that the corporations involved sought not only profit, but 
were acting in concert with Republican political allies to cause political damage to the nationally 
influential Democratic governor. Still others, such as Arianna Huffington, argued that Davis's 
fundraising and campaign contributions from various companies, i:ncluc!In£energy companies, rendered 
him unable to confront h1s coritributor.~i". 

Davis had accepted $2,000,000 from the California Correctional Peace Officers Association, and used 
his political connections to pass an estimated $5,000,000,000 raise for them over the coming years. 
That led many people throughout California to believe Davis was guilty of corruption, even if he did not 
meet the standard necessary for prosecutionJ;?J 

Arguments about the recall drive 

Backers of the recall effort cited Davis's alleged lack of leadership, combined with California's weakened 
and hurt economy. According to the circulated petition: 

[Governor Davis's actions were a] gross mismanagement of California Finances by 
overspending taxpayers' money, threatening public safety by cutting funds to local 
governments, failing to account for the exorbitant cost of the energy, and failing in general to 
deal with the state's major problems until they get to the crisis stage_[i,z] 

Opponents of the recall said the situation was more complicated, for several reasons. 

The entire United States and many of its economic trading partners had been in economic recession. 
California was hit harder than other states at the end of the speculative bubble known as the "dot-com 
bubble"-from 1996 to 2000-when Silicon Valley was the centei-ofthe Tnternet economy. Cailforn1a 
staie -expenditures soared when the government ·was flush with revenues: ·some ·cafrfornfans blamed 
Davis and the state legislature for continuing to spend heavily while revenues dried up, ultimately 
leading to record deficits. 

Also, the California electricity crisis of 2000-2001 caused great financial damage to the state of 
California.The legaiL:isues sti.11 we1:e-riot resolved in time to alleviate California's dire need for electricity, 
and the state instituted "rolling blackouts" and in some cases instituted penalties for excess energy use. 
In the recall campaign, Republicans. and others opposed to Davis's governance sometimes charged that 
Davis did not "respond -properly" to the crisis. In fact most economists disagreed, believing that Davis 
could do little else-and anyone in the governor's office wouldhavehadto capitulate as Davis did, in the 
absence of federal help. The Bush administration rejected requests for federal intervention, responding 
that it was California's problem to soive:mn -Still, subsequent revelations of corporate accounting 
scandals and market manipulation by some Texas-based energy companies d1cf ht:tle--to-·qu{i:i' the 
crfr1cism of Davis;s handling of the crisis. - .. --.. 



Davis swept into the governor':.. ffice in 1998 in a landslide victo. _ and a 60% approval rating as 
California's economy roared to new heights during the· cfot~corri boom. bavis took his mandate from the 
voters and sought out a centrist political position, refusing some demands from labor unions and 
teachers' organizations on the left. The Democratic Davis, already opposed by Republicans, began losing 
favor among members of his own party. Nevertheless, Davis's approval ratings remained above 50%. 

When the California electricity crisis slammed the state in 2001, Davis was blasted for his slow and 
ineffective response. His-approval" rating dropped into the 30s and never recovered. When the energy 
crisis settled down, Davis's administration was hit with a fund-raising scandal. California had a $95 
million contract with Oracle Corporation that was found to be unnecessary and overpriced by the state 
auditor. Three of DaVIs's aides were fired or resigned after it was revealed that the governor's technology 
adviser accepted a $25,000 campaign contribution shortly after the contract was signed. The money was 
returned, but the scandal fueled close scrutiny of Davis's fundraising for his 2002 re-election bid. 

In the 2002 primaiy election, Davis ran unopposed for the Democratic nomination. He spent his 
campaign funds on attack ads against California Secretary of State Bill Jones and Los Angeles mayor 
Richard Riordan, the two well known -mocferates ln the- Republican prlmary: The resu1fwas that his 
crppo11e11-i: iri"the general election was conservative Republican and political newcomer BiU Simon, who 
was popular within his own party but unknown by the majority of the state population. The ittacks from 
both sides turned off voters and suppressed turnout; Davis ultimately won with 4 7% of the vote. The 
suppressed turnout had the effect oflowering the threshold for the 2003 recall petition to qualify. 

On December 18, 2002, just over a month after being reelected, Davis announced that California would 
face a record budget deficit possibly as high as $35 billion, a forecast $13.7 billion higher than one a 
month earlier. The number was finally estimated to be $38.2 billion, more than all 49 other states' 
deficits combined. Already suffering from low approval ratings, Davis's numbers hit historic lows in 
April 2003 with 24% approval and 65% disapproval, according to a California Field Poll. Davis was 
almost universally disliked by both Republicans and Democrats in the state and a recaif push.was high. 

A hot-button issue that seemed to galvanize the public was the vehicle license fee increase Davis 
implemented under provisions of legislation passed by his predecessor which originally reduced the 
fees_[i.9.J On June 20, 2003, the Davis administration re-instituted the full vehicle license fee, and the 
action withstood legal challenge. The action was a key step in the plan to close the $38 billion shortfall in 
the 2003-2004 budget. The increase tripled the vehicle license fee for the average car owner, and began 
appearing in renewal notices starting August 1. The California state budget passed in late July 2003 
included the projected $4 billion in increased vehicle license fee revenue. 

Proponents of the Governor's recall characterized the increase as a tax hike and used it as an issue in the 
recall campaign. In mid-August 2003, Davis floated a plan to reverse the increase, making up the 
revenue with taxes on high income earners, cigarettes, and alcoholic beverages. 

When Gray Davis was recalled and Arnold Schwarzenegger was elected governor in October 2003, 
Schwarzenegger vowed that his first act as governor would be to revoke the vehicle license fee increase. 
On November 17, just after his inauguration, Gov. Schwarzenegger signed Executive Order S-1-03, 
rescinding the vehicle license fee retroactive to October 1, 2003 when the fee increase went into effect. 
Analysts predicted that this would add more than $4 billion to the state deficit. Schwarzenegger did not 
indicate how cities and counties would be reimbursed for the lost revenue they received from the license 
fee to support public safety and other local government activities. 

Recall election 

f].. 



Background 

On February 5, 2003, anti-tax activist Ted Costa announced a plan to start a petition drive to recall 
Davis. Several committees were formed to collect signatures, but Costa's Davis Recall Committee was the 
only one authorized by the state to submit signatures. One committee "Recall Gray Davis Committee", 
organized by Republican political consultant Sal Russo and former Republican assemblyman Howard 
Kaloogian played a smaller role in drumming up.supi)oi-t. Kaloogian served as chairman, Russo.as chTef 
si:rai:egist . of the committee. [~9J After the recall both Kaloogian and Russo went on to found Move 

' [21][22] . . --·· . Amenca Forward ....... . 
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By law, the committee had to collect signatures from registered California voters amounting to 12% of 
the number of Californians who voted in the previous gubernatorial election (November 2002) for the 
special recall vote to take place. The organization was given the go-ahead to collect signatures on March 
25, 2003. Organizers had 160 days to collect signatures. Specifically, they had to collect at least 897,158 
valid signatures from registered voters by September 2, 2003. 

The recall movement began slowly, largely relying on talk radio, a website, cooperative e-mail, word-of­
mouth, and grassroots campaigning to drive the signature gathering. Davis derided the effort as 
"partisan mischief' by "a handful of right-wing politicians" and called the proponents losers. 
Nevertheless, by mid-May recall proponents said they had gathered 300,000 signatures. They sought to 
gather the necessary signatures by July in order to get the special election in the fall of 2003 instead of 
March 2004 during the Democratic presidential primary election, when Democratic Party turnout would 
presumably be higher. The effort con.tfouecCto··gather signatures: but the recall was far from a sure thing 
and the proponents were short on cash to promote their cause. 

The movement took off when wealthy U.S. Representative Darrell Issa, a Republican representing San 
Diego, California, announced on May 6 that he would use his.personafmoney to push the effort. All toicl, 
he contributed $1.7 million of his own money to finance advertisements and professional signature­
gatherers. With the movement accelerated, the recall effort began to make national news and soon 
appeared to be almost a sure thing. The only question was whether signatures would be collected quicldy 
enough to force the special election to take place in late 2003 rather than in March 2004. 

The Issa recall committee's e-mail claimed that California Secretary of State Kevin Shelley, belonging to 
the same party as the Governor, resisted certification of the recall signatures as long as possible. By mid­
May, the recall organization was calling for funds to begin a lawsuit against Shelley, and publicly 
considered a separate recall effort for the Secretary of State (also an elected official in California). 

However, by July 23, 2003, recall advocates turned in over 110% of the required signatures, and on that 
date, the Secretary of State announced that the signatures had been certified and a recall election would 
take place. Proponents had set a goal of 1.2 million to provide a buffer in case of invalid signatures. In 
the end, there were 1,363,411 valid signatures out of 1,660,245 collected (897,156 required). 

On July 24, Lieutenant Governor Cruz Bustamante announced that Davis would face a recall election on 
October 7. This was to be the second gubernatorial recall election in United States history and the first in 
the h_istory ofC:c1lif~_rnia. 

California's Constitution required that a recall election be held within 80 days of the date the recall 
petition was certified, or within 180 days if a regularly scheduled statewide election came within that 
time. Had the petition been certified at the deadline of September 2, the election would have been held 
in March 2004, the next scheduled statewide election. Instead, Bustamante had to select a date. He 
chose Tuesday, October 7, 2003, which was 76 days after the date of certification. 
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Top candidates 

In total, 135 candidates qualified for the ballot for the October 7 recall election. Several of the candidates 
were prominent c::elebri!ies. In the election, only four candidates received at least 1% of the vote: 

■ Cruz Bustamante, lieutenant governor, Democrat[?~] -- . - "' .. ··-. --- - -· ·-- . ·-

■ Peter Camejo, 2002 Green Party candidate for governor 
····· .............. -- .... - .... - . 

■ Tom McClintock, State Senator, Republican[?:4-J ······· ··-· ·- -·- ........... - . ·--·. ... . .. ·-

■ ~mold E>chw~rzen~gger, ljonyvvood actor, RepublicanI?5J 

Election process 

The ballot consisted of two questions; voters could vote on one or the 
other, or on both. The first question asked whether Gray Davis should 
be recalled. It was a simple yes/no question, and if a majority voted no, 
then the second question would beccrn.ie irrelevant and Gray Davis 
would remain California governor. If a majority voted yes, then Davis 
would be removed from office once the vote was certified, and the 
second question would determine his successor. 

Voters had to choose one candidate from a long list of 135 candidates. 
Voters who voted against recalling Gray Davis could still vote for a 
candidate to replace him in case the recall vote succeeded. The 
candidate receiving the most votes (a plurality) would then become the 
next governor of California. Certification by the Secretary of State of 
California would require completion within 39 days of the· eiectfon~--and 
h1story1.ndicated that it could require that entire time frame to certify 
the statewide election results. Once the results were certified, a newly 
elected governor would have to be sworn into office within 10 days. 

Filing requirements and candidates 

Those Californians wishing to run for governor were given until August 
9 to file. The requirements to run were relatively low and attracted a 
number of interesting and strange candidates. A California citizen 
needed only to gather 65 signatures from their own party and pay a 
nonrefundable $3,500 fee to become a candidate, or in lieu of the fee 
collect up to 10,000 signatures from any party, the fee being prorated 
by the fraction of 10,000 valid signatures the candidate filed. No 
candidate in fact collected more than a handful of signatures-in-lieu, so 
that all paid almost the entire fee. In addition, however, candidates 
from recognized third parties were allowed on the ballot with no fee if 
they could collect 150 signatures from their own party. 

Sample ballot; the recall 
question, along with the list of 
replacement candidates fills the 

first three columns. The order of 
the names on the ballot was 
determined by a randomization 
of the sequence of the alphabet, 
with the list being shifted in each 

of the state's ~q_ ~~1>£:'.:f!.1'?.IY 
_dis_tri9t:3 (hence, with 135 
candidates in this race, some 
candidates were not able to be 
listed first in at least one 

districtf 6l 

The low requirements attracted many "average joes" with no political experience to file as well as several 
celebrity candidates. Many prominent potential candidates chose not to run. These included Democratic 
U.S.Senator Dianne Feinstein, widely regarded as the most popular statewide office-holding Democrat 
1n caHfornia, who dted her own experience with a recall drive while she was mayor of San Francisco . 
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Darrell Issa, who bankrolled the call effort and had said he would 1 . for governor, abruptly dropped 
out of the race on August 7 among accusations that he had bankrolled the recall effort solely to get 
himself into office. Issa claimed that Schwarzenegger's decision to run did not affect his decision and he 
dropped out because he was assured that there were several strong candidates running in the recallJ?zJ 
The San Francisco Chronicle claimed that Davis's attacks on Issa's "checkered past" and polls showing 
strong ·Republican support for Schwarzenegger caused Issa to withdrawJ?.71 

Former Mayor of Los Angeles Richard Riordan and actor Arnold Schwarzenegger (a fellow Republican) 
agreed that-oniyone of them-·woulci run;when Schwarzenegger announced on The Tonight Show with 
Jay Leno that he would be a candidate, Riordan dropped out of the race. Riorclan-·was surprisecCand 
tho.Se close to him say angered when he learned Schwarzenegger was running. Riordan did end up 
endorsing Schwarzenegger, but his endorsement was described as terse and matter-of-fact in contrast to 
his usually effusive way.[?7J 

State Insurance Commissioner John Garamendi (a Democrat) announced on August 7 that he would be 
a candidate for governor. However, just' two··-days later and only hours before the deadline to file, he 
announced "I will not engage in this election as a candidate", adding, "this recall election has become a 
circus." Garamendi had been under tremendous pressure to drop out from fellow Democrats who feared 
a split of the Democratic vote between him and Lt. Gov. Cruz Bustamante, should the recall succeed. 

Campaign 

On September 3, five top candidates-independent Arianna Buffington, Democratic Lt. Gov. Cruz 
Bustamante, Green Party candidate Peter . Camejo, Republican State Senator Tom Mcclintock, and 
former baseball commissioner Peter ·ueberroth:.:_participated in a live television debate. Noticeably 
absent was Arnold Schwarzene·g-ger· who-·opponents charged was not adequately preparedJ?_~J 
Schwarzenegger had repeatedly stated that he would not participate in such events until later in the 
election cycle. Prior to this first debate, Gov. Davis spent 30 minutes answering questions from a panel 
of journalists and voters. 

Due to the media attention focused on some candidates, GSN held a game show debate entitled liVho 
Wants to Be Governor of California? - The Debating ·came, a political game show featuring six 
candidates unlikely to win the election, including former child star Gary Coleman and porn star Mary g_c:i~ey. . . ···-- .... .. .. . .. ·····-·· 

Several candidates who would still be listed on the ballot dropped out of the campaign before the 
October 7 election. On August 23, Republican Bill Simon (the 2002 party nominee) announced he was 
dropping out. He said, "There are too many RepubH.caris--in this race and the people of our state simply 
cannot risk a continuation of the Gray Davis legacy." Simon did not endorse any candidates at the time, 
but several weeks later he endorsed front-runner Arnold Schwarzenegger, as did Darrell Issa, who had 
not filed for the race. On September 9, former MLB commissioner and Los Angeles Olympic Committee 
President Peter l! ~perroth withdrew his candidacy {n the recall election. - . . .. - .... .. .. . ·-···· .. - - -·-. -- -- ·-----

On September 24, the remaining top five candidates (Schwarzenegger, Bustamante, Huffington, 
Mcclintock, and Camejo) gathered in the University Ballroom at California State University, 
S9-crc:1JJ:ien~o, for a live televised debateC2 s>J that resembled the red-carpet preiiiiei~e-· o{ ·a:--··111-ovie-in 
ll<Jl~ywo_o~l. Schwarzenegger's marquee name attracted large crowds, a carnival atmosphere, and an 
army of hundreds of credentialed media from around the world. While the candidate and his staff rode 
on buses named B_lln7!i119 J}(Ian. and _TCJtf!-l 3:~qc1:![, the reporters' buses were named after f.r~cJ:°:.tC?.r:.Jsg] 



The aftermath of the debate , . J swift. On September 30, authL 
Arianna Huffington withdrew her candidacy on the Larry King Live 
television program and announced that she was opposing the recall 
entirely in light of Arnold Schwarzenegger's surge in the polls. 
Apparently in response to her withdrawal, Cruz Bustamante endorsed 
her plan for public financing of election campaigns, an intended anti­
corruption measure. 

Election issues 

Concurrent alternatives 

Newsvans at Schwarzenegger 
inauguration. 

On July 29, 2003, federal judge Barry Moskowitz ruled section 11382 of the California election code 
unconstitutional. The provision required that only those voters who had voted in favor of the recall could 
cast a vote for a candidate for governor. The judge ruled that a voter could vote for or against the recall 
election and still vote for a replacement candidate. Secretary of State Kevin Shelley did not contest the 
ruling, thereby setting a legal precedent. 

Availability of Spanish-speaking poll workers 

In August, a federal judge in San Jose announced that he was considering issuing an order postponing 
the recall election. Activists in Monterey County had filed suit, claiming that Monterey County, and other 
counties of California affected by the Voting Rights Act were violating the act by announcing that, 
because of budgetary constraints, they were planning on hiring fewer Spanish-speaking poll watchers, 
and were going to cut back by almost half the number of polling places. On September 5, a three­
member panel of federal judges ruled that the county's election plans did not constitute a violation of the 
federal Voting Rights Act. 

Punch card ballots 

A lawsuit filed in Los Angeles by the American Civil Liberties Union (ACLU) claimed that the use of the 
"hanging chad" style punch-card ballots still in use in six California counties (Los Angeles, Mendocino, 
Sacramento, San Diego, Santa Clara, and Solano) were in violation of fair election laws. U.S. District 
Judge Stephen V. Wilson in Los Angeles ruled on August 20, 2003, that the election would not be 
delayed because of the punch-card ballot problems. There was an estimate that up 40,000 voters in 
those heavily minority districts might be disenfranchised, if the election were not postponed to remedy 
the difficulty. His ruling was appealed, and heard by three judges in the 9th U.S. Circuit Court of 
Appeals. On September 15, the judges issued a unanimous ruling postponing the recall election until 
March 2004, on the grounds that the existence of allegedly obsolete voting equipment in those six 
counties violated the equal protection constitutional guarantee, thus overruling the lower district court 
which had rejected this argument. [31] 

Recall proponents questioned why punch-card ballots were adequate enough to elect Governor Davis, 
but were not good enough to recall him. Proponents planned to appeal the postponement to the U.S. 
Supreme Court. However, an 11-judge en bane panel, also from the Ninth U.S. Circuit Court of Appeals 
and quickly and carefully canvassed by Judge Alex Kozinski, gathered to rehear the controversial 
case. [31J On the morning of September 23, the panel reversed the three-judge ruling in a unanimous 
decision, arguing that the concerns about the punch-card ballots were outweighed by the harm that 
would be done by postponing the election. 



Further legal appeals were disc, ,ed but did not occur. The ACLU .nounced it would not make an 
appeal to the U.S. Supreme Court, and Davis was widely quoted in the press as saying "Let's just get it 
over with." Thus the election proceeded as planned on October 7. 

Polling 

Public opinion was divided on the recall, with many passionately-held positions on both sides of the 
recall election. Californians were fairly united in their disapproval of Governor Davis's handling of the 
state, with his approval numbers in the mid-2os. On the question of whether he should be recalled, 
Californians were more divided, but polls in the weeks leading up to the election consistently showed 
that a majority would vote to remove him. 

Polls also showed that the two leading candidates, Lt. Governor Cruz Bustamante, a Democrat, and 
Hollywood actor Arnold Schwarzenegger, a Republican, were neck and neck with about 25-35% of the 
vote each, and Bustamante with a slight lead in most polls. Republican State Senator Tom McClintock 
also polled in the double-digits. Remaining candidates polled in the low single digits. Polls in the final 
week leading up to the election showed support for Davis slipping and support for Schwarzenegger 
growing. 

Many observers outside California, and some members of the press, consistently called the recall chaos 
and madness as well as a media circus and nightmare. With the candidacies of a few celebrities and 
many regular Californians~ the en:t:fre affair became a joke to some (there were tongue-in-cheek 
references to Schwarzenegger's role in the science fiction film Total Recall) as well as an "only-in­
California" event. Nevertheless, most Californians took the recaifseriousiy, with the future of the 
governor's office at stake. In the months before the election, 380,000 Californians registered to vote, for 
a total of 15.3 million-more registered voters than there had been in the three previous presidential 
elections. [3?J 

Results 

The October 7 ballot had two questions. 

The first question was whether Davis, the sitting governor, should be recalled; those voting on it were 
55-4% in favor of recall and 44.6%-opposed. · ·· ---·· --

The second question was who would replace the governor in the event that a majority voted to recall him. 
Among those voting on the potential replacement, Schwarzenegger received a plurality of 48.6%, by 
surpassing Lt. Gov. Cruz Bustamante's 31.5% - about a 3-to-2 ratio. Republi.can Tom McClintock 
received 13-4% of the vote - less than half the share of the candidate he trailed. Green Party candidate 
Peter Camejo polled 2.8%, trailing the third-place candidate by almost four-to:.:one. ··Each remaining 
cancl.1d.a1:e poiied o.6% or less. 

Schwarzenegger's votes exceeded those for the next five candidates combined, despite the presumed 
division of Republican voters between him and McClintock. There were also more votes for 
Schwarzenegger (4,206,284) than votes against recalling Davis (4,007,783), avoiding the theoretical 
scenario of the replacement having less support than the recalled governor. 

At 10 p.m. local time, Davis conceded that he had lost to Schwarzenegger, saying, "We've had a lot of 
good nights over the last 20 years, but tonight the people did decide that it's time for someone else to 
serve, and I accept their judgment." About 40 minutes later, in his acceptance speech, Schwarzenegger 

',::.'i':i•\/;_4.:;';'_:: ----P.___ ,/6-)~;;,, _Jo ___ -.(:, __ )'1 . . i/,2-).: ,,;; 



said, "Today California has given c the greatest gift of all: You've givt. .ne your trust by voting for me. I 
will do everything I can to live up to that trust. I will not fail you." 

Following the election, all 58 of California's counties had 28 days (until November 4, 2003) each to 
conduct a countywide canvass of thefr votes: Counties used this time to count any absentee ballots or 
provisional ballots not yet counted, to reconcile the number of signatures on the roster of regfatered 
voters with the number of ballots recorded on the ballot statement, to count any valid write-in votes, to 
reproduce any damaged ballots, if necessary, and to conduct a hand count of the ballots cast in 1% of the 
precincts, chosen at random by the elections official. Counties then had seven days from the conclusion 
of canvassing (November 11, 2003, 35 days after the election) to submit their final vote totals to the 
California Secretary of State's office. The Secretary of State had to certify the final statewide vote by 39 
days ( until November 15) after the election. 

The vote was officially certified on November 14, 2003. Once the vote was certified, governor-elect 
Schwarzenegger had to be sworn into office within ten daysJ:33J His inauguration took place on 
November 17, 2003. 

Key: Withdrew prior to contest 
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11 
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15 
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20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

Party 

Republican 

Democratic 

Republican 

Califon. ... gubernatorial recall election, 2003[34J[3, JJ 

Vote on recall 

Invalid or blank votes 

Totals 

Voter turnout · 

Candidate 

Arnold Schwarzenegger 

Cruz Bustamante 

Tom McClintock 

Votes 

4,976,274 

4,007,783 

429,431 

9,413,488 

Votes 

4,206,284 

2,724,874 

1,161,287 

Percentage 

55.4% 

44.6% 

4.6% 

100.0% 

61.2% 

Percentage 

48.6% 

31.5% 

13.4% 

All other listed and write-in candidates (see below for details) 275,719 3.2% 

Green Peter Camejo 242,247 2.8% 

Independent Arianna Huffington[37l 47,505 0.5% 

Republican Peter Ueberrothl38l 25,134 0.3% 

Democratic Larry Flynt 17,458 0.2% 

Independent Gary Coleman 14,242 0.2% 

Independent George B. Schwartzman 12,382 0.1% 

Independent Mary Carey 11,179 0.1% 

Democratic Bruce Margolin 9,188 0.1% 

Republican Bill Simonl39l 8,913 0.1% 
. 

Republican Van Vo 7,226 0.1% 

Independent John Christopher Burton 6,748 0.1% 

Democratic David Laughing Horse Robinson 6,496 0.1% 

Independent Leo Gallagher 5,466 0.1% 

Republican Cheryl Bly-Chester 5,297 0.1% 

Democratic Lawrence Strauss 5,245 0.1% 

Democratic Ronald Palmieri 4,221 0.1% 

Democratic Calvin Louie 3,906 0.1% 

Independent Badi Badiozamani 3,404 <0.1% 

Democratic Audie Bock 3,358 <0.1% 

Democratic Ralph Hernandez 3,199 <0.1% 

Democratic Edward Kennedy 3,007 <0.1% 

Democratic Dan Feinstein 2,927 <0.1% 

Independent Bob McClain 2,857 <0.1% 

Democratic James Green 2,848 <0.1% 
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i 28 

29 
.. ----· -· - . -

30 

31 

32 Democratic 

33 lndept:!ndent 
I 

34 ; Libertarian 

35 
i 

36 

37 _lndepe.ndent 

38 

39 I 

i . ·-

40 Libertarian 

41 Democratic 

42 Democratic 
. -·······- .. 

43 Democratic 

44 R:epublicc:1n 

45 lndept317dent 

46 _lridei:>et1cJE')nt 

47 Jndepe.11dent 

48 Libertarian 
; .. . ·-

Democratic 
- •--

Peace and Freedom ............... 

Democratic 
.. . --· ---·· .. 

52 Democratic 

53 lridepE')ndent 

54 Democratic 
... 

55 l11depe._n_de11t 

56 

57 _lndep_e=J11dent 

58 ........ 
·········- ····· 

59 lndepe11dent 

60 

61 

62 lndepe=J_ll_dElnt 

63 Democratic 

64 

65 

-----.,arrett Gruener 

! An_geJyn_e ' ! - ---.. ·-··· .. 
! 

Paul Mariano 
! 

i Ivan Hall 

i Jim Weir 
I -·. - -·- .. ··-· -- --

Jerome Kunzman 

Ned Roscoe 
....................... 

I 
Georgina Russell 

. ! 
I 

Jonathan Miller ; 

: 

Jack Grisham 
l 

Christopher Sproul 

Daniel Watts 
·-· - - ··--··-----

Ken Hamidi 
... -·· - -----···--·-

Marc Valdez 
.......... ···-··-· -

Frank Macaluso 
•--•···· ·····-- ..... 

I Daniel Ramirez 

Randall Sprague 

Brooke Adams 

Mohammad Arif 
·····-···· -- ····•·· 

Nathan Walton 
,. -····---·-··-

John Hickey 
--· -·-- ····-·- .... 

i 
I Mike Schmier 
I .. --------- .. 

C.T. Weber 

Diana Foss 
-· --·- . --. -------·--·-·· . 

Michael Wozniak 
- -- ···••····· 

B.E. Smith 
··-· -- ----········· 

Lingel Winters 

Richard Simmons 
.... ·- ......... ---

Joe Guzzardi 
····---- ·······•·-·· 

Mike McCarthy 
. - ... --· - . 

Art Brown 

Leonard Padilla .. - ------
... ..... .,.- ...... 

Iris Adam 
--------------. 

Maurice Walker 
... ,. .. ······- ... 

Trek Kelly 

Vikramjit Bajwa 
........... -· -------

David Sams 

Darin Price 

2,562 

2,536 

2,455 

2,346 

2,328 

2,317 

2,250 

2,216 

2,214 

2,200 

2,039 

2,021 

1,948 

1,840 

1,801 
I 

1,778 I 
1,771 

1,713 

. - -···--· -- - ·-····-.. - ---·-··· '"". 
' 

i 

<0.1% 

<0.1% 

<0.1% 

<0.1% 

<0.1% 

<0.1% 

<0.1% 

<0.1% 

<0.1% 

<0.1% 

<0.1% 

<0.1% 

<0.1% 

<0.1% 

<0.1% 

<0.1% 

<0.1% 

<0.1% 

<0.1% 

<0.1% 

<0.1% 

<0.1% 

<0.1% 

<0.1% 

<0.1% 

<0.1% 

<0.1% 

1,422 i <0.1% 
..•. ---- --- .. 1 - ····--·- ··- ·-·- ··---

1,419 : 

1,351 1 
I 

-·--·-- ----··-··· "1. 

1,344 j 

<0.1% 

<0.1% 

<0.1% 

<0.1% 

<0.1% 

<0.1% 

<0.1% 

<0.1% 

<0.1% 
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67 

68 

69 

70 

71 
j· 

72 

73 

74 

75 

76 

77 

L 78 

79 

80 

81 
I 

' i 

82 

83 

84 

85 

86 

87 

88 

89 

90 

91 

92 

93 

94 

95 

96 

97 

98 

99 i 
I 
' ----·-------····! 

100 f 

101 
i 

102 
( 

! 

.. 

American Independent 

Democratic 

lndepe_ndent 

J\me_~i~_a_n lndepende_nt 

Democratic 

RepLJblican 

Democratic 

ln9epe_ndent 

RepubHcc:1n 

Republican 

Democratic 

l3epubHc~m 

Democratic 

Democratic 

lndepE:lQdent 

lndepei_ngent 

Democratic 

_li:idepeinden! 

Democratic 

_lndept:l,:ident 

lndepEln_deint 

_IQdepea!]dent 

Repu~lican 

~ep~blican 

Democratic 

Repub,lic!=ln 

RepuqlJcan 

Democratic 

Repuqlican 

Charles Pineda 

John Mortensen 

Sara Hanlon 
--. ~-- - ... 

Diane Templin 
. ---· ····-·-·-·- --

Dick Lane 

Jim Hoffmann 

William Vaughn 

C. Stephen Henderson 
.. ······--· ··- . 

Robert Newman 

Jamie Safford 
... ····- ·-

Scott Mednick 

A. Lavar Taylor 

Kurt Rightmyer 

Christopher Ranken 

Sharon Rushford 

Darrin Scheidle 

Patricia Tilley 

Darryl Mobley 

Alex-St. James 

Bob Edwards 

Douglas Anderson 

Joel Britton 

Michael Jackson 

Ed Beyer 

Paul Mailander 

----.. 

..... -
j 
I 

i 
i 

. • • I • 

! 
' 

1,104 
·----· 

1,078 

1,077 

1,067 

1,065 

1,046 

1,028 

989 

987 

943 

914 / 

823 

771 

758 

754 

751 

746 

727 

715 

<0.1% 

<0.1% 

<0.1% 

<0.1% 

<0.1% 

<0.1% , 

<0.1% 

<0.1% 

<0.1%' 

<0.1% 

<0.1% 

<0.1% 

<0.1% 

<0.1% 

<0.1% 

<0.1% 

<0.1% 

<0.1% 

<0.1% 

<0.1% 

<0.1% 

<0.1% 

<0.1% 

<0.1% 

John Beard 699 <0.1 % 
·;· 

Paul Nave 679 i <0.1 % 

Robert Cullenbine 

Warren Farrell 
....... .......... ., 

Chuck Walker 

William Chambers 

Vip Bhola 

Gerold Lee Gorman 

Dennis McMahon 

i­
i 

' ······' 
i 

632 

626 i 
i 

623 

610 

598 : 

591 

<0.1% 

<0.1% 

<0.1% 

<0.1% 
--------_____ .. _______ -----

' 
<0.1% ! 

I 

<0.1% j 
' • • • •- ••• •••••-••••••I 

i 
<0.1% i 

i . . . . ! 
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104 

105 

106 

107 

108 

109 

110 

111 (t) 

111 (t) 

113 

114 

115 

116 

117 

118 

119 

120 

121 

122 

123 

124 

125 

126 

R~p~blican_ 

j_Rep~blic::an 

Democratic 

Democratic 

RepLJl:>Hcan 

Repul:ilicari 

Repu_l:i)ic:an 
I 
i lnd~l?f!nd_ent 

. l._ 

- l 

RepLJblican 

lndE:lp.t?rirfont 

_l_ndei:ierid_ent 

Republic§ln 

lndE:lp!:l_ndent 

RepLJl:ilican 

_RepLJpJi_C!_:ln 

Democratic 

Democratic 

_Repul:>1Ic:c1n 

RepLJl:ili_c::ari 

127 Republican 

128 RepubHcan 
' . 

129 _ \ _ Repu~lican 

130 

131 

132 

133 

134 

.. I 
Repu_bjjc:a_n 

RepLJbli~an 

Repuqljcan 

Democratic 

Repubjjc:an 

135 ___ I _ lridepe.nclerit 

136 l_ndepf!ncl~nt 

137(t) 
I 

137(t) : 

139(t) 

139(t) 

ReputJHcan 
I 

: _D_emocratic 

lr,dep~rident 

lndep~ndent 

ames Vandeventer 

Eric Korevaar 

Kelly Kimball 

Mike McNeilly 
_I____ ········- --·-··-·· 
I 

S. Issa 

Gino Martorana 

Richard Gosse 

; Tim Sylvester 

Bill pr_acly 

Bryan Quinn 
- -· . -·-· -·--· ·--

: Jeffrey Mock 
i··. 
! Paul Vann 

\ Michael Cheli 
l -

Heather Peters 
---·- ·----·------- -

I Jeff Rainforth 

Ronald Friedman 

Todd Carson 

! Scott Davis[40J[41J 

Daniel Richards 

Carl Mehr 

Lorraine Fontanes 

Gary Leonard 

Gregory Pawlik 

Jon Zellhoefer 

Reva Renz 

Kevin Richter 

Stephen Knapp 

William Tsangares 

LCJgari 9_ler11e.nt~ 

Robert Dole 

David Kessinger 

Gene Forte 

Todd Lewis 

Mathilda Spak ('{vrit~~i_n) 

Jason Gastrich (write-in) 

Monty Manibog (write-in) 

Thomas Benigno (write-in) 

R. Charlie Chadwick (write-in) 

-
588 

586 

582 

581 
--·-··---- .... ·-

554 
--····-··-·- -·- - .. ··--·-

I 
' --

532 

497 

489 

474 

474 

455 

452 

451 

444 

425 

419 

386 

384 

383 

376 

365 

281 

261 

11 

11 

7 

i 
i --·· 

<0.1% 

<0.1% 

<0.1% 

<0.1% 

<0.1% 

<0.1% 

0.0% 

0.0% 

0.0% 

0.0% 

0.0% 

' 0.0% [ 
_____ \ 

0.0% 

0.0% 

0.0% 

0.0% 
-------------

0.0% 

0.0% 

0.0% 

0.0% 

0.0% 

0.0% 

0.0% 

! 
! 
! 



141 (t) lnde.pendent 

141 (t) 

143(t) Democratic 

143(t) ; lnde.p<3_nden_t 
i --

145(t) Rep_~blican 

145(t) i Democratic 
.. . .. --· . ·-

_lnde.pe.ndent 
--··· 

i 147(t) 
! 
i 147(t) 
i 
i-

147(t) lndep_e_r,_de~t 

1 
Shirley Coly (write-in) 

! Jane Dawson (write-in) 
.. - .. --········· -----· .. ·-- -- -······ . 

! Pauline Cooper (write-in) 

: Paul Walton (write-in) 

' Jim _i:rentCJn (write-in) 

[ Wignes Warren (write-in) 
i - - . - . ----·- ..... - ···---
: Christy Cassel (write-in) 

: Ja_cques"'.f:\ndr~ l~tel (write-in) 

-
i. 

i 

I 
_; 

I 

I 

5 

5 

4 

4 

3 

3 

2 

2 

2 

2 

0.0% 

0.0% 

' - . - ······· 

: Christian Meister (write-in) 

_ Vincent Pallaver (write-in) 

: Lincoln Pickard (write-in) 
; -

0.0% 1 

0.0% 

0.0% 

0.0% 

0.0% 

0.0% 

0.0% 

' ; 147(t) Democratic 

: Democratic 
.. 

i Repu_~li~an_ ; 
I 

· Independent 

Democratic 

Democratic 

Rep~bli_can 

. ! . .. . .• --- .. -- -· ········· ---

: Lynda Toth (write-in) 
l ·- - .• •-

! Donald Wang (write-in) 
.. i 

i Robert Gibb (write-in) 
I 

: Ronald Spangler (write-in) 
j ••• - ·-•-··· ······-··. 

Kyle Conover (write-in) 

Bill Thill (write-in) 

: Jurlene White (write-in) 
I 

i 
: Joel Wirth (write-in) 

Totals 

Voter turnout i 
•••• 1 •• 

' 
1 i ------------_: _:_:a.a% i 

1 

1 

1 

755,575 

9,413,491 

0.0% 

0.0% 

0.0% i 

8.0% 

100.0% 

61.2% 

Note that Scin ~_e1'.nardino County did not report write-in votes for individual candidatesJ 351 

See also 

■ 19?1 North D_c1~otc3 gubernatorialrecaH_~)_ection 
■ ~Q2_1 Califorri_ic:1_ gubernator_ial recall E:ll~_c.!i()ll 
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Political party 

A political party is an organization that coordinates 
candidates to compete in a country's elections. It is 
com.man for the members of a political party to have 
similar ideas about politics, and parties may promote 
specific idE!()logicc1l or policy goals. 

Political parties have become a major part of the 
politics of almost every country, as modern party 
organizations developed and spread around the world 
over the last few centuries. Some countries have only 
one political party while others have dozens, but it is 
extremely rare for a countly to have no political parties. 
Parties are important in the politics of autocracies as 
well as democracies, though usually democracies-have 
more political parties than autocracies. Autocracies 
often have a single party that governs the country, and 
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The members of political parties coordinate to 
collectively achieve and use political power. 

some political scientists consider competition between two or more parties to be an essential part of 
democracy ... - ..... - -

Parties can develop from existing divisions in society, like the divisions between lower and upper classes, 
and they streamline the process of making political decisions by encouraging their members to 
cooperate. Political parties usually include a party leader, who has primary responsibility for the 
activities of the party; party executives, who may select the leader and who perform administrative and 
organizational tasks; and party members, who may volunteer to help the party, donate money to it, and 
vote for its candidates. There are many different ways in which political parties can be structured and 
interact with the electorate. The contributions that citizens give to political parties are often regulated by 
law, and parties will sometimes govern in a way that favours the people who donate time and money to 
them. 

Many political parties are motivated by ideological goals. It is common for democratic elections to 
feature competitions between liberal, conservative, and socialist parties; other common ideologies of 
very large political parties include commun1sm, populism,--nat:ionalism, and Islamism. Political parties in 
cHf.ferent. countdes will often adopt s1m1lar-colm1rs and ·symbois to Identify themselves with a particular 
ideology. However, many political paities have no ideological affiliation, and may instead be primarily 
engaged in patr()nage, clientelism, or the advancement of a specific P~Etic9:l ~n_tr~pre!!eur 
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Definition 

Political parties are collective entities that organize competitions for political officesJ~J:3 The members of 
a political party contest elections under a shared label. In a narrow definition, a political party can be 
thought of as just the group of candidates who run for office under a party labeL[2J:3 In a broader 
definition, political parties are the entire apparatus that supports the election of a group of candidates, 
including voters and volunteers who identify with a particular political party, the official party 
organizations that support the election of that party's candidates, and legislators in the government who 
are affiliated with the party.[3] 

Political parties are distinguished from other political groups and clubs, such as political factions or 
interest groups, mostly by the fact that parties are focused on electing candidates whereas interest 
groups -are focused on advancing a policy agenda.E4J This is related to other features th~t sometimes 
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distinguish parties from other I, ,tical 01;ganizations, including a la._ ~r membership, greater stability 
over time, and deeper connection to the electorate.[51 

In many countries the notion of a political party is defined in law, and governments may specify 
requirements for an organization to legally qualify as a political party. [~J 

In some definitions of political parties, a party is an organization that advances a specific set of 
ideological or policy goals, or that organizes people whose ideas about politics are similarJ7J However, 
many political parties are not primarily motivated by ideology or policy; for example, political parties can 
be mainly clientelistic or patronage-based organizations, or tools for advancing the career of a specific 
poJ.itical ent~·ep_rene11r.I8J.(9][1oJ .. .. 

History 

The idea of people forming large groups or factions to advocate for their shared interests is ancient. Plato 
mentions the political factions of Classical Athens in the Republic,[ 111 and Aristotle discusses· the 
tendency of different types of governm.en.1:.to .pro.duce factions in.tiie Politics.I~2J Certain a·ncient disputes 
were also factional, like the Nika riots between two chariot racing factions at the Hippodrome of 
Constantinople. A few instances. of recorded political gr.CJUJ)S or °factions in history induded .the iate 
Roman Republic's Populares and Optimates faction as well as the Dutch Republic's Orangists and the 
siaaisgezh1.de. However, modern politfoalparties are considered to have einerged around the end of the 
18th century; they are usually considered to have first appeared in Europe and the United States, with 
the United Kingdom's Conservative Party, Poland's Famillia party and the Democratic Party of the 
United States aff of which except for Poland's· are :frequently called the world's -i'oldest continuous 
politicai party". [1.sJ [2J [14 J [1sJ 

Before the development of mass political parties, elections typically featured a much lower level of 
competitiveness, had small enough polities that direct decision-making was feasible, and held elections 
that were dominated by individual networks or ·cliques that couic'Cindependently propel a candidate to 
victory in an election.[16J:s10 

18th century 

Some scholars argue that the first modern political parties 
developed in early modern Britain in the 18th century, after 
the Exclusion Crisis an.d the ... Glorious Revolution. [17 J :4 The 
Whig factfon originally organized frself around support for 
Protestant constitutional monarchy as opposed to absolute 
rule, whereas the conservat1ve Tory faction (originally·· the 
Royalist or Cavalier faction of the English Civil War) supported 
a strong mona1:chy, and these two· groups.structm:ed disputes 
in the politics of the United Kingdom throughout the 18th 
century(17J:4[18J The Rockingham Whigs have been identified 
as the first modern . political party, because they retained a 
coherent party label and motivating principles even while out 
of power.[19] 

At the end of the late 18th century, the United States also 
developed a party system, called the First Party System. 

In A Block for the Wigs (1783), }§lmE3s 
Gillray caricatured Fox's return to power in 
a coalition with North. George Ill is the 
blockhead in the centre. 

Although the framers of the 1787 Unit~d ~iates Co11stitution.cl.1~~::,~:t;1_1j!ic~;:.~;~~~~--~-ei1:_~~l!~;i;al 



disputes would be primarily orgL.. _,Lzed around political parties, politi'- _ controversies in the early 1790s 
over the extent of federal government powers saw the emergence of two proto-political parties: the 
FecleraJist Party and the pen1:9cratic-Rep1_il?!ic~11_P<1~ty.C2 2JC2tr· · - ·· -- -- - · ·· ···· · - · ··· · -

19th century 

By the early 19th century, a number of countries had developed stable modern party systems. The party 
system that developed in Sweden has been called the world's first party system, on the basis that 
previous party systems were not fully stable or institutionalized. [i3J In many European countries, 
including Belgium, Switzerland, Germany, and France, political parties organized around a liberal­
conservative divide, or around religious disputes.[.1~J:5io The spread of the party model of politics was 
accelerated by the 184~ Revoh1tions around EuropeJ 22 J 

The strength of political parties in the United States waned during the Era of Good Feelings, but shifted 
and strengthened again by the second half of the 19th century.C2~JJ2 4J By-the eiid -ofthe-19th century, the 
Irish political leader Charles Stewart Parnell had implemented several methods and structures that 
would come to be associated with.strong gris~!'O<:)tS political parties, such as explicit pc:1.rty cliscjplineJ:25] 

20th century 

At the beginning of the 20th century in Europe, the liberal-conservative divide that characterized most 
party systems was disrupted by the emergence of socialist parties, which attracted the support of 
organized trade 11nions.[16J:5n · · · ··· 

During the wave of decolonization in the mid-20th century, many newly sovereign countries developed 
party systems that often -emerged out of their movements for independence.I 2.6J.[!27J For example, a 
system of political parties arose out of factions in the Indian independence movement, and was 
strengthened and stabilized by the policies of Indira Gandl1i-i11.-the 197osJ:1J:i6s The formation of the 
Indian National Congress, which developed in i:he early-·2oth century as a pro-independence faction in 
British'india and immediately became a major political party after Indian independence, foreshadowed 
the-dynamic in many newly independent countries; for example, the Uganda National Congress was a 
pro-independence party and the first political party in Uganda, and its 1iame was chosen 'as an-homage to 
the Indian National Congress.C28J A similar pattern occurred in many countries at the end of colonial 
periods. 

Why political parties exist 

Political parties are a nearly ubiquitous feature of modern countries.C29J Nearly all democratic countries 
have strong political parties, and many political scientists consider countries with fewer than two parties 
to necessarily be autocratic.[3o][3i][32J However, these sources allow that a country with multiple 
competitive parties is not necessarily democratic, and the politics of many autocratic countries are 
organized around one dominant political party.I32 J(33J The ubiquity and strength of political parties in 
nearly every modern country has led researchers to remark that the existence of political parties is 
almost a law of politics, and to ask why parties appear to be such an essential part of modern 
states.C16.J:510I1J Political scientists have therefore come up with several explanations for why political 
parties are a nearly universal political phenomenon. [2J:11 



Social cleavages 

One of the core explanations for why political parties exist is that 
they arise from pre-existing divisions among people: society is 
divided in a certain way, and a party is formed to organize that 
division into electoral competition. By the 1950s, economists and 
political scientists had shown that party organizations can take 
advantage of the distribution of voters' preferences over political 
issues, adjusting themselves in response to what voters believe in 
order to become more competitiveJS4][35J Beginning in the 1960s, 
academics began identifying the social cleavages in different 
countries that might have given rise to specific parties, such as 
religious cleavages in specific countries that may have produced 
religious parties thereJs 6J[37J 

Political parties like the R()manian 

Communist_ Pc11iy can arise out of, 

or be closely connected to, existing 

segments of society, such as 
organizations of workers. 

The theory that parties are produced by social cleavages has drawn 
several criticisms. Some authors have challenged it on empirical grounds, either finding no evidence for 
the claim that parties emerge from existing cleavages, or arguing that the claim is not empirically 
testable.[3SJ Others note that while social cleavages might cause political parties to exist, this obscures 
the opposite effect: that political parties also cause changes in the underlying social cleavages.[2 J:i3 A 
further objection is that, if the explanation for where parties come from is that they emerge from existing 
social cleavages, then the theory is an incomplete story of where political parties come from unless it also 
explains where social cleavages come from. But origins of social cleavages have also been proposed: one 
argument is that social cleavages are formed by historical conflicts. [39] 

Individual and group incentives 

An alternative explanation for why parties are ubiquitous across the world 
is that the formation of parties provides co111patible incentives for 
candidates and legislators. For example, the existence· of poiitica.f parties 
might coordinate candidates across geographic districts, so that a candidate 
in one electoral district has an incentive to assist a similar candidate in a 
different district.[1J So political parties can be mechanisms for preventing 
candidates with similar goals from acting to each other's detriment when 
campaigning or governing.[4o] This might help explain the ubiquity of 
parties because, if a group of candidates form a party and are harming each 
other less, they may perform better over the long run than unaffiliated 
politicians, so politicians with party affiliations will out-compete politicians 
without parties. [iJ 

Parties can also align their member's incentives when those members are in 
a legislatureJ4 1J The existence of a party apparatus can help coalitions of 
electors to agree on ideal policy choicesJ42J whereas a legislature of 
unaffiliated members might never be able to agree on a single best policy 
choice without some institution constraining their optionsJ43J[44J 

Parties as heuristics 
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Another prominent explanation L~ why political parties exist is psych~ Jgical: parties may be necessary 
for many individuals to participate in politics because they provide a massively simplifying heuristic, 
which allows people to make informed choices with much less mental effortJ45] Without politicai pirtie.s, 
electors would have to individually evaluate every candidate in every election. But political parties enable 
electors to make judgments about just a few groups, and then apply their judgment of the party to all the 
candidates affiliated with that group. Because it is much easier to become informed about a few parties' 
platforms than about many candidates' personal positions, parties reduce the cognitive burden for 
people to cast informed votes. However, evidence suggests that over the last several decades the strength 
of party identification has been weakening, so this may be a less important function for parties to 
provide than it was in the past. [46] 

Structure of political parties 

Political parties are often structured in similar ways across countries. They typically feature a single 
party leader, a group of party executives, and a community of party membersJ4?J Parties in democracies 
usually select their party leadership in ways that are more open and competitive than parties in 
autocracies, where the selection of a new party leader is likely to be tightly controlledJ4 8] In countries 
with large sub-national regions, particularly federalist countries, there may be regional party leaders and 
regional party members in addition to the nati~n..tl membership and leadershipJ~J:75 

Party leaders 

A ~ati()nal C::0!7~r~s.s_of the 
Cornrn~n.i~t F'arty Clf Ch~n9, where 
policies may be set and changes 
can be made to party leadership. 

Parties are typically led by a party leader, who is the main 
representative of the party and often has prhnary responsibility for 
overseeing the party's policies and strategies. The leader of the party 
that controls the government usually becomes the head of 
g~ve_r_n_rn.ent, such as the president or prime minister, and ·· the 
leaders of other parties explicitly compete to become the head of 
government.[ 47] In both presidential democracies and parliamentary 
d~:t11ocraciE:)S, the members of a . party frequently have . substaritfai 
input into the selection of party leaders, for example by voting on 
party leadership at a party conferenceJ49J[,5C>] Because the leader of a 
major party is a powerful and.v1sible person, many party leaders are 
well-known career politicians_[siJ Party leaders can be sufficiently 
prominent that they affect how voters perceive the entire political 
party,[s~J and some voters decide how to vote in elections partly based on how much they like the leaders 
of the different parties.[53] 

The number of people involved in choosing party leaders varies widely across parties and countries. On 
one extreme, party leaders might be selected from the entire electorate; on the opposite extreme, they 
might be selected by just one individual.[54] Selection by a smaller group can be a feature of party 
leadership transitions in more autocratic countries, where the existence of political parties may be 
severely constrained to only one legal political party, or only one competitive party. Some of these 
parties, like the Chinese Communist Party, have rigid methods for selecting the next party leader, which 
involve selection. by other party n1ern.bersJ5tiJ A small number of single-party states have hereditary 
succession, where party leadership is inherited by the child of an outgoing party leaderJ5 6] Autocratic 
parties use more restrictive selection methods to avoid having major shifts in the regime as a result of 
successions J4SJ 



Party executives 

In both democratic and non-democratic countries, the party leader is often the foremost member of a 
larger party leadership. A party executive will commonly include administrative positions, like a pa~ 
secretary and a party chair, who may be different people from the party leader.C57J(t5S] These executive 
organizations may serve to constrain the party leader, especially if that leader is an autocratJ 59J(<SoJ It is 
common for political parties to conduct major leadership decisions, like selecting a party executive and 
setting their policy goals, during regular party confe1~enc~sJ61J. 

Much as party leaders who are not in power are usually at least 
nominally competing to become the head of government, the entire 
party executive may be competing for various positions in the 
government. For example, in Westminster systems, the largest party 
that is out of power will form the O:fficia(opposition in parliament, 
and select a shadow cabinet which (amon£crther functions) provides 
a signal about which members of the party would hold which 
positions in the government if the party were to win an electionJ 6'.2.) 

Party membership 
Members of the National Woman's 

··-·· ·-·-

Citizens in a democracy will often affiliate with a political party. Party in 1918. 

Party membership may include paying dues, an agreement not to 
affiliate with multiple parties at the same time, and sometimes a 
statement of agreement with the party's policies and platformJ 6S] In democratic countries, members of 
political parties often are allowed to participate in elections to choose the party leadershipJ 54] Party 
members may form the base of the volunteer activists and donors who support political parties during 
campaigns.[ 64] The extent of participation in party organizations can be affected by a country's political 
institutions, with certain electoral systems and party systems encouraging higher party membership.L65J 
Since at least the 1980s, menibership in large tracl1-i:ionafparty organizations has been steadily declining 
across a number of countriesJ 66] 

Types of party organizations 

Political scientists have distinguished between different types of political parties that have evolved 
throughout history. These include cadre parties, mass parties, catch-all parties and cartel 
parties.[ 67]:16 3- 178 Cadre parties were political elites that were concerned with contesting elections and 
restricted the influence of outsiders, who were only required to assist in election campaigns. Mass parties 
tried to recruit new members who were a source of party income and were often expected to spread party 
ideology as well as assist in elections. In the United States, where both major parties were cadre parties, 
the introduction of primaries and other reforms has transformed them so that power is held by activists 
who compete over influence and nomination of candidates.[§S] 

Cadre parties 

A cadre party, or elite party, is a type of political party that was dominant in the nineteenth century 
before the introduction of universal suffrage and that was made up of a collection of individuals or 
political elites. The French political scientist Maurice Duverger first distinguished between "cadre" and 
"mass" parties, founding his distinction on the differences within the organisational structures of these 
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two types.[69]:6o-7i Cadre partie.., L.re characterized by minimal and le.,_ Je organisation, and are financed 
by fewer larger monetary contributions typically originating from outside the party. Cadre parties give 
little priority to expanding the party's membership base, and its leaders are its only membersJ7()][67J:165 

The earliest parties, such as the early American political parties, the Democratic-Republicans and the 
~ed~ralists, are classified as cadre partiesJz~J ·--· .. ---· ········ .. . - .. . - ...... ······-····· ........ ······· ........ . 

Mass parties 

A mass party is a type of political party that developed around 
cleavages in society and mobilized the ordinary citizens or 'masses' 
in. the political processJ7 1J In Europe, the introduction of universal 
suffrage resulted in the creation of worker's parties that later evolved 
into mass parties; an example is the German Social Democratic 
PartyJ 67h 65 These parties represented ia~ge· groups of ~itizens who 
hacl · previously not been represented in political processes, 
articulating the interests of different groups in society. In contrast to 
cadre parties, mass paities are funded by their members, and rely on 
and maintain a large membership base. Further, mass parties 
prioritize the mobilization of voters and are more centralized than 
cadre parties.[71J[72J 

Catch-all parties 

u~,-~. ,£ L SPD .. :-iYi , __ 
·•o"-'-"'"~", ··.~<·•· . Ji& ,,,,,,. 

Parties can arise from existing 
cleavages in society, like the Soc:ial 
Democrcitic Pa_rty of Ge.n-:nany which 
was for11113d to represent German 
workers. 

The term "Catch-all party" was developed by German-American political scientist Otto Kirchheimer to 
describe the parties that developed in the 1950s and 1960s as a result of changes· within. the. mass 
partiesJ.73)[6,7]:165 The term "big tent paity" may be used interchangeably. Kirchheimer characterized the 
shift from the traditional mass parties to catch-all parties as a set of developments including the "drastic 
reduction of the party's ideological baggage" and the "downgrading of the role of the individual party 
member" _[74J By broadening their central ideologies into more open-ended ones, catch-all parties seek to 
secure the support of a wider section of the population. Further, the role of members is reduced as catch­
all parties are financed in part by the state or by donationsJ 67J:163-i7S In Europe, the shift of Christian 
Democratic parties that were organized around religion into broader centre-right parties epitomhes this ...... -T J .. . -- ....... ····· 
type.75_ 

Cartel parties 

Cartel parties are a type of political party that emerged post-197os and are characterized by heavy state 
financing .. arid the diminished role of ideology as an organizing principle. The cartel party thesis was 
developed by Richard Katz and Peter Mair who wrote that political parties have turned into "semi-state 
agencies",[76-J acting on behalf ofthe state rather than groups in society. The term 'cartel' refers to the 
way in which prominent parties in government make it difficult for new parties to enter, as such forming 
a cartel of established parties. As with catch-all parties, the role of members in cartel parties is largely 
insignificant as parties use the resources of the state to maintain their position within the political 
system.[67]:163-178 

Niche parties 



Niche parties are a type of poliL~ . ...l party that developed on the bas. of the 
ei:nergence of new cleavages and issues in politics, such as immigration and 
the environment.[ 77] In contrast to mainstream or catch-all parties, niche 
parties articulate an often limited set of interests in a way that does not 
conform to the dominant economic left-right divide in politics, emphasising 
issues that do not attain prominence within the other partiesJ7 8J Further, 
niche parties do not respond to changes in public opinion to the extent that 
mainstream parties do. Examples of niche parties include Green parties and 
extreme nationalist parties, such as the Front National in FranceJi9J However, 
over time these parties may lose some ofthefr i1iche ·qualities, instead adopting 
those of mainstream parties, for example after entering governmentJ7~J 

Entrepreneurial parties 

Entrepreneurial parties are a type of political party that is centered on a 
political entrepreneur, and dedicated to the advancement of that person or 
their polici~s.C8~r . 

Party positions and ideologies 

A political party may 
focus on one niche 
issue, like the 
environment. 

i ,> i~~ 
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Political ideologies are one of the major organizing features of 
political. parties, and parties often officially align themselves with 
specific ideologies. Parties adopt ideologies for a number of reasons. 
Ideological affiliations for political parties send signals about what 
sort of policies they might pursue if they were in power. [Si] 

Ideologies also differentiate parties from one another, so that voters 
can select the party that advances the policies that they most 
prefer.[ 82] A party may also seek to advance an ideology, by 
convincing voters to adopt its belief system. rn3J 

Common ideologies that can form a central part of the identity of a 
political party include liberalism, conservatism, socialism, 
communism, anarchism, fascism, feminism, ··environme11.talis1n, 
~ationalis111, . •· . fi1ndamentalism,C84J --. . Islainism~ . . a~d 

Ideology of ruling party in legislative 
body at the regional or national level 
worldwide, or ideology of ruling 
body, as of May 2020. Colour-coded 
from left- (red) to right- (blue) wing 

i~~lti~n.lturalism..cssJ Liberalism is. the ideology· that is ·most closely 
connected to the history of democracies and is often considered to 

scale. Based on identification from 
international recognition or self­
proclaimed party ideology. 

be the dominant or default ideology of governing parties in much of the contemporary world. [86] Many 
of the traditional competitors to liberal parties are conservative parties.[ 86] Socialist, communist, 
anarchist, fascist, and nationalist parties are more recent developments, largely entering political 
competitions only in the 19th and 20th centuries.[ 86] Feminism, environmentalism, multiculturalism, 
and certain types of fundamentalism became prominent towards the end of the 20th century. rn6J 

Parties can sometimes be organized according to their ideology using an economic left-right political 
spectrum. However, a simple left-right economic axis does not fully capture the var1at10n in party 
id~ologies_[s7J Other common axes that are used to compare the ideologies of political parties include 
ranges from liberal to authoritarian,[BSJ from pro-establishment to anti-establishment, and from tolerant 
to pluralistic_[B7J 



Left-wing Right-wing 

communism Socialism Liberalism ConseNatism Fascism 

Though ideologies are central to a large number of political parties around the world, not all political 
parties have an organizing ideology, or exist to promote ideological policies. For example, some political 
parties may be clientelistic or patronage-based organizations, which are largely concerned with 
distributing goodsJ91 Other political parties may be created as tools for the advancement of an individual 
politician.C1oJ[8_9J Either of these types of parties may also be ideological, but parties can exist which are 
not ideologicalJ 8] 

Party systems 

Political parties are ubiquitous across both democratic and autocratic countries, and there is often very 
little change in which political parties have a chance of holding power in a country from one election to 
the next. This makes it possible to think about the political parties in a country as collectively forming 
one of the country's central political institutions, called a party system. [9()_] Some basic features of a party 
system are how many parties thei·e are--an.cf what sorts of parties are the most successful,(9l] These 
properties are closely connected to other major features of the country's politics, like how democratic it 
is, what sorts of restrictions its laws impose on political parties, and what type of electoral systems it 
uses_[9o] An informative way to classify the party systems of the world is by how In.any parties. they 
include.I91J Because some party systems include a large number of parties that have a very low 
probability of winning elections, it is often useful to think about the effective number of parties (the 
number of parties weighted by the strength of those parties) rather than the lite1~al iiirrnber of registered 
parties.C92 J 

Non-partisan systems 

In a non-partisan system, no political parties exist, or political 
parties are not a major part of the political system. There are very 
few countries without political parties.[93] A permanent absence of 
pardes ls usually,-but not always~ the result of an official ban on 
partisan activity. A temporary lack of partisan activity can also occur 
during an upheaval in a country's politics. 

In some non-partisan countries, the formation of parties is explicitly 
banned by law.C94J The existence of political parties may be banned 
in autocratic countries in order to prevent a turnover in power. [95] 
For example, in Saudi Arabia, a ban on political parties has been 
used as a tool for pr~tecting the monarchyJ95J However, parties are 
also banned in some polities that have long democratic histories, 
usually in local or regional elections of countries that have strong 
national party systems.[96][97][98] 

Political parties may also temporarily cease to exist in countries that 
have either only been established recently, or have experienced a 

In a non-partisan legislature, like the 

~Elgi!';latiye A~~e111bly of th~ 
N()_rth,\l\lest Te.r[it~rie.s, every member 
runs and legislates as a political 
independent with no party affiliation. 

major upheaval in their politics and have not yet returned to a stable system of political parties. For 
example, the United States began as a non-partisan democracy, and it evolved a stable system of political 



parties over the course of many L _ ..:ades.[1] :ch.4 A country's party systL _ may also dissolve and take time 
to re-form, leaving a period of minimal or no party system, such as in Peru following the regime of 
Alberto FujimoriJ 99] However, it is also possible (though rare) for countries with no bans on political 
parties, and which have not experienced a major disruption, to nevertheless have no political parties: 
there are a small number of pacific island democracies, such as Palau, where political parties are 
permitted to exist and yet parties are not an important part of national politicsJ94J 

One-party systems 

In a one-party system, power is held entirely by one political party. v\lhen only one political party exists, 
it may be i:he result of a ban on the formation of any competing political parties, which is a common 
feature in authoritarian states. For example, the Communist Party of Cuba is the only permitted political 
party in Cuba, and is the only party that can hold seats in the legislatureJ~()OJ v\lhen only one powerful 
party is legally permitted to exist, its membership can grow to contain a very large portion of society and 
it can play substantial roles in civil society that are not necessarily directly related to political 
governance; one example of this is the -Chinese Communist Party.[1Q1) Bans on competing parties can 
also ensure that only one party can ever· realistically hold power, even without completely outlawing all 
other political parties. For example, in North Korea, more than one party is officially permitted to exist 
and even to seat members in the legislatuie,li.02J but laws ensure that the Workers' Party of Korea retains [ ] --.. - --- -- -- ---- - -

control. -103 

It is also possible for countries with free elections to have only one party that holds power. These cases 
are sometimes called dominant-party systems or particracies. Scholars have debated whether or not a 
count1y that has nevei; experienced a transfer of power :from one party to another can nevertheless be 
considered a democracy.[3oJ:2 3 There have been periods of government exclusively or entirely by one 
party in some countries that are often considered to have been democratic, and which had no official 
legal barriers to the inclusion of other parties in the government; this includes recent periods in 
Botswana, Japan, Mexico, Senegal, and South Africa.[:3()1:2 4- 27 It can also occur that one political party 
dominates a sub~national reg10n of a democratfo country that has a competitive national party system; 
one example is the southern United States during much of the 19th and 20th centuries, where the 
Dei::nocratic Party had almost complete controIJ 104J 

Two-party systems 

In several countries, there are only two parties that have a realistic 
chance of competing to form government.I 10sJ One canonical two­
party democracy is the United States, where the national 
government is exclusively controlled by efrlier the Democratic Party 
and the Republican Party. [rn 6J Other examples of countrie·s which 
have had iong pe1~iods of two-party dominance include Colombia, 
Uruguay,[l()7J lY.I~lta,(108 ] and GhanaJ 10 9.] · - -- ·· 

It is also possible for authoritarian countries, and not just 
democracies, to have two-party systems. Competition between two 

The United States has one of the 
main examples of a two-party 
system. 

parties has occurred in historical autocratic regimes in countries including !3~azi1[1.10J and yen_e:z-;u~laJ111J 

In the 1960s Maurice Duverger observed that single-member district single-vote plurality-rule elections 
tend to produce two-party systems,(69J.:21 7 a phenomenon that became known as Duverger's law. 
v\lhether or not this pattern is true has been heavily debated over the last several decades.[1~2J -· -- --· 
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Multi-party systems 

Multi-party systems are systems in which more than two parties 
have a realistic chance of holding power and influencing policy.[1Cl7] 
A very large number of systems around the world have had periods 
of multi-party competition,[ 113] and two-party democracies may be 
considered unusual or uncommon compared to multi-party 
systems.[114] Many of the largest democracies in the world have had 
long periods of multi-party competition, -incl11ding ·- India,I 11sJ 
Indonesia,[ 116 ] Pakistan,[ 117] and Brazil.fl18J Multiparty ·systems 
encourage characteristically different types of governance than 
smaller party systems, for example by often encouraging the 
formation of coalition government~_[n9.J 

The presence of many competing political parties is usually 

... , .. -..... " ........... ,- .. -
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On this 2012 Mexican ballot, voters 
have more than two parties to 
choose from. 

associated with a greater level of democracy, and a country transitioning from having a one-party system 
to having a many-party system is often considered to be democratizingJ 120 J Authoritarian countries can 
include multi-party competition, but typically this occurs wh~n -1:he elections are i-iotJairJ 1~1] For this 
reason, in two-party democracies like the United States, proponents of forming new competitive political 
parties often argue that developing a multi-party system would make the country more democratic.[ 122 J 
However, the question of whether multiparty systems are more democratic than two-party systems, or if 
they enjoy better policy outcomes, is a subject of substantial disagreement among scholars(i:2_3J[12 4J as 
well as among the public. [12sI[126 J In the opposite extreme, a country with a very large number of parties 
can experience governing coalitions that include highly ideologically diverse parties that are unable to 
make much policy progress, which may cause the country to be unstable and experience a very large 
number of elections; examples of systems that have been described as having these problems include 
periods in the recent history of Israe1,(12 7J Italy, and Finl11nd.C128 J 

Some multi-party systems may have two parties that are noticeably more competitive than the other 
parties.C12 9J Such party systems have been called "two-party-plus" systems, which refers to the two 
dominant parties, plus other parties that exist but rarely or never hold power in the government. [i3o] It 
is also possible for very large multi-party systems, like India's, to nevertheless be characterized largely by 
a series of regional contests that realistically have only two competitive parties, but in the aggregate can 
produce many more than 2 parties that have major roles in the country's national politics. (nsJ 

Funding 

Many of the activities of political parties involve acquiring funds and allocating them in order to achieve 
political goals. The funding involved can be very substantial, with contemporary elections in the largest 
democracies typically costing billions or even tens of billions of dollarsJ 13_iJ[i32J Much of this expense is 
paid by candidates and political parties, which often develop sophisticated fundraising 
organizations_[i3;3J Because paying for participation in electoral contests is such a central democratic 
activity, the funding of political parties is an important feature of a country's politics.[!33] 

Sources of party funds 

Common sources of party funding across countries include dues-paying party members, advocacy 
groups and lobbying organizations, corporations, trade unions, and candidates who may self-fund 
activities.[134] In most countries, the government also provides some level of funding for political 
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parties.[i33][i35J Nearly all of ti-~ 180 countries examined by the 
International Institute for Democracy and Electoral Assistance have 
scnne form of public funding for poffd.cal ·parties, and ·about a third 
of them have regular payments of government funds that goes 
beyond campaign reimbursements.C.136] In some countries public 
funding for parties depends on the size of that party, for example a 
country may only provide funding to parties which have more than a 
certain number of candidates or supporters. [136] A common 
argument for public funding of political parties is that it creates 
fairer and more democratic elections by enabling more groups to 
compete, whereas many advocates for private funding of parties 
argue that donations to parties are a form of political expression that 
should be protected in a democracy. [i37]_ Public financing of political 
parties may decrease parties' pursuit of funds through corrupt 
methods, by decreasing their incentive to find alternate sources of 
funding. [138] 
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Campaign finance restrictions may 
be motivated by the perception that 
excessive or secretive contributions 
to political pariies will make them 
beholden to people other than the 
voters. 

One way of categorizing the sources of party funding is between public funding and private funding. 
Another dichotomy is between plutocratic and grassroots sources; parties which get much of their 
funding from large corporations may tend to pursue different policies and use different strategies than 
parties which are mostly funded through small donations by individual supporters.[ 13.9) Private funding 
for political parties can also be thought of as coming from internal or external sources: this distinguishes 
between dues from party members or contributions by candidates, and donations from entities outside 
of the party like non-members, corporations, or trade unions.[ 139) Internal funding may be preferred 
because external sources might make the party beholden to an outside entity.I13.91 

Uses for party funds 

There are many ways for political parties to deploy money in order to secure better electoral outcomes. 
Parties often spend money to train activists, recruit volunteers, create and deploy advertisements, 
conduct research and support for their leadership in between elections, and promote their policy 
agenda. [133] Many political parties and candidates engage in a practice called clientelism, in which they 
distribute material rewards to people in exchange for political support; in many ·countr1es this is illegal, 
though even where it is illegal it may nevertheless be widespread in practiceJ 14°J Some parties engage 
directly in vote-buying, in which a party gives money to a person in exchange for their vote. [l4lJ 

Though it may be crucial for a party to spend more than some threshold to win a given election, there are 
typically diminishing returns for expenses during a campaignJ 142J Once a party has spent more than a 
certain amount, additional expenditures might not increase their chance of successJ1.43J 

Restrictions 

Fundraising and expenditures by political parties are regulated by governments, with regulations largely 
focusing on who can contribute money to parties, how parties' money can be spent, and how much of it 
can pass through the hands of a political party. [1.44] Two main ways that regulations affect parties is by 
intervening in their sources of income and by mandating that they maintain some level of transparency 
about their funding.C 145] One common type of restriction on how parties acquire money is to limit who 
can donate money to political parties; for example, people who are not citizens of a country may not be 
allowed to make contributions to that country's political parties, in order to prevent foreign 
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interference.[i44] It is also comn. .. _,.1 to limit how much money an ind,.. _Jual can give to a political party 
each electionJ 146) Similarly, many governments cap the total amount of money that can be spent by each 
party in an electionJi35J Transparency regulations may require parties to disclose detailed financial 
information to the government, and in many countries transparency laws require those disclosures to be 
available to the public, as a safeguard against potential corruption. [i3_3J 

Creating, implementing, and amending laws regarding party expenses can be extremely difficult, since 
governments may be controlled by the very parties that these regulations restrict_[i3.3J 

Party colours and symbols 

Nearly all political parties associate themselves with colours and symbols, primarily to aid voters in 
id~ntifying, recognizing, and remembering the party. This branding is particularly important in polities 
where much of the population may be illiterate, so that someone who cannot read a party's name on a 
ballot can instead identify that party by colour or logo.[~47] Parties of similar ideologies will often use the 
same colours across different countriesJ 148l[~49] Colour associations are useful as a short-hand for 
referring to and representing parties in graphical media.C1soJ They can also be used to refer to coalitions 
and alliances between political parties and other organizations;I 1s1J examples include purple alliances, 
te.ci~gJ.:~.eg ani_a11-c::_es, ti:ctffic liglit C()_ctli~iOP:S., pctg~gree!l ~o_c1E1i~n.s, and I?§l}l~}?tue ~galgi.s:>J?:S.· . . . . .. . . .... 

However, associations between colour and ideology are extremely inconsistent: parties of the same 
ideology in different countries often use different colours, and sometimes competing parties in a country 
may even adopt the same coloursJ 1s2] These associations also have major exceptions. For example, in 
the United States, red is associated with the more conservative Republican Party while blue is associated 
with the more liberal Depioc!atic Pclrty, which is different from the typical mappingJ~4SJ[i53J 






































































































