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Julian E. Zelizer

Among the most enduring images from the controversial 2000 presidential election was the “butterfly” ballot. The design of the ballot that was used in Palm Beach County, Florida, created an utter disaster. Theresa LePore, the Palm Beach election supervisor who was responsible for the design, had meant to make things easier. “I was trying to make the print bigger so elderly people in Palm Beach County can read it,” she said.1 But many elderly voters were confused by the way that the candidates’ names were lined up. A substantial number of these voters, who were Jewish and liberal, accidentally offered their support to third-party candidate Pat Buchanan, a conservative with a checkered history of anti-Semitism, instead of the Democratic candidate, Vice President Al Gore.

The bitter fight that unfolded about the design of this ballot and others in Florida was a vivid reminder of the physical dimension of democracy. During the recount process that followed election day, Americans watched on television as officials used magnifying glasses to figure out what these and other ballots said about the intention of voters. While many of the histories of this country revolve around the great ideas of our political system or the institutional design that the founders created with the Constitution, we know too little about the actual mechanisms through which people participate in making our government work.

The ballot is among the most fundamental components of our democracy. The ballot has literally been the way that people make their choice about who should lead them and how the government will register the final decision of the electorate. The ballot itself, which has been paper for most of our history, has been inscribed into the memorabilia that collectors find and history museums preserve. But the history of the ballot is something that we must pay much greater attention to. As the controversy over the 2000 election revealed, the structure and design of the ballot can have enormous consequences for how our politics function or fail us.

In times before ballots were secret, this piece of paper could be used as a mechanism of intimidation and persuasion, since everyone could see who a voter was supporting. Parties also used the ballot to trick voters in certain cases. In 1857 some Democrats printed ballots with a font meant to look like the one on Republican ballots so that voters would be confused.2 The color of the document or the size of the print also had the potential to mark the voting process. Throughout our history, the way in which the names of parties and candidates were listed and the visuals that were used could favor certain parties or persons and make it difficult for others to gain attention. For African Americans, women, and poor Americans, the paper ballot had enormous importance at different moments as the pathway to full citizenship. Mere access to this treasured piece of paper was what separated those who were disenfranchised from those who wielded the political power.

Americans fought over the design of the ballot as part of the ongoing contest over power. At the same time that some party leaders were determined to preserve ballots that could be easily corrupted, reformers fought for ones that would protect the ability of voters to make their decisions and ensure that every vote was counted. Even the way in which individuals cast their ballots evolved, with greater protections created over time. In 1888, when municipal elections in Louisville, Kentucky, became the first to use the Australian Ballot, which was cast in secret, one writer noted: “The election last Tuesday was the first municipal election I have ever known which was not bought outright.”3 In recent years, however, the displacement of the paper ballot by the electronic voting machine has raised all sorts of new issues, including the possibility of hacking by overseas governments.

The following pages offer one of the best visual histories of the ballot that we have available. Readers are taken on a wonderful tour of what voting looked like and what enfranchised America saw when they made their decisions. Through these images, we see the design, the evolution, and the complexities of American democracy in action. The book is a reminder that on election day, the ways in which we process our choices have had as many consequences as what politicians promise and the factors that guide the final decision of the electorate.
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Diagram of sample polling arrangement, 1889.
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THE MOST FUGITIVE EPHEMERA
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Alicia Yin Cheng

It is the most potent of all sheets of paper: the ballot.1

PHILIP LORING ALLEN, 1906

CORN AND BEANS

As a material tool of democracy, the ballot should not, by its nature, be collectible. Legally required to be destroyed within a certain period after an election, surviving tickets are usually the result of an election officer who used a ballot to write down a tally and kept that record in his personal papers. Early ballots were easier to pocket, before regulations made election officers liable for all unaccounted ballots. Others must have been kept surreptitiously, but it is hard to know precisely just how these ballots managed to survive. One collector aptly described the election ballot as “the most fugitive ephemera.”2

Before there were paper ballots in America, there was the human voice. Using the viva voce system, a practice with roots in ancient Greece, eligible voters would announce the names of their preferred candidates to a government clerk who registered votes in a pollbook. Election judges and the candidates were present, and the nominee would formally acknowledge each vote by bowing and thanking the voter.3 But even by 1786, that system was recognized to be imperfect. A commenter from New Jersey expressed polite concern that the public declaration of one’s vote “openly wounded the tender sensibilities of friendship.”4

Some residents of the American colonies cast their votes with corn and beans—corn for yea, beans for nay. Often bodies would suffice: in Kentucky, some local elections were decided by counting the number of supporters lined up on opposite sides of a road. These motley systems worked fine for small-scale local elections but got trickier with larger crowds. In 1790, the population of the early republic was less than four million. In the next twenty years, it nearly doubled, making the viva voce method even more unwieldy. By the end of the century, every state had adopted voting “by papers” except for Kentucky, where the state legislature stuck to voting by voice until as late as 1890.

In the early days of the republic, the use of the paper ballot was far from systematically enforced, and each municipality had its own requirements. Early paper ballots were simple letterpress slips of different sizes that sometimes listed just a single name; on other ballots, the office title was printed and voters wrote their preferences underneath by hand. Voters could also cut out preprinted ballots from broadsides or newspapers. Back then, there were many ways to cast a vote, but all of them required some effort.

Printed ballots embody the material history of democracy in the United States: its ideals, its routines, and its abuses. Their typography, their designs, and even the paper they were printed on have a story to tell. They speak to changing notions of what elections are, whom they include and exclude, and the political possibilities they offer: these artifacts reflect efforts to control the ostensible free will of the voter as well as how generations between the 1800s and today have accepted, rejected, and fought for the power of the ballot.
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The County Election, George Caleb Bingham, 1854.



SUFFRAGE IS RELATIVE

Vaguely and half unconsciously, but every day more and more, the masses hug the flattering illusion that one man is essentially about as good as another.5

FRANCIS PARKMAN, 1878

The social history of ballots is directly linked to the history of suffrage: Who should have the privilege to choose our political leaders? The right to vote in the early days of the nation could be summarized in three words: “landed white males.” But closer examination of suffrage qualifications reveals even more specific rules detailing just how much land you needed to own, which religious faiths were permissible, and exactly how white was white. Good character and intelligence were cited as key attributes; Massachusetts required good citizens to “not be vicious in life” and disenfranchised “lyers [sic], drunkards, swearers and those refusing to take the oath of fidelity to the government.”6 In North Carolina, election officials complained that “Jews, strangers, sailors, servants, negroes and Frenchmen” could vote.7 Americans loved their freedom, as long it was given to the right people.

Voting rights expanded dramatically between 1790 and the 1850s, but it was an inconsistent, complicated process, as historian Alexander Keyssar described:

The buoyant optimism about popular participation, so visible in the 1830s and 1840s, gave way to apprehension and fear by the late 1870s and 1880s. . . . Overall, the period witnessed a checkered tale of motion forward, backward, and sideways, of local peculiarities and surprises, of a rapidly changing, increasingly heterogenous society contending awkwardly with its own professed political values.8

From 1800 to 1850, the population grew from 5.3 million to an unprecedented 23 million as waves of immigrants arrived from Europe, a large proportion of those from Ireland. Voting rights––while still a patchwork that varied from locality to locality—expanded as property requirements were eased, a process that accelerated during the administration of Andrew Jackson. “Old Hickory” was elected in 1829 on an anti-establishment, populist platform that promoted the participation of the common man in government. During his administration, electoral changes were made to dramatically expand the democratic franchise. Instead of being appointed, more government officials now had to gain office by popular vote. More candidates were running for more offices, and more men were allowed to vote. The small group of party elites who chose presidential nominees was also subject to a popular vote. On a local level, more municipal offices were directly elected rather than appointed, and terms of office were often as short as two years or less. By 1856, all thirty-four states had adopted universal suffrage for all white males.

Over the next decades, the country would undergo a traumatic civil war, slavery would be abolished, and millions of immigrants from China and elsewhere would continue to arrive. The introduction of new ethnic, religious, and foreign textures to the heretofore predominantly white multitudes inspired growing alarm: in 1840, diarist Philip Hone wrote fearfully of the “the heterogenous mass of vile humanity in our population.”9

Initial enthusiasm for universal manhood suffrage began to wane, and restricting the electoral franchise became a more common tactic in the middle nineteenth century. Historian Kirk Porter observed, “On the Pacific coast the Chinaman was excluded with violent indignation. On the Atlantic cost the Irishman was the object of execration. . . . But everywhere the door was slammed in the face of the Negro.”10 Native Americans were targeted as well, with states passing constitutional provisions to “prevent the wild tribes from voting” or specifying that the word “white” should designate not just “not black” but also not “copper-color.”11

While these laws were inclusive in their exclusion, suffrage requirements still applied only to men. And while the women’s suffrage movement began as early as the 1840s, it wasn’t until the ratification of the Nineteenth Amendment that women gained the right to vote—in 1920.
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“Diagram of the Rise and Fall of American Political Parties, from 1789 to 1880, inclusive,” from The Conspectus of the History of Political Parties and the Federal Government, by Walter R. Houghton, 1880.



POLITICAL PARTY PARTY

Courting popularity and attempting to gain the affections of the people . . . has oftener produced tyrants or demagogues . . . than patriots and good government.12

JOHN PAGE, CONGRESSMAN FROM VIRGINIA, 1794

In his famous farewell address in 1796, George Washington warned Americans against “faction politics,” calling the domination of one political group over another a “frightful despotism.”13 But as the percentage of the population with voting rights expanded during the nineteenth century, partisanship was inevitable, giving rise to a mind-boggling number of political parties and splinter groups that far surpassed the current two major parties of today’s system. Election tickets from the early to mid-nineteenth century reflected a wide array of political descriptors: Liberal Democrats and Regular Democrats, Liberal Republicans, Regular Republicans and Democrat-Republicans, the Free Soil Party, the People’s Party, the Citizens Party, and the Labor Reform Party, as well as the Prohibition and Temperance Parties, the Greenback Party, and the Regular Anti-Chinese Party, to name a few. The rapidly changing political landscape meant that getting elected took a lot more effort, organization, and funding. This required a higher-level model of campaign manager to run things, as well as a new breed of candidate: the professional politician. By the mid-nineteenth century, the days where “the office should seek the man, not the man the office” were over.14
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“Scene at the polls, New York City. Boxes for the distribution of tickets. Everybody busy.” Frank Leslie’s Illustrated Newspaper, November 15, 1856.



Voting was still an open system: neither secret nor systematic nor orderly. On election day, party workers handed out ballots from booths set up near the polling stations, soliciting voters and persuading the undecided. Voters were handed prefilled election tickets that listed all the party candidates as a “straight ticket”; these could be deposited directly into the ballot box with no need to make selections or marks of any kind. Attempting to vote a “split ticket” with candidates from different parties required the voter to attach two ballots together, making it tempting to just surrender to an entire party lineup. The growing investment in campaign finances meant there was more money to fund the increasingly elaborate election machine: political races produced a vast number of broadsides, handbills, posters, ephemera, and election tickets for multiple campaigns going on at both the municipal and state levels. This increasing demand for ink on paper initiated a number of contemporaneous innovations in the 1800s, not only in the machinery of American politics but also in the materials and machinery of graphic production.

OLD SACKS AND BLUEGRASS

The manufacture of paper, though an interesting process to witness, is difficult to describe intelligibly.15

JOEL MUNSELL, 1876

Paper played a critical role in American democracy. Originally manufactured by hand using linen and cotton rags, paper was laborious and time-intensive to make, with a standard-size mill producing an average of only two reams of paper per day. As demand for newspapers, pamphlets, and broadsides increased during the Civil War, a rag shortage required supplies to be imported from Europe and as far afield as Asia and Egypt. Although a mechanized process for papermaking had been introduced in the early 1800s, allowing for faster production, quantities were still restricted by the limited availability of rags.

Papermakers constantly experimented with a range of processes and materials, including asbestos, bluegrass, banana leaves, asparagus, hornets’ nests, old sacks, horseradish, cabbage stumps, and manure. By the 1860s, technical innovations using wood pulp combined with rags allowed paper to be manufactured at a larger industrial scale for the first time.

While paper was becoming less expensive and easier to produce, the invention of the steam-driven cylinder press in the 1840s allowed printing to become faster, all while a growing network of steamboats, canals, and railroads enabled printed matter to be distributed to more people. Literacy rates surged as reading materials became affordable to the nonwealthy and school-children could have personal copies of spelling primers. Smaller platen presses powered by foot treadles enabled even the smallest towns to have their own weekly publications, inspiring Scottish author Thomas Hamilton to observe: “The influence and circulation of newspapers is great beyond anything ever known in Europe. In truth, nine tenths of the population read nothing else. . . . Every village, nay, almost every hamlet, has its press. . . . Newspapers penetrate to every crevice of the union.”16
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Platen press, 1892.



More partisan, sensationalist reporting met the growing public appetite for news, and vitriolic campaign newspapers were a feature of nineteenth-century elections. Editors were often richly rewarded for printing fiery political tirades against opposition candidates, and short-run publications produced for the duration of campaign periods had colorful names like the Polk-er, The Rough and Ready, and the opposition’s counter masthead, The Tough and Steady. Historian Frank Luther Mott noted that the newspapers in the first half of the nineteenth century “reflected the crassness of the American society of the times. Scurrility, assaults, corruption, blatancy were commonplace. Journalism had grown too fast.”17

The dramatic pace of typographic and printing innovation during the nineteenth century resulted in the typographic and ornamental exuberance that is the hallmark of the Victorian period and reflected in the ballots of that era. Letterpress printing was the common, largely monochromatic process: compositions were restricted to a rectilinear grid, and typefaces were laboriously cast by hand from metal or wood. Automatic type-casting machines, invented in the 1840s, used hot, molten metal alloys poured into forms that allowed more refined and delicate designs. American type foundries competed to offer the widest array of novelty styles, creating massive catalogs of type specimens for every occasion.

The invention of lithography and chromolithography in the 1830s allowed a compositor to create hand-drawn layouts directly on a stone, which was then prepared with multiple coatings of oil-based inks. This freehand method allowed for the reproduction of a continuous tone and inspired more decorative compositions with integrated type, image, and ornaments, unrestricted by the strict metal grid of letterpress. Letterpress printers responded to the challenge by creating their own compositions, ingeniously using their existing tools to create contortive typographic layouts, patterns, and embellishments that had never been seen before. Printers were outdoing themselves—all for pieces of ephemera that were meant to be used just once.

Compositions and aesthetic choices that seem outlandish and baffling to us now may have had a strategic use on the ballot. Fanciful styles and unconventional typography may have been encouraged by party bosses not only to be distinctive during the chaos of election day but also to deliberately mislead inattentive voters and encourage fraudulent behavior at the polls. The volume and frequency of campaign materials made any regulation and oversight by the state governments nearly impossible, meaning that the parties were essentially entrusted with that responsibility. With this outright monopoly of the ballot from the inside, the party foxes were in charge of the electoral henhouse.

DODGING, PASTING, AND TAPEWORMS

I cannot attempt to describe the complicated and varying election laws of the different States.18

JAMES BRYCE, 1888

Election fraud is as old as elections themselves. Since parties printed and distributed the ballots, the system was ripe for a multitude of abuses. Nothing ensured that the ballots produced by the parties were correct: there were no regulations dictating when nominees for office were announced, and candidates were often removed or replaced at the last minute. Imagine that change order as you labored over a lithographic stone, trying to fit all the candidates’ names in by hand. Ballots tended to be a compact and portable size, about five inches wide by seven inches tall, and there was a lot to fit in: with the density of races, it was no surprise that numerous voters did not even read their ballots, let alone know for whom they had voted. It was far easier to just take the ticket provided by the party peddler, accept some ready cash and a slug of free whiskey, and deposit it directly into the ballot box . . . If it was a challenging task to parse a ballot when sober, it was even more so when inebriated from the “treating” that was rampant on election day (more on that soon).

Ballot modifications were not discouraged by the candidates and were so habitual that small strips of gummed paper called “pasters” would be sent to voters or made available at the polls. Glue pots were provided at polling stations so voters could stick alternative candidate names on top of the printed ones. To foil pasters or write-ins, graphic countermeasures were applied: elaborately curved type, unorthodox stylistic combinations, and ornamental infills that covered every inch of space, making edits more difficult. Motivated voters could still squeeze in modifications to the ballot despite the lack of open space, and early tickets show extensive handwritten amendments on top of the printed words, early evidence of the need for self-expression.

Other ballots had elaborate designs on the backs, not only to make them more attractive but also to make them distinctive so that party enforcers could be assured their money was well spent. Some states tried ensuring the security of the vote with envelopes; others tried systems of ballot folding or numbering or required voters to sign their ballots to prove their identity. Systems were tried and tested, but up until the late 1880s, there were no mandated requirements for safeguarding the ballot.

One stolen ballot could start an endless chain of ballot stuffing. Known as “repeating,” or, more colorfully, the “Tasmanian Dodge,” an unmarked ballot would be marked outside the polling place by a party boss and given to a bought voter. The voter would receive a blank ballot on entering the polling place but would deposit the premarked ballot. He then would hand over his unused clean ballot to be marked again, and the chain would continue.

Another, more recherché type of ballot fraud practiced in South Carolina in 1880 employed “tissue ballots,” one ballot that contained several ballots printed on very thin stock. Nested together, these ballots would look singular, but when shaken inside the ballot box, they would multiply from one vote to many. No artifact of this type of ballot remains.

One extreme format that bordered on the absurd was the “tapeworm ballot” used in California in 1871. Measuring only slightly larger than a fortune cookie slip, it listed twenty-six candidates, from governor to constable, as well as two constitutional amendments. The type was so minuscule that it was impossible for voters to amend. But it still served as a functioning ballot, and the Tapeworm Ticket won handily. The microscopic format worked so well the first time, the party tried it again a month later in a subsequent election, this time with an even smaller version. This, apparently, was the straw that broke the regulatory back in California: that year, the secretary of state recommended that the state supply a sanctioned stock, printed only with black type at a specified size, and that there be “no distinguishing marks.” That was the beginning of both watershed election reform measures and the demise of freewheeling ballot design.
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Tapeworm ballot, California, 1871.



PURITY OF THE BOX

[We] have but one desire and that is, an honest expression of the will of the people through the ballot box.19

ASSEMBLY OF THE STATE OF NEW YORK, COMMITTEE ON GRIEVANCES, 1857

Casting a vote wasn’t the only challenge to the voter—depositing it was a whole other affair. Hats were long used as vote containers in America, as they had been in ancient Greece. In the late 1800s, the ballot container began to represent efforts to literally secure election results, graduating from a hat to a solid, tamperproof box often made of wood with a hinged lid. As an additional safeguard, the lid would often have a lock requiring two keys held by opposing party representatives.
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Jollie’s glass ballot box, 1857.



In 1856, a ballot box was seized in San Francisco that revealed hidden side panels and a false bottom containing premarked ballots. Applying pressure on certain areas opened the lid, allowing access without the keys. The blatant fraud of the Stuffer’s Box prompted huge public outcry and inspired Samuel Jollie to invent a glass ballot box later that year. A glass sphere contained within an open, cube-shaped structure with four metal columns and a hinged ornamental lid, the box had a small hole at the top to receive rolled-up ballots. Delicate and elegant, Jollie’s box served as a formal counterpoint to the Stuffer’s Box. Providing literal transparency, this device, which was put to limited use (mainly in San Francisco and New York), was depicted in political illustrations of the day as a symbol of “pure democracy.”

Sometimes there was more than one ballot box. Parties often facilitated straight-ticket voting for multiple races by preparing bundles of tickets to be handed directly to voters. The entire bundle would be passed on to the election officials, who would then sort the tickets into individual ballot boxes, one for each office. Congressional accounts from 1863 describe one big box measuring six feet long with eight separate holes at the top for each of eight offices. Another idea called for stamped metal ballots of variable sizes with corresponding slots of variable widths. I couldn’t find visual evidence of these, sadly.

CONVERTING SWINE INTO PORK

A large proportion of . . . the voting population depended upon election day as a regular source of income.20

NEW-YORK DAILY TRIBUNE, 1883

Election day in the mid-nineteenth century was the culmination of a sustained period of intense excitement and active public participation that often lasted for months, featuring marches, speeches, parades, barbeques, music, fireworks, bell ringing, bonfires, steer roasts, and cannon fire. Planned skirmishes were not uncommon to deter elderly or timid voters for the opposing party; women were discouraged from attending. Following the recent war with Mexico, political parties had a paramilitary structure and militialike marching clubs were formed in support of the candidates. With names like the Wide Awakes, the Boys in Blue, and the Ever Readies, the uniformed groups marched in formation and held massive rallies that involved entire communities. Election day itself was a public holiday; open bets on election results were common, and estimating attendance at rallies was a popular sport.

While the American public seemed to relish the political spectacle, the French historian and political theorist Alexis de Tocqueville observed in 1831 that holding elections so frequently may not have been good for our collective temperament:

When elections recur only at long intervals, the state is exposed to violent agitation every time they take place. . . . When elections occur frequently, their recurrence keeps society in a feverish excitement, and gives a continual instability to public affairs. Thus, on the one hand, the state is exposed to the perils of a revolution, on the other, to perpetual mutability; the former system threatens the very existence of the government, the latter prevents any steady and consistent policy. The Americans have preferred the second of these evils to the first; but they were led to this conclusion by instinct more than reason, for a taste for variety is one of the characteristic passions of democracy.21

In frontier settlements, local taverns served as polling places and votes could be bought by ready cash, a ladleful of whiskey, or other favors. An account from newspaperman Marcus “Brick” Pomeroy’s memoirs describes an 1858 election in Wisconsin:

I bought and paid for . . . ten gallons of liquor. . . . Then I brought in from the kitchen a clean washtub, poured half of the whisky into it, supplied the outfit with a tin dipper, and appointed a stout Belgian farmer to take charge of it and treat men as they came in—with Judge Larabee’s compliments. It was not long before the tavern was full of voters, as election day they all come out to meet each other and to vote. . . . About half-past ten voting began, all the tickets voted being handed to me for inspection. Those for Larabee went into the ballot box; those for his opponent went into the fire, as no good. Before noon all had voted, and the result was about 200 for Larabee, and three votes, I believe, was the number for Billinghurst.22

Another method of election fraud relied on personal grooming. Using a technique described as voting “by whiskers,” men would start with a full beard, then, after casting their first vote of the day, they were taken to a barber to “scrape off the chin fringe” to vote again. Then again with “side lilacs and a mustache.” And again with just a mustache. If the voting tally required further help, another trip to the barber for a clean shave allowed a vote “plain face.” One man, one beard, five votes.23 Party operators also employed more aggressive techniques called “cooping,” where drunk and indigent men were rounded up and kept in a back room until election day, when they were forced to make the rounds to polling sites to repeatedly vote for the right candidate.

The waves of new immigrants often arrived with no means and were especially susceptible to the predatory practices of societies like Tammany Hall. Deeply enmeshed in the workings of the Democratic-Republican party machine, Tammany Hall and its leader, William “Boss” Tweed, played a major role in the nineteenth-century political scene in New York City and the state. Providing basic necessities like coal, food, and medical care to poor immigrants effectively bought political loyalty and opportunities for exploitation. In a speech to Congress in 1879, Representative William Frye from Maine described the level of electoral corruption at the height of Boss Tweed’s power:

Frauds were stupendous; illegal registration and repeating seemed almost to be the rule. . . . Rum ran in streams; and riot, assaults and murders were the order. The courts were started, and . . . they ground out citizens at the rate of one thousand a day, with no more solemnity than and quite as much celerity as is displayed in converting swine into pork in a Cincinnati packing house.24
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“Boss Tweed: ‘As long as I count the Votes, what are you going to do about it? say?’” Thomas Nast, Harper’s Weekly, October 1871.



Areas were divided into a decentralized system of individual wards, led by a boss who served as a local vote gatherer and patron. Boss Tweed’s testimony to the Special Committees of the Board of Aldermen is a chilling account of the total dominance of the boss system in New York City:



	Q:

	Now, Mr. Tweed, when you were in office, did the ring control the elections in this city?




	A:

	They did absolutely.




	Q:

	How did you control the election?




	A:

	Well, each ward had a representative man who could control matters in his own ward, and whom the various members of the general committee were to look up to for advice how to control elections.




	Q:

	What were they to do in case you wanted one man elected over another?




	A:

	Count the ballots in bulk, or without consulting them announce the result in bulk, or change from one to the other, as the case may have been.




	Q:

	Then these elections were really no elections at all?




	A:

	The ballots made no result. The counters made the result.25





KANGAROO VOTING

The Australian law is an ambuscade for cheating and knavery.26

NEW-YORK TRIBUNE, 1895

By the 1880s, voters and governmental officials in the majority of states had had enough of a partisan voting system that was unsystematized, untrustworthy, and susceptible to corruption. Meanwhile, on the other side of the globe in Australia, a new ballot system was afoot that was radically different from earlier reform efforts. This new approach established fundamental principles and conditions that we take for granted today: standardized official ballots would be prepared and administered by the state; all candidates would be listed on a single, consolidated, nonpartisan layout; and ballots were to be distributed only at the polling place. The key innovation of the Australian ballot? That the act of voting would be secret.

First proposed in 1851, the Australian system was adopted eight years later in Tasmania and New South Wales. As increasingly egregious forms of electoral fraud came to light in the United States during the 1880s, ballot reform gained significant momentum, and by the 1908 presidential election of William Howard Taft, thirty-two states out of forty-six had ratified the new ballot system. The new, impartial instrument not only offered voters privacy but also allowed a selection of candidates across party lines. The secret ballot was credited with giving value back to the vote, treating it as a private privilege and not a commodity for sale.
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Election handbill, 1888.



Despite the major flaws of an open voting system, there were still those who believed that a public declaration was the only option for an independent man of honor. Some critics declared the new system a form of electoral repression and complained that “whatever tends to impair or restrict the right of franchise, to limit the number of voters, or to vex or harass them in the exercise of this most important duty is pernicious and dangerous.”27 Other arguments against the “kangaroo vote” claimed that it would be inordinately expensive because of the sheer size of the ballot, that the process of marking the ballot would take too long and be too taxing for voters, and that the new structure was biased toward candidates with an unfair alphabetical advantage. The introduction of the Australian system also saw the beginning of what was to be an enduring history of contested voter intent and disputed mark making. Other detractors claimed that an official, preprinted ballot limited voters’ choices to only the names listed. Being able to vote for whomever you wanted, whether their names were on the ballot or not, was seen as an inherent right, and anything that might impede this was thought to discriminate against the “liberty of nomination.”28 The inclusion of a write-in area on contemporary ballots is a testament to the demand for free expression and protest that endures to this day.

Other Progressive Era reforms in the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries helped clean up ancillary aspects of the voting experience. Restricting electioneering within one hundred feet of a polling place and banning the sale of alcohol on election day had an immediate effect on decorum, making the once raucous spectacles “as peaceful as [the] Sabbaths.”29 In 1892, Massachusetts lawyer and political activist Richard Henry Dana III observed:

Quiet, order, and cleanliness reign in and about polling places. I have visited precincts where, under the old system, coats were torn off the backs of voters, where ballots of one kind have been snatched from voters’ hands and others put in their places, with threats against using any but the substituted ballots; and under the new system all was orderly and peaceable. Indeed, the self-respect in voting under the new system is alone worth all the extra expense to the state.30

The speed by which the new system was adopted was not necessarily the result of honorable statesmen protecting the integrity of American democracy. State legislators controlled all aspects of the bureaucracy, consolidating the balance of power and allowing them to wield partisan influence more effectively and efficiently. With the adoption of the Australian ballot, parties were able to create laws that could work in their electoral favor without the trouble and expense of printing their own tickets or hiring an army of party heelers to rally votes one by one.

The Australian ballot helped deter frauds like stuffing the ballot box by changing one’s facial hair, but other methods of disenfranchisement remained. Each state and often each city had different voter requirements that were often weak disguises for voter suppression, targeting working-class, poor, and ethnically undesirable voters; New York City required voters to register in person on a Jewish holiday, for example. While it hadn’t been so easy to cast your vote before the Australian system, it became even harder: citizens needed a high level of literacy, an awareness of the candidates and offices, and the time and patience to complete the ballot accurately. Compare that to just taking a ticket and putting it in a box, and it is no surprise voter participation numbers went down in the period immediately following its introduction. As one historian put it, “The Australian ballot did not decrease the extent of fraud; it only changed the way the fraud occurred.”31

CLEAN WHITE PAPER

The criteria of a good ballot form are hard to determine.32

O. DOUGLAS WEEKS, 1942

Uniformity of production specifications was recognized as a key aspect of keeping the ballot secret. The majority of states left it to election officers to regulate production details but demanded that it should be “impossible to distinguish any one of the ballots from the other ballots.” Requirements decreed that ballots be printed on “clean white paper, with no distinguishing marks.” Iowa specified that ballots should be printed on “good quality plain white paper through which printing or writing cannot be read.” Some states provided the paper themselves. New York was explicit, stipulating: “All ballots of the same kind for the same polling place shall be of precisely the same size, quality and shade of paper, and of precisely the same kind and arrangement of type and tint of ink.”33 The specifications are a long read.

Quantity and distribution methods varied. Usually the law stated that one hundred ballots should be furnished for every fifty voters, sealed in packages and given to a city clerk. Massachusetts, New Hampshire, and Rhode Island required two sets of ballots to be prepared, one set held in reserve for an emergency. This process reads soundly, but imagine the drama of finding a typo or the last-minute addition of a candidate’s name, which would require plates to be redone and the entire print run scrapped.

The Australian system also presented new challenges for voters, who needed to pay attention to mark-making instructions that were not always intuitive but nonetheless critical: any irregularities invalidated the vote. Each state had mind-numbing specifics that defined an acceptable mark: Utah required that “two straight lines be as nearly equal in length and cross each other as near the center of each line as practiceable.” New Jersey allowed a plus sign, but if you were in North Carolina, a check mark would do. Pay attention if you lived in Arkansas, where you had to strike out the names of the candidates or measures you did NOT want (horizontal lines, please, not vertical . . . that was in Texas). California provided rubber stamps to make a uniform mark; Indiana insisted voters use a specific type of blue pencil that had to be returned after voting, then destroyed after the election.34

A SWORD TOO CLUMSY TO WIELD

If [the people] do not take an interest in a given ballot, there are two solutions—change the people or change the ballot. As the people are too big to be spanked, and since human nature in the mass responds but slowly to prayer, it is good sense to change the ballot.35

RICHARD CHILDS, 1911

The main provision of the Australian ballot was that all candidates’ names must be printed on one ballot, which was to be marked in secret. Described as a “blanket ballot,” the layout promoted an objective, consistent, and nonpartisan format. Candidates’ names were listed by office, alphabetically, with party affiliation discretely listed to the side. Inevitably, individual states began adopting variations, organizing names by party in columns with a pictorial emblem, making it possible to again vote a straight ticket. Party positioning on the blanket ballot layout became an issue. Wisconsin did it alphabetically, while Delaware and Oklahoma decided that Democrats should always be listed before Republicans. Some states ordered parties based on the number of votes in the last election; others rotated the order with each election cycle; minor parties were arranged at the discretion of the election officials or sometimes by the typesetter. New rules had to be made to figure out how to list candidates who represented multiple parties, candidates who coincidentally had the same name, or candidates who died before election day—not to mention how to correct any errors or make any other fixes that were needed after printing.


[image: image]

Sketch for emblem ballot layout, 1904.



Official areas for write-ins, a concession to independent voting, were provided on the new ballots in multiple ways. Instead of being forced to cram a handwritten name on any available space, voters were provided with blank lines, labeled in various ways. New Jersey called it “Personal Choice,” Connecticut called it “No nomination,” and Mississippi stipulated they were to be used only in case of a candidate’s death. Delaware forbade the write-in, declaring it would void one’s vote. Kentucky allowed it but oddly removed the blank lines in 1938.36

In a brochure from the 1890s amply titled Memoranda of Defects in the Australian Ballot System of Voting, As Shown in Its Practical Operation in Various States, Compiled from Clippings Cut During the Last Four Years Almost Exclusively from the New-York Tribune, an Earnest Supporter of the System, extracts from newspaper articles describe responses to the new ballot format that read like haikus of electoral ills:

VERMONT (1892)—Many electors refuse to vote.—Great number of ballots thrown out.—Voters crowded out by slow marking.—Call for repeal of law.

PENNSYLVANIA (c. 1890) —Nomination papers filed too late.—Ballots too large to be printed in time.—Not enough paper in the county.—Ballots for whole state claimed to be illegal through mistake of officials.—Candidate died after ballot was printed.—No remedy.

CALIFORNIA (1896)—Complexity and size of ballot embarasses officials.

ARKANSAS (1896)—Despairing voter: “I don’t know how to vote this ballot but I want to vote the straight Republican ticket—Fix it up yourselves.”

Given the number of offices and candidates in a given election, the form of the ballot could approach absurd lengths. One ballot for New York City’s democratic primary is a whopping fourteen feet long and lists nearly six hundred names (When I unfurled this scroll at the New York Public Library rare book collection, it caused quite a stir. I needed a bigger table.)

Ballot reformers led by civic activist and publicist Richard Childs proposed “short ballots” to simplify the decision-making process:

The multiplicity of elective offices disables democracy. It gives the people a sword too clumsy to wield and thus makes them harmless to their foes. . . . It is not that politicians are corrupt, but that the obscure complexity of our politics constitutes a shelter that is attractive to corrupt men. The proper cure is a Short Ballot—a ballot so simple that the average man will know all about every candidate. Don’t hope for a change in human nature. Don’t try to get all good citizens to “go into politics” but simplify politics so that the good citizen can see the situation from afar.37

Party ballots typically listed candidates’ names, offices, and locality. The enforcement of ballot regulations curtailed any expressive motifs on the blanket ballots, but a sample from Oregon in 1904 includes terse lines of additional text alongside the candidates’ names and party affiliations. These short statements served as an opportunity for propaganda (“For the people and the interests of a greater Portland” or “A farmer. Send one.”) Other states enacted provisions that were more pointed: in 1937, Oklahoma required “any candidate who is other than of the White race shall have his race designated upon the ballots in parenthesis after his name.”38 In Minnesota, nicknames are permitted (except in the case of Shelvie “Pro-life” Rettmann, a 1984 primary candidate for US Representative who, it turns out, didn’t really go by that name). Other candidates have petitioned to be listed as “Carol Moseley Braun,” “Cesar Chavez,” or, simply, “human.” All were rejected.

PERFECT MACHINES

The voting machine does require an act of faith on the part of the voter in a mechanical contrivance whose workings he cannot see.39

T. DAVID ZUKERMAN, 1925

The Progressive Era of the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries saw significant reforms to government and politics, as well as industrial innovations that transformed the electoral landscape. Inventions like the telephone, the lightbulb, the steam engine, and the automobile promised a brave new world of improved productivity and efficiency. The turn of the century also saw the professionalization of fields like political science, statistics, economics, and civil service, leading to a more systematic analysis of voting demographics and electoral administration.

By 1872, a physical ballot was required in all states (except Kentucky, still sticking with the viva voce system). The paper ballot was targeted as a primary reason for persistent fraud: dishonest counting, inadvertent mistakes in marking that invalidated votes, and slowness in reporting results were conditions that would ostensibly be eradicated by machines. The 1890s saw a rush of patent proposals for different types of automated counting machines: dropping balls, pushing buttons, flipping levers, inserting keys, perforating devices, and sliding plates were all suggested as ways to register your vote without paper. As states considered switching systems, regulatory language was modified to declare “any type of machine would be allowed ‘provided secrecy be preserved.’”40
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Patent drawing for Dobbins Voting Machine, 1894.



Expensive, tremendously heavy, and difficult to maintain, the machines were prone to frequent breakdowns due to complex internal mechanisms that often required a perfectly level floor to function. Insufficient numbers of machines caused congestion at the polls and mandated a time limit for each voter. And, as with any lucrative state commission, fraud and bribery related to voting machine contracts were not uncommon, casting doubt on yet another voting process that had once been hailed as a means of purifying the polls.

Despite glowing testimonials from state employees, reviews of the ballotless machines were mixed. Electoral historian Joseph Harris observed, “It is significant that the machines have never been able to succeed if the voter is given his preference between voting on the machine and voting a paper ballot.”41 Flawed as they were, the machines gained widespread use, and by 1928, one in six voters would use a machine to vote in the presidential election.

Voters today may wonder why we can’t just vote online, like we do with any internet poll. But while digital voting is intrinsically flexible (offering unlimited space, multiple languages, handicapped accessibility), it is also inherently hackable. Legal debate continues over what defines a ballot today: Is it the user interface? Is it the paper receipt? The question becomes quite existential.

As of 2019, even after multiple elections have produced disputed results that were physically unverifiable, five states (Louisiana, Georgia, South Carolina, New Jersey, and Delaware) still rely on paperless electronic voting machines.

A SUPERABUNDANT FORCE

Our ability to participate in government, to elect our leaders and to improve our lives, is contingent upon our ability to access the ballot. We know in our heart of hearts that voting is a sacred right—the fount from which all other rights flow.42

STACEY ABRAMS, 2018

The bulk of this book features the printed ballot; with the entrance of the voting machine and paperless ballots, the visual artifacts directly reflect that dramatic change. And while the more contemporary versions may be less graphically outrageous, that is also the point. The parade of ballots, starting with humble monochromatic letterpress and progressing through deliriously ornamental multicolored carnivals to staid and ordered blanket ballots, then shifting to lever-oriented layouts, is a timeline of form unto itself. But the recurring through line is not only how partisan operatives try to game the system but also how the physical ballot can directly reflect efforts at electoral control. Election tickets are the material embodiment of democracy.

Issues of voter intent, security, and the integrity of the ballot are still paramount, just as they were when citizens put colorful tickets in a ballot box, pulled levers in a booth, or tried to punch a chad. Despite the past and present flaws in our system to elect our leaders, it feels appropriate to give the last word to Alexis de Tocqueville, whose 1831 observation captures the complicated miracle that is democracy:

Democracy does not give the people the most skillful government, but it produces what the ablest governments are frequently unable to create: namely, an all-pervading and restless activity, a superabundant force, and an energy which is inseparable from it and which may, however unfavorable circumstances may be, produce wonders.43
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After using the voice voting method until the 1800s, the majority of states enacted legislation declaring that “all manners of voting should be by ballot.”1 Early ballots were written by hand, printed using letterpress, or a combination of both.
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Toleration Ticket, Connecticut, 1818. This early ballot has the party list printed multiple times on one sheet to save paper. The individual tickets would have been trimmed and distributed to voters.
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Whig Ticket, Massachusetts, 1817. Early ballots were printed using letterpress, usually in one color. Voters would submit the entire party list rather than individual selections. This ticket employed enthusiastic punctuation.
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Election tickets, Massachusetts and Rhode Island, ca. late 1820s. Voters often wrote their candidate preferences by hand. One ballot from Rhode Island was submitted and signed by “Ruth Paine his wife.”
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“Chain the Beast, head and feet,” Boston, 1822. Referendum to change the official name from the “Town of Boston” to the “City of Boston.”
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Ballot for the Property Qualification for Colored Men, Clinton County, New York, ca. 1846.
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Working-Men’s Ticket, Connecticut, ca. 1833. The Workingmen’s Party was the first labor-oriented political organization in the United States. This ballot depicts the opposing parties with curious appendages.
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Individual ballots, ca. 1860. Printed front and back on small slips of paper, these tickets would have been given to the voter in a bundle to submit separately in different boxes.
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Folded ballots, ca. 1830. These diminutive folded slips were bundled neatly with string.




[image: image]

Election notice, ca. 1871. Brooklyn readers were requested to cut off the ticket and submit it as their vote.
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Tally sheet, 1846. As the population grew and suffrage expanded, there needed to be more systematic efforts to identify voters at the polling stations. Generating and maintaining the rolls was a tedious task. Names were written in longhand before the adoption of the typewriter in the mid-1880s.
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Improving the integrity of the open voting system inspired initiatives like this government-issued envelope. This example from 1864 includes the Union Party credo and extols the virtues of President Lincoln on the reverse.





The emblems used vary from state to state. The Democratic party uses a rooster in the act of crowing in Indiana, Kentucky, Louisiana, Oklahoma, Utah, and West Virginia; an eagle in New Mexico; the Statue of Liberty in Missouri; a plough in Delaware; a star in New Hampshire, New York, and Rhode Island; and a hand holding the American flag in Michigan. . . . The Prohibition party uses a camel in Missouri, a fountain in several states, and the sun rising over a body of water in Indiana.2

JOSEPH HARRIS, ELECTION ADMINISTRATOR, 1934
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LEFT TO RIGHT Democratic Ticket, New Hampshire, 1863; Democratic National Reform Ticket, Maryland, 1876; Free Soil Ticket, Boston, 1849. Consistent political iconography was still being established during this period. Parties were represented by a range of emblems like this ship, sassy rooster and Dr. Seuss–like tree.
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Ballots printed in German and typeset in blackletter, Ohio, 1864.
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Democratic State Ticket, Ohio, ca. 1850. This buck giving the side eye was the Democratic party emblem.
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LEFT TO RIGHT Regular Democratic Ticket, Massachusetts, ca. 1870s; Labor Ticket, Boston, ca. 1877; Democratic National Reform Tickets, ca. 1870. Motifs were consistent by party, but the look varied depending on the printer, who would select from different engraving catalog illustrations. One ballot includes the motto “Be Just & Fear Not.”
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Regular Democratic Tickets, ca. 1867.
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Regular Republican Tickets, 1867–68. These ballots use the same illustration for mayoral and gubernatorial races.
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Temperance tickets, Boston, ca. 1876. One warns: “Out of the grogshops come misery, woe, poverty and death.” On the other, voters were asked to “scratch the name of any man on the ballot that you do not think sound.”
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A necessarily short and very incomplete overview of early political parties in the United States:

First were the FEDERALISTS (Hamilton! Strong central government! Central bank!) and their opponents, the DEMOCRAT-REPUBLICANS (Jefferson! States’ rights!). The WHIGS were formed by the Democrat-Republicans in opposition to Andrew Jackson; the DEMOCRATIC PARTY formed in opposition to the Whigs; the NORTHERN and SOUTHERN wings of the Democratic Party formed in opposition to each other over slavery. Then there were the FREE SOILERS (no slavery in western territories), the PEOPLE’S PARTY (laborers and farmers), and the SOUTHERN REPUBLICANS, who were divided into the BLACK-AND-TANS (African Americans and liberal whites) and the LILY WHITES (self-explanatory). The KNOW-NOTHINGS specifically opposed Catholics and foreigners; the WORKINGMEN’S PARTY in California focused its ire on the Chinese; the BARNBURNERS hated slavery, the HUNKERS didn’t; there were the COPPERHEADS, the HALF-BREEDS, the STALWARTS, the GREENBACKS, the LOCOFOCOS . . . It wasn’t just the ballots that were colorful back then.
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Democratic and Liberal Republican Ticket, Boston, 1872. In the presidential race against Ulysses Grant, candidate Horace Greeley was supported by what would be a rare combination of party platforms today.
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Party tickets, ca. 1870s and ’80s. Ballot headers were interpreted by individual printers and showcased a wide variety of typographic styles.
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Party tickets, ca. 1870s and ’80s, showcasing some impressive mustaches.
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Regular Democratic Ticket and Regular Citizens Independent Ticket, California, ca. late 1890s. These ballot headers show explicit visual metaphors of the newly introduced Australian ballot system and its effect on the often corrupt politics of the party bosses.
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Regular Anti-Chinese Tickets, San Francisco, ca. 1876. President of the Anti-Coolie club Dr. C. C. O’Donnell ran on an anti-Chinese platform that promised to deport all Chinese immigrants within twenty-four hours of his taking office. One ballot features lettering reminiscent of the typeface Chopsticks.
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Regular Democratic Tickets and Regular Workingmen’s Tickets, California, ca. 1880s. Parties touted anti-Chinese platforms, culminating in the Chinese Exclusion Act of 1882, the first federal law barring a specific ethnicity from immigrating to America.
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Printing ballots on colored paper stock made them more distinctive at the polls and demonstrated to party watchers that their money was well spent. The addition of colored ink produced a more striking look and also served to thwart counterfeiting attempts by opposing parties.
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Regular Republican Ticket, Massachusetts, 1871. This dog-eared ballot shows a lively combination of red ink on yellow paper stock.
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LEFT TO RIGHT Labor Reform Ticket, Massachusetts, 1869; two colors of the Regular Republican Ticket, Massachusetts, 1872; Independent Greenback Ticket, presidential electors, Massachusetts, 1878.
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Regular Repulican Reform Ticket, ca. 1870s.
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Gubernatorial ballot, North Carolina, 1876. This ganged page shows candidate Zebulon Baird Vance’s name typeset in a range of fonts. This sheet would have been trimmed and distributed as individual tickets.





Ballot modifications were not discouraged by political parties and were so habitual that small strips of gummed paper called “pasters” would be sent to voters or handed out at the polls. Glue pots were provided at polling stations so voters could literally stick alternative candidates’ names on top of the printed ones. One observer wrote, “The degree to which pasters are used in a given election is a measure either of the badness of the lists of candidates issued by the parties, or of the independence of the voters, or of both phenomena together.”3
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Campaign letter, paster slips, and envelope, New York, 1865. Paster slips would be distributed to voters in advance of election day. This letter solicited the suffrage of voters for the office of prothonotary, a chief legal clerk.
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Marked ballots from 1888 and 1879. These examples show a combination of “pasters” and markings called “scratches” used to indicate an independent preference by physically defacing or manipulating the printed ballot.
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Regular Democratic Ticket, Massachusetts, 1872.
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Citizens Ticket, Massachusetts, 1876. Ballot layouts became more eleborate as a reflection of the period style but also served as an attempt to foil pasting efforts with serpentine typesetting.





The mid- and late nineteenth century was a period of heavy experimentation in the printing world. Wood type, metal type, and lithography were often combined, creating unusual, contortive typographic layouts that were not easy to execute smoothly. As one printer of the era succinctly described it, “Type is rectangular, and curves do not agree with it.”4
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Regular Union Republican and Tax Payers Ticket, 1870. This ballot has a surprising twist at the bottom.
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Union Ticket, California, 1867.
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Ticket for presidential electors, 1884. This curvilinear composition would not have been easy to achieve and likely used curved forms for the names.
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Election notice, ca. 1880s.
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Democratic Liberal Ticket, 1876.




[image: image]

Prohibition Ticket, Boston, 1873. These typographically expressive ballots were produced using a combination of lithography and metal type.
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Republican Ticket, 1865.
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Union Republican Ticket, 1867. The artwork for the names of candidates Alexander H. Bullock and William Claflin was recycled over several races.
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Regular Democratic Ticket, 1856.
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Regular Democratic Ticket, 1884. Detailed hand-drawn ornamentation adorns these highly embellished ballots. The Buchanan ticket instructed voters: “Write your Name on the back of the Ticket” to verify their identity.
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South Division ballot for Democratic presidential electors, 1864. This dense yet precise lithographic ballot is an impressive display of hand-drawn type.
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The middle of the nineteenth century saw a convergence of technical innovations that allowed paper to be manufactured at an industrial scale, as well as chemical developments in ink making that produced new, brighter, and more stable pigments.
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Presidential elector ticket, Virginia, 1860. This elegant ticket shows fine engraved details.
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LEFT TO RIGHT Regular Republican Ticket, Massachusetts, 1868; Regular Democratic Ticket, Massachusetts, 1876; Regular Republican Ticket, Massachusetts, 1869 and 1871.
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Regular Democratic Ticket, California, 1868.
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Regular Republican Ticket, California, 1870.
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Regular Republican Ticket, California, 1871. These ballots used circular borders as a motif, with one party slogan declaring “No Negro or Chinese Suffrage.”
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Union Republican Ticket, California, 1868.
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Regular Union Democratic Nominations, California, 1867.
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Union Ticket, California, 1864.
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National Democratic Nominations, California, ca. 1880.
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Election scrapbook with pasted ballots in multiple layers, ca. 1860s.
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People’s Tickets, California, 1865. Single-color printing was often used to great advantage to create unique typographic compositions.
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People’s Tickets, California, 1865. Single-color printing was often used to great advantage to create unique typographic compositions.
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Union Republican Ticket, California, 1871. The back features a cartoon of rival gubernatorial candidates Newton Booth and Henry Haight, with Lady Liberty saying, “Bad boy Henry . . . I’ll try Newton this time.”
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People’s Reform Ticket, California, 1859.





Printing in black,

Printing in white,

Printing in colors,

Of sombre or bright.

Printing of pamphlets,

Or bigger books, too;

In fact there are few things

But what we can do.

Printing done quickly,

Bold, stylish, or neat,

At[image: image]Printing-office,

[image: image]Street!5

SAMPLE ADVERTISING SLOGANS FOR PRINTERS, 1871
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Union Republican Ticket, Boston, 1864. This ticket shows poorly registered two-color printing where the color plate alignment is off.
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Union Republican Ticket, California, 1871. An unusual example of three-color printing.
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Regular Democratic Tickets, California, 1864. These two ballots show inking differences and different registers within the same print run.
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Examples of a two-color, two-sided ballot from Ohio, 1864.
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Independent Taxpayers Union Tickets, California, 1871. Multicolor print with hand lettering in two colorways. One uses yellow as a second color.
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Regular Democratic Tickets, California, ca. 1870. Two different color combinations for different ward elections. Both use hand-set metal type on a variety of quirky curves.
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Regular Republican Ticket, Massachusetts, 1878. Unusually precise examples of multicolor printing using a chromatic press. Text is letterpress printed in different colors in one pass.
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The backs of ballots were often more colorful and outlandish than the business side. With room for party slogans, currency-like engravings, and sometimes satirical political cartoons, the versos alone are a colorful romp through the artistic printing styles of the period.
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Administration Union Ticket, Sacramento, California, 1851. The inks on this three-color, double-sided ballot retain a vibrant hue. The artist’s signature is on the back.
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Union Republican Ticket, Mississippi, 1868. This Civil War ballot shows handwritten edits replacing printed names in favor of Southern Democratic candidates. The replacement of “For” with “Against” the Constitution is a clear form of protest against the Lincoln administration.
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Regular Republican Ticket, Massachusetts, ca. 1874.
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Ballot backs, ca. 1868. The backs of ballots were an opportunity for further expression, and these samples are akin to currency security engravings. One ballot depicts the sinking of the CSS Alabama, a Civil War naval battle.
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Ballot backs. Regular Democratic Ticket, Massachusetts, 1879.
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Ballot backs. LEFT AND RIGHT Regular Republican Tickets, Massachusetts, 1868 and 1870.
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Ballot backs. Regular Republican Ticket, Massachusetts, 1876.
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Ballot back, Regular Democratic Reform Ticket, Norfolk County, Massachusetts, 1876.
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Ballot backs. Regular Republican Ticket, California, ca. 1871.
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Ballot backs. Republican and People’s Reform Ticket, California, 1856. This back references John Frémont, the first presidential candidate of the Republican Party. An explorer and soldier who led multiple surveying expeditions into the American West, he was known as the “Pathfinder.”
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Ballot backs. Regular Republican Ticket, Boston, 1877.
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Ballot backs. Regular Democratic Ticket, Massachusetts, 1877.
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Ballot backs. Regular Republican Ticket, Boston, 1867.





The cardinal features of the [Australian] system are two: first, an arrangement for polling by which compulsory secrecy of voting is secured; second, an official ballot containing the names of all candidates, printed and distributed under state or municipal authority. Either of these may, on principle, exist without the other, although the second is almost indispensable as a part of the machinery for the perfect working of the first. Each requirement, however, has an efficiency of its own, and each operates against a special class of evils.6

JOHN WIGMORE, JURIST, 1889
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Republican City Committee flyer, New York, 1897. The adoption of the Australian ballot system was a radical shift in voting practices. This flyer explains to voters how to identify the party emblem and mark a straight ticket.
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Sample ballot, Sangamon County, Illinois, 1900. This huge ballot uses a blanket layout, with all names arranged in party columns and listed by office.
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Sample Republican primary ballot, Oregon, 1912. Printed on striking rust-colored stock, this ballot allowed candidates to add a personalized slogan next to their name, such as the one for W. S. Hufford: “Equal justice and courteous treatment for all.”
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Sample electors’ ballot, Massachusetts, 1904, organized by office with typographic ornaments.
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Americans made modifications to the Australian format by adding columns that allowed voters to choose a straight party ticket. This 1906 ballot from Pennsylvania shows names grouped by office with a straight party option.
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Sample ballot, Norwich, Connecticut, 1910, using a party column layout.
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Sample ballot, Louisiana, 1904, with a densely typeset list of proposed amendments below the candidates’ names.
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New York State ballot, 1895. “The use of emblems is an insult to the intelligence of the voter,” a critic wrote. “It puts him in the ridiculous position of voting for birds, elephants, stars, etc . . . There can be no improvement in government as long as voters cast their ballots for birds instead of men.”7
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Twenty-Seventh Assembly District ballot, New York, 1914. Tiny emblems were used to aid voters in party recognition; dual-party affiliations made for some crowded layouts, and empty space was occupied by typographic filler.
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Sample ballot, Ninth Assembly District, New York, 1888, using geometric forms and Cartesian coordinates to represent candidates’ multiple party affiliations.
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Municipal ballot, Sangerfield, New York, 1894, showing a variety of wee emblems for each party, including an all-seeing eye and a beehive.
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Democratic primary election ballot, New York, 1902. This ballot measures fourteen feet long and contains nearly six hundred names organized by state and district committees. The impossible length speaks not only of bureaucratic deficiencies but also a clear disregard for the citizen trying to cast his vote.
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Excerpt from a 1913 Progressive Party booklet analyzing legal mark making.
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Back of New York primary ballot, 1926. Before the Australian ballot system was adopted, there were no official state ballots.
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This specimen book from 1930 shows the catalog of matrices available to Linotype compositors for composing ballots. This selection includes a lever for ballots used in gear-and-lever voting machines, which began to replace paper ballots in the early twentieth century. The adoption of mechanized voting technology saw the demise of freewheeling ballot designs and a new age of the compliant, graphically torpid ballots we see today.
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Democratic primary ephemera, Pennsylvania, 1918. Directions instruct voters: “Take this with you to the polls.”
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Bilingual specimen ballot, Republican Party of Hawaii, 1936.
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Sample ballot, Republican Party, Philadelphia, 1956.
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Official Federal War Ballot for servicemen, 1944.
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Specimen ballot, Democratic primary, Philadelphia, 1960.
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The 1960s saw a transition from gear-and-lever machines to punch cards. The Votomatic punch-card system was introduced in 1965 and was active for another forty years. Voters used a stylus to press through an underlying card with perforations, theoretically creating a clean mark that would be indisputable.
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Democratic primary ballot, Lehigh County, Pennsylvania, 1968, listing all candidates with photos.
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Democratic primary ballot, Missouri, 1972. This short-lived ballot shows Thomas Eagleton, who withdrew from the race after only eighteeen days as George McGovern’s running mate.
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Sample ballot, Pennsylvania, 1972. This voting machine sample ballot contains options for “personal choice.”




[image: image]

Sample general election ballot, Florida, 2000. These infamous “butterfly” ballots caused confusion among voters in Palm Beach County. Mismarked and spoiled ballots forced a recount.
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Ranked-choice ballot, Maine, 2018. Voters were instructed to rank candidates in order to determine the majority preference.
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NEW ANXIETIES AND OLD FRIENDS
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Victoria Bassetti

On election day, November 2018, millions of New York City voters showed up at the polls only to be confronted with an almost-three-foot-long, two-sided ballot with print so small it strained the eyes. To cast their vote, they had to fill it out front and back, tear it in half along a perforated line, and then carefully feed both pages into a scanner. The two pieces of paper increased time at the scanner, which increased average voting time, which resulted in hour-long lines snaking around buildings. Plus, paper jams mushroomed.

Then the rain started. People came into the polls dripping wet. Some of the paper ballots started getting damp, which meant even more paper jams. The city’s election system turned into a waterlogged, snarled mess. Voter frustration, already high during a tense election season, surged.

Fifteen hundred miles to the southwest, in Texas, some people using paper-free electronic voting machines began seeing strange things on the screens: their votes were changing. They had selected one slate of candidates only to see the machine then flip and record a different vote. They weren’t, as some suggested, imagining it. The Texas secretary of state acknowledged the startling error. Betraying barely a hint of concern, he placed blame on the voters themselves, some of whom were pushing two buttons at once or not waiting long enough for the page to load. The glitchy machines were used in 30 percent of the state’s polling stations, potentially affecting more than five million voters.1

Even in twenty-first-century America, with all its might and technical sophistication, the most prosaic things—a little rain or computer lag times—can throw an election into disarray. In many ways, a successful election in America is a minor miracle. Any system that sends millions of people to hundreds of thousands of makeshift venues and then hands them pieces of paper to fill out or screens to tap—all on one day—is bound to have its fair share of hiccups, glitches, and malfunctions like the ones in New York and Texas. And so the American way of voting generates almost endless fodder for a favorite national pastime: griping about elections.

But voter grumbling is not inconsequential. The cumulative impact of one frustrated and angry voter after another can be a devastating drop in trust in our democracy. Indeed, a legitimacy crisis looms over our elections systems today. From 2000 to 2012, public confidence that the vote in a national presidential election would be accurately counted dropped from 50 percent to a bare 20 percent—and that was before the 2016 presidential election featuring Russian efforts to hack state voting systems.2

What happens when people no longer have faith in the foundation stone of our democracy?

More than one hundred years ago, as the Progressive Era dawned, a crisis of confidence led to a series of major reforms aimed at injecting a measure of integrity into elections. By the 1920s the last vestiges of nineteenth-century voting had been cast aside, and the American way of voting had been completely transformed.

The act of voting and ballots that were once part of a communal spectacle, nurtured by the parties and often primed by alcohol and money, now belonged to the bureaucrats. The humble paper ballot—the once exuberant expression of American democracy in action—gave way to a plethora of voting devices: the pull lever, the punch card, the touch screen, the paper-ballot scanner, and the hand-counted paper ballot. Today, the creative, colorful chaos of the nineteenth-century ticket is gone, replaced by ballots printed in prosaic black in a regulated font on carefully specified white paper, cut along precise dimensions. Or people vote by pressing on a flexible layer of polythene as pixels arrange themselves into candidates’ names on glowing screens. In a word: boring.

The Progressive movement’s search for order had consequences, good and bad. One immediately obvious one: voter participation plummeted. In 1876, before the reform movement took hold, eligible voter turnout hit a whopping 82.6 percent. No surprise, then, that ballots from that election feature so heavily in this book. They are the survivors of a robust, lively democratic culture. But from 1892 to 1920, participation in presidential elections tumbled by 30 percent.

By 1892 the Australian ballot had been adopted in thirty-two of forty-four states.3 That year, three-quarters of eligible voters showed up to cast ballots in the presidential contest among four men. Grover Cleveland—whose complaint about White House food, “I must go to dinner, but I wish it was to eat a pickled herring a Swiss cheese and a chop at Louis’s instead of the French stuff I shall find,” has resonance to anyone who has been forced to eat at a political banquet—won with a plurality of 46 percent of votes cast; the three other candidates, from the Republican, Populist, and Prohibition parties, split the remaining votes. By 1920, less than half of America’s franchise holders even showed up to vote. They sent one of the least-qualified candidates ever, Warren G. Harding, to the White House.4

Ample evidence demonstrates that the way we vote significantly impacts whether we vote and for whom we vote. The Progressive restructuring of our elections systems directly contributed to the decline in political participation. America has never again reached the participatory highs of the nineteenth century. Of course, the drop in voter turnout is due to more than just a change in the way ballots are printed and distributed. Some of the deterioration can be attributed to reduced fraud. But the academic consensus is that fraud reduction has accounted for only a small portion of the voter falloff. More important, from 1890 to 1920, voter registration rules were significantly tightened, campaign spending was dramatically limited, and nonpartisan elections began to flourish. In much of the country, Jim Crow laws or anti-immigrant efforts, including literacy tests, suppressed voters.5 Meanwhile, the integral role of the parties in American civic identity began to fade, not just because of how elections changed but also because of the rise of new, rival forms of engagement. An explosion of mass entertainment—vaudeville, pulp magazines, radio, movies—outcompeted the political parties to draw people’s enthusiasm. The captivating energy of the ballot and elections dissipated.6

Still, the history of the post-Progressive election system is as fascinating as eighteenth- and nineteenth-century voting was, even though the surrounding material culture is far less appealing. Meanwhile, twenty-first-century voting technology has not cured many of the problems that were apparent in the nineteenth century. Confusion, fraud, intimidation, incompetence, limited choice, bribery, cheating, penny pinching, and amateurism are all still features of American voting.

Despite the profound dip in participation and the persistence of voting system abuses, Americans had a powerful sense of confidence in the administration of elections in the twentieth century. During World War II, America’s democratic system was a point of pride. With more than eleven million Americans scattered to the ends of the world, it might have been natural to make shipping materiel to them a high priority. But America’s democratic might was on display worldwide; so with the 1944 presidential election approaching, the federal government established the War Ballot Commission and printed millions of war ballots. According to the New York Times that year, as many as 4.4 million war ballots were cast by service personnel.7 America was satisfied with the way it voted.

For years after the nation switched to either the Australian ballot or the lever machine, the study and regulation of voting technology was a sleepy backwater. There were, of course, the inevitable scandals. Fraud and cheating persisted. In 1948, for example, one ballot box from a small town in Texas produced conveniently last-minute results giving senatorial candidate Lyndon Baines Johnson an eighty-seven-vote lead over his opponent, with the names of the last 202 voters to cast their ballots recorded alphabetically in identical handwriting. Or lever machines could break down in certain neighborhoods, as they did at a suspiciously high rate in African American wards in Philadelphia during its 1978 mayoral election.

Disenfranchisement and discrimination via ballot and machine design also continued. At the beginning of the twentieth century, some states that allowed limited women’s suffrage began using voting booths with separate entrances for the sexes. Some lever voting machines admitted men and women equally, but the voting administrator threw a switch to change the ballot presented to the voters based on their gender.8 In Louisiana the legislature enacted a law in 1960 that required the ballot to designate the race of the candidates. The law stood until 1964, when the US Supreme Court struck it down.9 Throughout the Southwest and in parts of New York City, election administrators effectively disenfranchised Latino voters by using English-only ballots. In response, Congress passed a 1975 amendment to the Voting Rights Act of 1965 that mandated multilingual ballots where a substantial population spoke a language other English.10

Ironically, the Australian ballot introduced all-new ways to vex or confuse the voter as local election officials and county clerks were thrust into the design business. They were not naturals at it. In each of the 2008 and 2010 elections, poor ballot design likely resulted in hundreds of thousands of lost votes, according to several Brennan Center for Justice studies.11 The local election administrator’s layout job is not made any easier by having to cope with occasionally byzantine state regulations governing ballots. For example, in California, a candidate’s designation—that is, the description of the person, such as lawyer—is governed by a confusing provision that dictates font size, capitalization, and cross references to two other statutory provisions.

Not all design laws introduce confusion, though. Amazingly, all New York ballots to this day maintain a whimsical vestige of nineteenth-century ballot design. By law, each ballot must “have printed upon it in black ink . . . at the head of the column . . . containing the names of candidates, the image of a closed fist with index finger extended pointing to the party”—a little surviving bit of printer’s craft.

A printed fist on a ballot is one thing. A law that induces chaotic ballot design is another. In Virginia, a statute that barred listing party affiliation for some races but required it in others led to such awkward results that in 1976, Democratic and Republican candidates from Fairfax County joined hands to sue the state’s election board; the 1976 Republican candidate for Congress was listed in a way that suggested he was running as a US Labor Party contestant, and independent candidates appeared to be running as Republicans.12

By and large, these sorts of problems were only ever of local interest. Until 2000.

In the long days following that general election, when the system failed to produce a president, Americans slowly came to discover a dirty little secret: in many places, the system was rickety, error prone, and sloppy. People learned of the election administrator’s prayer: “Please don’t let it be close. Please make it a landslide.” In Florida, it was close, and when people started examining the process, the results were not pretty. All those mechanisms—the lever machines, the punch-card systems, the paper scanners—suffered from a constellation of maladies with mundane names: High residual vote. Poor ballot design. Poor tabulation systems. Florida’s election system showed evidence of all of them.

“Residual vote” refers to “the difference between the number of voters appearing on election day and the number of ballots actually counted in a given race.”13 A high residual vote is like a fever—evidence that something is wrong. In Palm Beach County, Florida, ground zero in the 2000 election wars, the residual vote was 6.4 percent, about four times the state average. It was a sure sign of an acute problem with that county’s voting system, an issue that quite likely changed the outcome of a presidential election.

What really captured the media’s attention in Florida, however, were the “butterfly” ballot and the hanging chad. Palm Beach’s butterfly ballot shot to the top of the list for worst ballot design in American history. Then Americans were introduced to chads and the complicated world of determining voter intent by examining them. A chad is the rice-grain-size bit of paper produced when a voter pushes a hole through a punch card. Ideally, the chad detaches completely from the card. When that happens and a hole is clean, voter intent is easy to determine. But in 2000, Florida voters produced a veritable extravaganza of chads: hanging chads, pregnant chads, dimpled chads, tri-chads, swinging-door chads, and pierced chads. These chads? Well, they were indications of some form of voter intent, but what exactly? As thousands of voting officials, lawyers, and protesters gathered in Florida to observe the examination of the chads, the nation realized its voting tabulation system was maybe not as good as advertised.

Florida was in the headlines, but the state was not alone, nor was it the worst example. A group of Caltech and MIT academics who systematically evaluated the data found an even higher spoiled or uncounted ballot rate in Illinois, South Carolina, and Georgia. In some counties the residual vote rate was as high as 20 percent. All told, they estimated that nationwide 1.5 million presidential votes and 2.5 million gubernatorial or senate votes went uncounted because of machine problems.14

Congress responded and enacted the Help America Vote Act (HAVA) in 2002. The law was grounded in a classic American triad: faith in technology, faith in data-driven decision making, and faith in the power of throwing a lot of money at a problem. HAVA, among other things, authorized an infusion of more than $3 billion for states to upgrade their voting systems. Much as the Progressives cast off party-printed ballots, HAVA threw aside lever and punch-card voting machines after post-2000 evaluations showed that those machines suffered from unjustifiably high residual vote rates. Plus, there were those chads. In practice, most states used the money to shift to either direct-recording electronic (DRE) systems (better known as “touch screen”) or paper ballots that were counted by hand or scanner. There were almost immediate improvements. In 2000 the national residual vote rate was about 2 percent for the presidential election. By 2008, it dropped to 0.8 percent.15

HAVA spurred many jurisdictions to use touch-screen technology. Although it was not new—the first machines had been used in the 1970s—post-2000, it found favor with many elections administrators. Yet, many of the machines deployed were untested, poorly designed, or insecure. Worse yet, most of them were virtually unauditable. Each individual vote amounted to nothing more than a fleeting press of the finger on a screen recorded on a memory circuit. With no paper trail, there was no way to double-check results. By 2016 about 27.5 million voters, many of them in perennial battleground states like Pennsylvania and Florida, cast their ballots on such machines.16

By 2016 HAVA, for all of its imperfections, had significantly transformed the way America voted. Voting machines had been upgraded, and a powerful new set of data tools had been brought to bear on the system. Not only was the system far more efficient but also fraud and errors were much easier to spot. There were, to be sure, looming challenges. Ballot design was a perennial sore spot. Many of the machines bought in the wake of 2000 were aging. Others, like the paper trail–free DREs, were not quite up to snuff. And federal money to help states upgrade their systems had dried up. A special commission appointed by President Obama after the 2012 election warned of an “impending crisis in voting technology.”17 Then the Russian disruption campaign began.

The doubts and distrust triggered by the 2000 election turned into a full-blown panic attack after 2016. Our voting system, which often seems to pull off an election on a wing and a prayer, was woefully underprepared to counter a well-funded, concerted foreign government cyberattack. America’s voting administration is remarkably decentralized; up to ten thousand separate administration jurisdictions run our elections. A county clerk in Indianapolis or Los Altos is hardly equipped to detect, much less defend against, sophisticated hackers.

In 2016, the Russian government probed the election systems in all fifty states. Even as Russian hackers were noisily leaking emails stolen from top Democrats and manipulating social media for maximum public disruption, they were quietly and carefully reconnoitering the US voting system for vulnerabilities. They made only limited inroads. In Florida, two county voting systems and one software vendor were breached by hackers from the G.R.U. Russian military intelligence unit. While the details are not public, the hackers apparently gained access to voter registration systems, though they did not alter them. In Illinois, the personal information of more than two hundred thousand voters was perused by Russian operatives. “Russia would have had the ability to potentially manipulate some of that data,” one federal Department of Homeland Security official told reporters. With “the level of access that they gained, they almost certainly could have done more. Why they didn’t . . . is sort of an open-ended question.”18 As for the vote-tallying systems themselves? Nationwide, they apparently remained free from intrusion.19 No evidence emerged that any votes were changed.20

But people were shaken, and the fear remains that 2016 was just a reconnaissance mission. Future incursions could be far more aggressive and far more damaging. Once again, as it had in the wake of the 2000 election, Congress responded, in part. In 2018 it allocated $380 million to the states to improve their voting systems. More money was promised in 2019. Among the upgrades was a surprise solution to the foreign threat: paper ballots. After all, paper ballots can’t be altered by Russian hackers. Although the $380 million was only a drop in the bucket, the new program required states to ditch paperless touch screens and use paper if they wanted the money for equipment. The process of replacing old machines is expensive and takes time, and at the time of this writing a host of other laws relating to election security are percolating in Congress. As the 2020 election approaches, experts have warned that we are still unprepared and that billions more will be needed to ensure ballot security.

America has entered a new era of anxiety about its voting and democracy. Yet, oddly, an old friend has returned to help salve that anxiety. After more than one hundred years of experimentation with lever machines, punch cards, and touch screens, voting has come full circle. The humble paper ballot is back.
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EXHIBIT IIL

[Note.—The following cases are a few of the strange markings
found upon ballots which were before the courts in the case of Feeney
vs. the Board of County Canvassers. They are scarcely exceptional.
Each circle represents a voting space at the head of a party column.
The law provides that ““ one straight line crossing another straight line
at any angle within a circle, or within the voting spaces, shall be
deemed a valid voting mark.’’]

Case 1. Case 2. Case 3. Case 4.

Case 5 Case 6. Case 7. Case 8.

Case 9.

In all these cases the election inspectors did not count the ballots,
believing that the marks were not legal voting marks. The ballots came,
successively, before a supreme court justice at special term, the
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14 Pt. 12 Pt, 1Pt 10 Pt. 9 Pt. 6 Pt.

[P [ Za N VAN I VaN IR VAN

Characters Nos. 107 and 108 are sectional; when slugs are joined,
they form a complete square. Two 9 point characters make an 18
point square; two 14 point make a 28 point square, etc. Characters
Nos. 109 and 110 are also made to be joined together, as shown:

Characters 107 and 108 Characters 109 and 110

] X

28 Pt. 18 Pt. 28 Pt. 18 Pt.

Character 105 P
36Pt. - 28Pt. 24Pt 20Pt. 18Pt 14Pr 12 Pt

e

Character 111 (A346)

28 Pt. 24 Pt 18 Pt.
14 Pt. 12 Pt. 11 Pt. 10 Pt. 8 Pt. 7Pt 6 Pt.

X ® B ®

Character 123 (A346) Character 124 (A346)
20Pt.  10Pt 20Pt. 10 Pt

YIYI —I—I

Character 125 (A346) Character 126 ( A346)
20 Pt. 10 Pt. 20 Pt 10 Pt.

Character 128 (A346)

=N

36 Pt.

Characters 123, 124, 125 and 126
—in the 20 point size—are
shown in typical use below.

] ]

Miscellaneous Matrices
(See also page 1112)
Character 10 ( A348)
24 Pt. 18 Pt. 14 Pt. 12 Pt. 10 Pt. 8 Pt. 6 Pt.
g g R e
Character 23 (A348) :
14 Pt. 12 Pt. 10 Pt. 8 Pt. 6 Pt. 5% Pt.

® ® [034) ® ® ®

Character 34 (A348) Character 103 (A348)

10 Pt 6Pt 12 Pt

Ak E 3
Character 112 (A348) Character 150 (A348)
12Pt. 10Pt. 8Pt 7Pt 6Pt 12Pt 8Pt

R 2

Character 151 (A348)
14 Pt. 12 Pt. 10 Pt. 8 Pt. 7 Pt. 6 PL.

es & & o = &

Character 152 (A348) Character 153 (A348)
10Pt. 8Pt 6Pt Lo L

T A v/ ko
Character 183 (A350) Character 206 ( A350)
[re]

12 Pt. 10 Pt. 12 Pt.
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7 L in SENATE.
SEP’I‘

George W. Toland.

ASSEMBLY. CONGRESS.
Abraham Miller, James Harper, 1.
George Handy, Joseph R. Ingersoll.
Henry S. Spackman,

Joseph T. Mather,
William B. Reed,
Joseph B. Smith,
"Thomas . Smith.
ASSEMBLY.

AUDITOR.

Abraham Miller,
George Handy,
Jacob Engelman. Henry S. Spackman,
Joseph T Mather,
William B. Reed,
Joseph B. Smith,
Thomas S. Smith.
COMMON COUNCIL. " County Commissioner.

William Wagner.
Heury Troth, €
Peter Wright, -
homas Lancaster,
John Gilder,
John S. Warner,
John Darragh,
i]]cscph nl}_ Chandler,
r. . Huston,
James Hutchinson, SELECT COUNCIL.
Benjamin H. Yarnall,
Maithew Arrison,

Heury T. Williars, pi s
3 Oa ennis M¢Credy,

Merit Ganby, Whiten 11, Kebing

Frederick Fraley, Toanc Rooch,

Dr. John Rodman Paul, e e,

‘Thomas Danlap, Tobn M. Barclay, in

James Rowland, o oot

Thomas Earp, "

James Burk,
Lemuel Lamb.
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JAMES H. MAHER.

WILLIAM MALCOMSON.

THOMAS H. MANGIN, No. 1

THOMAS H. MANGIN, No. 2.

EDWARD C. MANNERS.

JOHN MARA.

JOSEPH L. MARA.

THOMAS J. MEEHAN.

THOMAS D. MERRIGAN, M.D.

HENRY W. MILLER.

ERNEST MOERK.

WILLIAM G. MOIR.

GEORGE E. MOORE.

THOMAS MOORE.

JOHN J. F. MULCAHY.

JOHN MULLER.

BENJAMIN MOSES.

EDWARD J. MURPHY.

EMMETT J. MURPHY.

MICHAEL MURPHY.

JOHN MURRAY. .

JOHN A. MURRAY.
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2 1

Whig Ticket.
Hon. Wn. Plumer,

Governor.

—————
Hon. Elijah Hall, Couneillor.
Hon. William Ham, Senator.
Josiah Bartlett, Fisq. Treasurer.
Seth Walker, Esq. Recorder.
———

Aristocracy.

REPRESENTATIV ES.
. John F. Parrott !
John Davenport !!
Hunking Penhallow !!!
George K. Sparhawk !!!!

Aristocracy
*fion4003s10p"

“We the People.”'__
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REGULAR
Democratic Ticket.

i;ol' ,Hu’h'l-huvn and A ssessors.
WILLIAM A. HODGES, ENSIGN 8. FELLOWS,
JOHN CHAMBERLIN.
School Gomittee for 3 Years,
James H. ﬁs’- /oo dason G Witham.
Trustees of Public Library for 3 Years, I
George Cahill, M. A. Keith. ™V

Managers of Adams Academy, for 3 Years,
Peter Butler, Henry A. Jones.

Managers Mt. Wollaston Cemetery for 2 Years,
James T. P man,  Benjamin F. Curtis.

Ifor Constablos,

© WASHINGTON 3 FRENCL  Joseph W. Lombard,
Willinm Parker, Patrick Garrity, 24,
Michuel Walsh, Jumes M, Hayden,
P.F. Lacy, Amos M. Litehfield,
Jamea E. Maxin, Peter F. Farrell,
James Haverhan, . Charles N. Hunt, ,_/
William Webb, | Broderighc 1. ¥rench, |

LABOR TICKET

FOR (e NOK

CHARLES E. MARKS
FOR LIE = :;'ill‘,n\'l-IliNU“v
ASA Fu f‘l ALL
JOSHUA T. Sﬂllil‘.’: ) P—“.m}. G or Provisorrows
ISAIAH I'IIII‘;,r ‘r“’-“”“"j "”'»"““"»‘“‘ ”.‘"‘”"f' or Boatow
EDWIN M. leTE‘:m Aj“"’""" - i ov Bostox
A0 B WOOD, - - e

For Councillor. 2ud Disirict,
EDWAAD W. FAOST.
For Senator. 9th Suffolk District,
NISHOLAS FUILOHG.

For Representatives,
GEORGE E. JORDAN.
PORTUS B. SMITH.

Demratc: Ntinal Retorn Ticket.

SIS tO S

* FOR PRESIDENT :

Samuel J. Tilden,

Of New York.

_¥FOR VICE-PRESIDENT:

Thomas A. Heudricks,

or hld'llnn.

FOR ELECTORS.
AT LARGE: 3
RICHARD B. CARMICHAEL,

of Quesn Anne’s County.

FREDERICK RAINE,

of Baltimore.

DISTRICTS :
JAMES U. DENNIS, of Somerset county.
RICHARD J. GITTINGS, of Baltimore co.
WM. SHEPARD BRYAN, of Baltimore
CHARLES G. KERR, of Baltimore.
FENDALL MARBURY, of Prince George's
FREDERICK J. NELSON, of Frederick.

FOR CONGRESS:
Fifth Congressional District,
ELI J. HENKLE.

Demoeratic. Natioa Retrn Tite

\ FOR PRESIDENT!

Samuel J. Tilden,

Of New York.

FOR VICE-PRESIDENT:

Thomas A. Hendricks,

Of Indiana,

FOR ELECTORS.
AT LARGE:

RICHARD B. CARMICHAEL,

of Queen Anne’s County.

FREDERICK RAINE,

of Baltimore.

DISTRIOTS :

JAMES U. DENNIS, of Somerset county.
RICHARD J. GITTINGS, of Baltimore co.
‘WM. SHEPARD BRYAN, of Baltimore.
CHARLES G. KERR, of Baltimore.

. FENDALL MARBURY, of Prince George's
. FREDERICK J. NELSON, of Frederick.

FOR CONGRESS:
Fifth Congressional District,
ELI J. HENKLE.

Sop s
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REGULAR REGULAR )

DEMOCRATIC TICKET. - DEMOCRATIC TICKET.

$OR PRESIDENT,

George B Mcclellan. ~ George B. McClellan.

FOR VICE PRESIDENT, FOR VICE PRESIDENT,

Gan'ga i, Pend‘!emn, George H. Pendleton.

FOR PRESIDENTIAL ELECTORS,
JOHN T. DOYLE,
H. P. BARBER,
‘WILLIAM F. WHITE,
E. J. LEWIS,
JOSEPH HAMILTON.
FOR CONGRESS—FIRST DISIRICT,
J. B. CROCKETT.
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PASTERS.
¥or Mayor,
ANDREW D. BAIRD.

For Sheriff,
CLARK D. RHINEHART.

For Supervisor at Large,

THORAS FITCHIE.

¥or Aldermen at Large,

James McKeen,
Cornelius M. Hoagland, ——— " Aibart P, Woodraf:
Gustave A. F. W. Erhardt;
John W. Harman,
Albert P. Woodruff,
Albro J. Newton,
James HMartin. 2 in.

Atbert £, Woodrutt:

Zb5 e shokens o it Lllle
(L

SIRi—

T have the ionor fo respectfully solicit. your suffrago and fufluenco ab
the coming election, on Tucsday, October 10th, 1865, for the Offico of
‘Prothonotaty of the Court of Common Pleas.

Having never been au aspirant for a political position, it seems proper
1 should enlighten you regarding myself, and submiit to your judgment my
claims (if any) to the yosition for which my fellow-citizens have nominated
wme. By birth and residence. 1 am a eitizen of Philadelphi, (being born
in Ol Southwark.) In 1843, L bocame attached to the Volunteer Militia,
the . Wagne Autillery. a3 a private, and in the montl of Febraary, 1861,
joined the National Guard Regiment; and on the breaking out of the rebel-
Tion, and the call of the President for three months’ troops, I weat into
sorvice with them, serving s @ non-commissioned officer, and was hovotably
sstered out at. the expiration of the regiment’s term of sorice.

Upon the reorganization of the regiment, (known as the 90tk
threo yoars! service, Col. Lylo appoiated te a Lioutooant, and 1 parti
pated with my conmand in the batles of Codar Mountain, Rappabannock
Station, Thoroughfare Gap, Second all Run, Chantilly, South Mountain,
Antietam and Fredericksburg; and ws promoted for meritorious conduct
in the above engagements.

Duting the campaign of 1863, 1 wis it the engagements of Franklin's
Orossings, (helow Fredericksbure,) Uhanesllorsille, Gettysbure. and all the
Skirmishes with my command during the pursait of the Rebel aruy.

In the campaign, undor Genernl Grant, of 1864, 1 was engaged in the
Duttles of the Wildevness, Told’s Tavern, Laurel Hill, Spotsylvania, Tolopo-
tomy, North Anua, Bethesdn Chureh, Gold Harbor, White Oak Syamp,
and the hattles before Petershure. of June 17th and 18th; Jernsalem Plank
Road, and at the attack of the Fifth Corps, Augnst 19th, on the Weldor
Railrond, was taken prisoner while endeavoring to recover the body of
Sorat, Suyder. of my company, who was mortally wouuded ; was taken
%o Riclmond, confined in the famous Libby Prison, and was incarcerated

in the different Southcrn Prisons, suffering hunger and ions, until my
health failed me, and T hecame prostrated with sicknoss, with my health

brokon and my constitation shattered. [ was finally exchanged and arrived

at Aunapolis in th month of Apri
With flie requess that the above may receive your careful considera-

ton, anl if approved, your proference will be bestowed upon oue who has
e ——— s ouniry aud s llow-citons,

e Ml

Praatary o ik Carreof Comuioa Plas, Vaut.

. Toln T, Reilly. i

Prefharolary of fh Gonrt G OHN T. REILLY.
.

565,

olin T, Ry
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<

For President,

ABRAHAM LINCOLN,

OF TLLINOIS

For Vice President,
ANDREW JOHNSON,

OF TENNESSEE, :

Key Note—*UNION & LIBERTY.” =

6 A e

s

I L ffel, |

v [

UNION PARTY PLATFORM. 3
{

3 lnugr‘toy of the Union to be maintained at all haz, Paramount authority of the {
e and Laws : Supp of the by Force of Arms; L4
EE] Unconditional Surrender the only Terms: Condign punish- 285 |
S3e < ment of Rebels ana Traitors : Gratitude to our gRas
-5 8, patriotic soldiers and sail 5 o5
e $%2824, permanent provision for bene- =] 2 ? S N
883332 fit of survivors, cegdlo
s8-<433 sEmAEED
@ 85358, O HR Y
=8333238% 28288 B3
S35z e8s N SREcEIERE
2383343 2 gEdssgecsa
ER20 o aF<gBEgE=e
BER w27 BEBERERE
= S A
s88E°S 3EREERY P
2203353 ~ ggeealae |
EHe5 83 Begeged s
w=93d v =g B2EEg3
Sag? Vigorous 8223 g
233 and just Taxation ; 888
=5 Faith to be maintained with SE 13
H Creditors; Encouragement to Foreign 2.3 1
< “ Immigration ; Speedy Construction of Railroad to -3
the Pacific; Prudent Economy—rigid responsibility of offi- 3
4 9 cials: Continuance and support of the National Currency ; Fidelity
~ and Protection to all Union Soldiers alike : Endorsement of the Monroe Doctrine.
: . ared by W, . Livox & WinTrenose.
A o -
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FOR GOVIRNOR:—
THOMAS TALBOT, OF BILLERICA.
FOR LIEUTENANT GOVERNOR:—
JOHN D. LONG, OF HINGHAM.

FOR SECRETARY OF THE COMMONWEALTH:—
HENRY B. PEIRCE, OF ABINGTON.
FOR TREASURER AND RECEIVER GENERAL:—
CHARLES ENDICOTT, OF CANTON.
FOR AUDITOR;:—

JULIUS L. CLARKE, OF NEWTON.
FOR ATTORNEY GENERAL:—

GEO. MARSTON OF NEW BEDFORD

& O Repreenty e to un-«un ‘ongresy; Distriet No. 3¢ / y
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SPECIMEN BALLOT

Compliments of

REPUBLICAN PARTY OF HAWAII

PRIMARY ELECTION, SATURDAY, OCTOBER 3, 1936
FOURTH AND FIFTH REPRESENTATIVE DISTRICTS

To vote for a person make a ‘cross’ (X) with a black lead pencil in the square to the right of is name.
No ke koho ana i kekalii mea, ¢ kaha i X (haha pea) me ka penikala elecle maloko o ke kuea mi ka a0ao0 akau o kora inéa.

CITY AND COUNTY OFFICERS

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU

[ NATIONAL REPUBLICAN | [ NATIONAL DEMOCRATIC _ |

MAYOR
FOR THE TERM OF TWO YEARS. BEGINNING JANUARY 2, 1937
VOTE FOR ONE ONLY
KOHO NO HOOKAHI

WRIGHT, GEO. F. A PACHECO, M.
(ANA AINA) KAHUNANGD

L
SHERIFF
FOR THE TERM OF TWO YEARS, BEGINNING JANUARY 2, 1937
VOTE FOR ONE
KOHO NO H

CLARK, HERMAN KAHIKIENA % B WL

[‘\ KAHANAMOKU. DUKE PAOA
= RS PO BN ORD)

URER

FOR THE TERM OF TW( S, BEGINNING JANUARY 2, 1937
VOTE FOR ONE ONLY
#OHO NO HOOKAHI
S

KLING, DAVID ).x.ofQ 0, CADINHA, LOUIS V.
CONFoUPOU) y v (PUA KIELE)

QQ; AUDITOR
FOR THE TERM/OF TWO YEARS, BEGINNING JANUARY 2, 1937

VOTE FOR ONE ONLY
KOHO NO HOOKAHI

e i SR !
CITY AND COUNTY CLERK

FOR THE TERM OF TWO YEARS, BEGINNING JANUARY 2, 1937
VOTE FOR ONE ONLY
KOHO NO HOOKAHI

BROWN, RAYMOND C. % EERNFRRNEST NALANI
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PALLOT SUALL BE MAWKED WITI A FENCIE HAVING BLACK
ASTRATGH TIOkT ALAKE A CROSSMARK X » WITHIN 1% CHHCLE ABOVE ONE
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0 V¢
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ONINATION -
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NUMIER Tor WroN
PACE I SAID COLUNY DESTGNATED
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Sk s

NDIDATES WiOSE NanEs
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a
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Abob ik BALLOT T SaRE
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DESIGNATE,
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i OFFICE

NY ONE
T EA

p
i

ND
o VoR Tiin

NATE
FOR WHOM T0U DESIRE T

YOUR CHOICK FOR
G SPACE AT/TITE LEPT OF SUCT
EFT OF

Vot
RPOS]

¥ YOTING (OR
ELECTMAN)

D.
1" YOU "ThAl, DHFACE, O WHONGLY MARK TIIS BALLOT, WETULN IT AND OBTALN AN-

DEMOCRATIC

REPUBLICAN

SOCIALIST

PROHIBITION

BLANK COLUMN

ASSESSORS
'OXTOUR YEARS
JOIN PAURILY

SSESSORS
FOK FOUR YEATS
LEWIS R CHURCI

roi FOUR AkAKS
FRED HOLDSWORTIL

SSESSORS
FOH TOUR YBAKS
WILLIAN 1 BAKER

ASSESSORS
FOR FOUR YEARS

JEREMIATL T DONOVAN

ALEXANDEE E REE

WILLIAM 31 KELIAS

AL 1OKRRSON

N B

ASSESSOR.
VACANCY TWO YRARS
SICHAKL 7 CURRAN

ASSESSOR
VACANCY TWO YEA:
ALBIE L HALE

RS

ASSESSOR.
VACANCY TWO YEARS
DANIEL, POLSKY

ASSESSOR,
VAGANGY TWO 1
RONEIT MG N

ASSESSOR.
VACANGY TWO YEARS

BOARD OF RELIEF
FRANK R MOLAUGHLIN

HOARD OF RELIEF
JORN ¥ SEVIN

BOARD OF RELIEF
RUDOLPH A KROHN

BOARD OF RELIEE

IRVIN 0 ELM

BOARD OF RELIEF

EDWARD KIRBY

JAMES W BLACKBURX

ARTHUR W BURNHAM

ANOS A BALDWIN

SELECTD
T W LILLIBIIDGE

|- AL

SELECTMEN
FRANGIS E BECKWITH

ALBERT BOARDMAN

CHARLES § STORMS

WILLIAM B WILL

ox.

CHARLES P BUSHNBLL

EDWARD PERKINS CLARKE

S HOWARD MEAD

TOWN CLERK
OHARLES § HOLBROOK

TOWN GLERK
CHARLES & HOLEROOK

TOWN OLERK
RUDOLPH A

KROHN

TOWN CLERK
CIARLES § TOLBROOK

TOWN CLERK

TOWN TREASURER
CHARLES § HOLBROOK.

TOWN TREASURER
CHARLES § HOLBROOK

TOWN TREAS!
ARTHUR W BURNHAM

o

Tow T,

RER
CHARLES § HOLEROOK

TOWN TREASURER

AGENTS OF TOWN DEPOSIT
FUND.
AUSTIN A CHAPAAN

AGENTS OF, TOWN DEFOSIT
CHARLES W GALE

AGENTS OF TOWN DEVOSIT
FUND
BUGENE 1 UARRO

LL

AGENTS OF TOWN DEPOSIT
XD
JOSKPH ' FIELDS

AGENTS OF TOWN DEPOSIT
FUND.

WILLIAM It SHIBLDS

COSTBLLO LIPPITT

SAMUBL LAMBERT

EDWARD COOK

LOUIS ® ROATH

FRANK L WOODWARD

ARTHUR T FULTON

FRANK HAGLUND

“AUDITOR.
JOHN ¥ COVGHLIN

“AUDITOR,
DANIEL F MCNBIL

AUDITOR
SAMUEL LAMBERT.

AUDITOR
JOHN A TURNER

AUDITOR

COLLECTOR OF TAXES
THOMAS A ROBINSON

COLLECIOR OF TAXES
THOMAS A HOBINSON

COLLEGTOR 01 TAXES
TOHN WISCHNEWSKL

COLLEGTOR OF TAXBS
THOMAS A ROBINEON

COLLECTOR OF TAXES

CONSTABLES
NIS A DONOYAN

D>

CONSTABLES
DAVID R KINNEY

CONSTABLEE
ALBERT BOARDM.

CONSTABLE
T 1 BALDWIN

MR

AUSTIN FURLON

JOHN REEVES

FRED HOTDS

WORTIL

ARTIUR B PARKE

MARVIN W STERRY

GEOKGE H STANTON

WILLIAM M KBLIAS

HANS IASMUSSEN

GUSTAY THUMM

QUSTAVE B LAMBERT

EDWARD PERKINS CLARKE

o

EST ALLISON SMITIT

REGISTRAR OF VOTERS
CORNELIUS ¥ DOWNES

REGISTRAR OF VOTERS
TVLER D GUY

REGISTRAR OF VOTEES.
w0

ENE 7 CARROLL

REGISTEAR OF VOT
BRETT B DAWLEY

REGISTEAR OF VOTERS

HOOL, VISITO
THRIS, BRI 1N ot
EDWARD 4 BROPIY

SCHOOL VISITORS
TERMS BHGIN IN 1011
EDWATD CROOKS

SGHOOL VISITORS
TERMS BEGIN IN 1011
ANNTE CAREOLL

SCHO0T VISTTORS
TERMS B 1
JANES M YOONG

SCHOOT, VISITORS
TERMS BEGIN IN 1011

WRANK M GREEN

GEORGE THOMPSON

ELEANOR T, BURNHAM

CHARLES R CARLYLE

SCHOOL visITO!
Tt i
ARLES 10 BRI

somoor.
TERI RGN TN s
FORGE W DAVS

100L VISITORS.
FEIOIS BEOIN 1N 1012
WARD PERKING CLA

Saioor, Ty
TERE m\' X ors
ARXOLD

SOHOOL VISITORS
TERMS BRGIN [N 101

JOBN A BRADY

CHARLES N CONGRON

MARY \Y STRINKE

GEORGE A TURNER

e
ATRERT W LILLIBRID

WARDEN

TRER WARDEN,
FRANGIS B BECKWIIH

TREE WARDE
ARTHUR ¥ FULTON

ANUBL STOSTEDT

TREE WARDEN
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Otticial Ballot for the Fitteenth Blection District of the Ninth Assembly District of New York.

To vote for i a person mark a (X) in the square at the left of the name.

& L'v. ¢ FOR MAYOR. (vo7s rox ON

i | GRORGE GETHIN . . Prohibition . .

| 2 HUGH ]. GRANT Democratic . . . R

| 3 JAMES McCALLUM . . . Peoples . . i ,

: 4 LUCIUS SANIAL . Social-Labor. . AL

v R can | Empire State s te { Democratic Parly

b 5 WILLIAM L. STRONG . . Republica {Dmuru\; { sy | Bkt Ot 1 et

FOR PRESI‘DENT OF THE BOARD OF ALDERMEN. (vork ror ONE.)

|7 HOWARD BALKAM . . . Social-Labor. 3 ;
! 8 JAMES H. HARDY Prohibition . . . . .. g !
' epublican | EMpire State ( State Democratic Party  { Good
: AOBNSIEROLOMAN R e “"““{Damqmu, 1 Democrac; 1 Wt O cesteation 1 o e

10 JOHN B. LENNON . . ... Peoples . . .

IR e e e

11 AUGUSTUS W. PETERS . Democratic

12

A PO SR

FOR SHERIFF. (yors 10k ONI

3 CHARLES FRANZ . .. . . Social-Labor . . . . . :
14 JOHN E. HANSON . Prohibition
[T]15 GrORGE W. McCADDIN . Peoples -+ +ou v vy - . T
® 16 WILLIAM SOHMER . . . Democratic .

Republican { EmPire State  Sta Democratic Party  { Good
1 “Um.u rats, ¢nemmm.1xeﬁ-n.. Organization | Government

17 EDWARD J. H. TAMSE

FOR RECORDER. (vo1 ro ONE.)

T 3 (e St Democratic Party | Good
18 JOHN W. GOFF . . . . . Republican | { Democrst {Demunmcy Reform (lrgz.mulmn [Gnvmmcm
20 FREDERICK SMYTH . . . Democratic . S
21 THOMAS DREW STETSON Prohibition . . . .. [ . .. .. .. T

=
22 ENOCH K. THOMAS . . Social-Labor

FOR JUDGE OF THE SUPERIOR COURT. _(vors 1ok ONE)

54 NICHOLAS ALEINIKOFF . Peoples - — - . . | . . B e

. A :  Empire State { State Democratic Party  { Good

25 HENRY K. BEEKMAN . . Republican § penocras.” { Democracy | Reform Organization { Government
3 =

25 ALFRED L. MANIERRE . Prohibition - . . - . . . . . . R g CE

{27 nenky sTAHL 4 00 o{SORIARERBOR Uy 5, 4 SEREISERSt & i S

8 CHARLES H. TRUAX . . Democratic
B A Al IR

FOR ALDERMAN FOR THE NINTH ASSEMBLY DISTRICT. (vorr rox ONE)

50 THOMA ANNERY . Anti-Tammany Democracy

51 JOSEPH T. HACKETT . . Republican e

32 JAMES A. HOOPER . . . State Democracy
53 GEORGE A. KAY . . . .Peoples. . . .. ... .. . Rols .
: @ @ | [ ravmick 5 KEABON . Democnic { frbie S o e s
_L_;m WILLIAM J. ROUNTREE. Prohibition e s a5 St e
A 56 WILLIAM A. RUDDY . . Social-Labior N oA

37 - . O G O
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Polling Arrangements.

Waiting Room.

Entrance. Movable Partitions. Exit.
G B o
: R B s A
9 a0 Ch
O O
B E
Voting Room,

1 |3
F
AN : l }
i
¥ F| F
A — Ballot-box. D = Clerk.
B — Presiding officer. E — Agents.
C = Inspectors. F = Compartments.
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OHIO
Union Presidential Ticket.

ViGoROUS

Y/ PROSECUTION { {

OR PRISIDENT,

ABRAHAM LINCOLN,

OF ILLINOIS.
FOR VICE-PRESIDENT,

ANDREW JOHNSON,

OF TENNESSEE.

ELECTORS.-

JOMIN M. CONNELL,
JOHN P. BIEHN, } At Laxge.

15t District.—JOHN K. (}REEN-‘

2a STANLEY MATTHEWS.

a4« LEWIS B. GUNCKEL.

ath  « STEPHEN JOHNSTON.

sth s WILLIAM L. WALKER.

P MILLS GARDNER.

TR« HENRY W.SMITH. B

sth & 0ZIAS BOWEN. I )]]m”'

pth JACOB SCROGGS. ’”w/r/mh,’w"”""’y‘””m;

0t « WILLIAM SHEFFIELD. ""‘[(([[m("("’., {"[m

tith GEORGE A. WALLER. R

12th HENRY F.PAGE.

1B3th JAMES R. STANBERY.

uth s JOEIN . McCONBS.

5tm < FREDERICK W.WO0OD. } i o

18th < LORENZO DANEORD. )y;,‘,,‘,‘,‘,‘”‘!lyv}’mwm i ,K:W‘ ’

1Tth ¢ JOHN McCOOK. it i L

PLT NI SETH MARSHALL.

19th ¢ ABNER KELLOGG.
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FOR STREET GOMMISSIONER.
Winslow Cole.
For Councitmen.

JONATHAN BATTLES.
J3.W. T. STODDER.

For School. Commiltee.
For three years.

JONATHAN BUTTERFIELD, C. H. CODMAN,
For Warden. For Clerk.
COOLIDGE BARNARD. JOIIN PIERCE.

For Inspectors.
B. P. ELDRIDG
JOSEPH NUTCH

ITHINGTON.
OWARD,

NSO W
CIIAS. FREEMAN,
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<« *Tis the Star Spangled Banner, O long may it wave,
O'er the land of the free and the home of the byave.”

FOR GOVERNOR, r'g-“ e
3 0k, Newion
FOR LIEUTENANT GOVERNOR,
ISEPH TUCKRE

Of Lenox,

For Secretary of State,

OLIVER WARNER of Northampton.
5 :

For Treasurcr and Ri General,
FS~ADAMS, Jr., of North Broc
Attorney General,
ARLES ALLEN, of Boston.
For State Auditor, 2
CHARLES ENDICOTT, of Canton.
For R |1rLsulmm4 to Congress—1st District,
JAMES BUFFINTON, of Fall River.
r,—1st District,
MARSHALL NDERWOOD, of Dennis.
For Senator, 1st Plymouth Distriet,
JAMES G. SPROAT, of Wareham.
For District Attorn o —South Eastern District,
~ ASA FRENCH, of Braintree.
¥or County Commissioner,
W@IAM P. CORTHELL, of :\bmgton
\ Yor Conty Tmnmmr.
WILLIAM R. SEVER, ommuu«h
ister of Deeds,
DA FORTH, of Plymouth.
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McGovern  Eagleton

New Democratic ConaLition

Kansas City, Missouri

** AUGUST 8 _ DEMOCRATIC PRIMARY * *

X

For Governor
No

For Lieutenant Governor
JACK SCHRAMM

For State Treasurer
LARRY CARP

For State Senator 11th District
HERMAN JOHNSON

For State Representative 23rd District
DORETTA HENDERSON

For State Representative 27th District
JAMES G. BAKER

B

For State Representative 30th District
ROBERTA HENDRICKSON

ES]

For State Representative 32nd District
JOSEPH KENTON

E|

For Jackson County Prosecuting Attorney
JAMES SHOCKEY

)

For Jackson County Legislator-At-Large Ist District
TED NEWMAN

]

For Jackson County Legislator-At-Large 3rd District
DR. HARRY JONAS

=

For Jackson County Legislator-At-Large 4th District
WAYNE F. CASKEY

E|

For Jackson County Legislator 2nd District
SONDRA SMALLEY

For Jackson County Legislator 3rd District
ROBERT FRAGER

For Jackson County Legislator 6th District
PAT MARTIN

For Committeeman

For Committeewoman
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Official Primary Nominating Election Ballot for the Republican Party for Precinct No. 5
Multnomah County, Held on April 19, 1912
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Toleration Ticket,

Lor Council—April 13, 1818,

FREDERICK WOLCOTT,

ASA CHAPMAN,

_ DAVID TOMLINSON,
ELWAH BOARDMAN,

SYLVESTER WELLS,

WILLIAM EFRISTOL,

JOSHUA STOW,
JOHN S. PETERS,

Toleration Ticket,

For Council—April 13, 1818,

I"REDERICK WOLCOT’I‘,
ASA CHAPMAN

DAVID '!’OMLINSON
ELLJAH BOAI’DMAN
SYLVESTER WELLS,
WILLIAM BRISTOL,
ENOCH B8URROWS,
JAMES LANMAT,
DAVID HILL,

JOHN 8. PETER&

Toleration Ticket,

For Council—Aprit 13, 1818.

FREDERICK W wor_coT’l:,
ASA CHAPMAN,
DAVID TOMLINSON,
ELUAH BOARDMAN,
SYLVESTER WELLS,
‘WILLIAM BRISTOL,
ENCCH BURROWS,
JAMES LANMAN,
DAVID HILL,
PLPER: WEBB,

' JOSHUA STOW,
JOBN 8, PETEKS.

Toleration Ticket,
For Council— April 13, 1818,

FREDERICK WOLCOTT,
ASA CHAPMAN,

DAVID TOMLINSON,
ELUAH BOARDMAN
SYLVESTER WELLS
WILLIAM BRISTOL,
ENOCH BURROWS,
JAMES LANMAN,

JOSHUA STOW
JOHN'S. PETERS,

Toleration Ticket;

For Council—April 13, 1818,

FREDERICK WOLCOTT,
ASA CHAPMAN,
DAVID TOMLINSON,

WILLIAM BRISTOL,

ENOCH BURROWS, &
JAMES LANMAN, 5
DAVID HILL,

PETER WEBB,

JOSHUA STOW,

JOHN 8. PETERS. *

Toleration Ticket;
For Coun April 13, 1818,

FREDERICK WOLCOTT,
ASA CHAPMAN, 8
DAVID TOMLINSON, -
GLIJAH BOARDMAN,
SYLVESTER WELLS,
WILLIAM BRISTOL,
ENOCH BURROWS,
JAMES LANMAN, .

s

i
)
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Democratic State Tieket
for Judges of Supreme Court
© Full Term
Rufus P. Ranney.

To Fill Vacuney .
Corrington W. Scarle.
Board of Public Works,
Wayne Griswold
Aop Athorser General,
“Samuel M Hart
Commissioner of Common Schools,
Hiram H Barney
For Congress.
Clement L Vallandigham
For District Judge

Eli J Forsyth
County Ticket.

Aunditor
Jacob Zimmer
Sheriff
David K Boyer
Commissioner
James T'urner.
Whisky Inspector
Samuel G Cain
Ulour Inspector
W Eichetberger
Pork Inspector
Jacob Rigler
Infirmary Director
Zepheniah Catrow
For Bank Charter
Agoinst Bank Charter
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Sy
Bolt, or scratch the name of every man that you think is con-

trolied by the dramshop influence. Out of the grogshops come
misery, woe, poverty and death.

Republican Temperance Ticket.

Town Olerk, Town, Treasurer,
GEORGE L. GILL. HORACE B. SPEAR.

Selectmen and Assessors.
PETER B. MEAD, JOIN Q. A. FIELD, CHARLES MARSH.

Sehool Committee for Three Years.
CHARLES F. ADAMS, Jr., EDWIN W. MARSH.

Trustees of the Publlic Library for Three Years.
L. W. ANDERSON, FRANCIS W. PARKER.

Managers of Adams Academy for Three Years.
CHARLES F. ADAMS, L. W. ANDERSON.

Managers of Mt. Wollaston Cemetery for Two Vears.
GEORGE L. BAXTER, WILLIAM B. WORSTER.

Constables.

EDWARD A. SPE EDWARD H. RICHARDSON,

GEORGE H. LOCKE, N. B. FURNALD,
% WASHINGION M. FRENCH, FRENCH,
WILLIAM C. SEELYE, BADGER,

ALONZO GLINES, A XIM,
BENJAMIN WATSON. S
J. WARREN HAYDEN,

TEMPERANCE MEN, BE SURE TO VOTE!

Ze [ricnds of the liguor deaders are atways on kand to protect their interests,
which are opposed to those o v good citizen. ZLet Christian men show as
mitch zeal in the defence of public virtue, as the rumsellers and their [riends do
in warring against it
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OFFICIAL EISENHOWER SAMPLE BALLOT
(BRING THIS WITH YOU TO THE POLLS)

or PEACE
PROSPERITY
PROGRESS

ELECTION
Tuesday

November.

msmmw. ELECTORS UNITED
FOR PRESIDENT STATES

AND VICE PRESIDENT SENATOR

(Vote for One Party) (Vote for One)

3 A
1B 2B
REPUBLICAN
& Dwight D, REPUBLICAN

2= EISENHOWER James H.
. Richard M. DUFF
IXON

B

CENTRAL CAMPAIGN COMMITTEE

Al ¥
)/: s Cnwman SPECIAL ELECTION

s G ﬁﬂ-< ‘COUNCILMAN-ATLARGE
awraon cutctor (Vote for Ose)

is8

REPUBLICAN
Max M.
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ENGLISH

PRINTED BY M. J. KILEY. 7 SPRING LANE, BOSTON.
FOR PRESIDENTIAL ELECTORS AT LARGE,

A0SIAW €. WRROTT, OF ROSTOWR
A0RMS W, E‘E!@EQ 0% GLOVSESTER
1 PHILANDER COBB, Kingston 6 JAMES H, CARLETON, Hav'l
2 PETER BUTLER,  Quincy 2 7 JOHN C, SANBORN, Lawrence
3 EDWARD B, RANK\N Boston 3 8 LEV, SALTONSTALL Newton
4 CHAS, L WOODBURY, Boston 2 2 9 EDWIN CONANT, Worcester
5 CHRISTOPHER E, RYMES, @ 10 NAHUM HARWOOD Leom'r

Somervnle H SAM W, BOWERMAN Pittsfd

SHBRLES ‘JS\“\AQS“\! of BLONCESTER

FOR LIEUTENANT GOVERNOR,
BLTRL E. TROWYSOW, 9%

FOR SECRETARY OF STATE,

FOR TREASURER AND RECEIVER G

Fannee B TRER oF ey «@m
SHARLES R, FIELD, OF SREENRIELD

FOR ATTORKEY GENERA
FRARICH B SOLLINS,
FOR SHERIFF,
By

R . ssTON
JMMES . FARLEY, 9% BosTON
EIWARD 3. J0ueS, OF BOSTON
TS ‘&&ga UoE W

“-‘.AS ShWMBRIDGE
WAL T, !h& E\S &&Q&oﬁﬁ BOSTON

DERMIS €, QUIRK,  JOWN REMDE

of;Easton.

of Haverhill.

uf‘ Northampton.
y of Worcester.
of Clinton,
f Springfield.

of Brighton.

LAWRENCE J. LOGAN of Boston.

> JOHN O'BRIEN, of Boston,
OLIVER STEVENS, of Boston.
JOHN NOBLE, of Boston.
/ JOHNP. MANNING. o Boston.
JOSEPH A. WILLARD, of Boston.
MICHAEL J. CREED, " of Boston.
WILLIAM B. F. WHALL, of Boston,
HORACED. GOVE, of Boston
AUGUSTINE H.READ, of Boston.
ROGER SCANNELL, of Boston.
CHARLES J. PLUMMER of Boston,
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i ’REGULAR REPUBLICAN TICKET

FOR GOVERNOR:—
THOMAS TALBOT, OF BILLERICA.
FOR LIFUTENANT GOVERNOR:—
JOHN D. LONG, OF HINGHAM.
FOR SECRETARY OF THE COMMONWEALTH:—
HENRY B. PEIRCE, OF ABINGTON.
FOR TREASURER AND RECEIVER GENERAL:—
‘CHARLES ENDICOTT, OF CANTON.
FOR AUDITOR:—
4| JULIUS L. CLARKE, OF NEWTON.

FOR ATTORNEY GENERAL:—
| CFO MARSTON OF NFW RFDFORD
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For Street Commlssmner JOSEPH SMITH.

For School Committee.

CHARLES L. FLINT. |WILLIAM M. FINNEY.[JOHN W. PORTER.
MARTIN BRIMMER. |LUCRETIA P. IALE. |HENRY P. BOWDITCIL.
BZRA PALMER.

PHINEHAS J. STO E B. WEBSTER.

JOHN KELLEY.

For WambEN . PHILIP F. SHAW.

For CLErk . . . - JOHN BORDMAN.

For Tnspectors.

WILLIAM P. PEIRCE. JAMES W. MAHONEY.
THOMAS WILLIAMS.
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Suprente Eourt :
. &, Smith.
Bir General-Anwalt s
D, 2B, etmulvmmfz
Bt Board ber offe
Abner L. B

ﬁemukru?ﬁ@huntu,.—@imt.

iir Congeefl — 1. Diftritt,
Geo, . Pendleton,
Fitr Sheriff:
Jobu B. Avmfteony.
Fir Glert:
bam S, Hornung.
Fite Aubitor:
William Ward,
Fite Probate-Ridter's
Ulegander Paddback,
Fite Commiffioner :
Bewj. T. Dale.
Fite Stantd-Anmwalt :
Oliper Browwir.
Fite Sursever :
William 6. Halpin,
Fitr Goroner:
J. G. Blackburn,
Fitr Diroctar ded CountoArmenpanfed :
Suv‘ms Boyd.

Ohio nion
%ﬁthcmiﬂ)utté . irrct.

\'muluus A 4
PRoSECUTIEN WA

oy :
it Priifident :
Abrabam Lineoin

von Jllinvis.
Fiir Vice-Priffident :
éllnttew Sobufon

wvon Tennefjee.

- m@éefn&rtn.
obn M. Connell, ) ¢
gvl’u 2. Biebn, }iur ben Staat.
1. Jobn K, Green.
2. Stanley Matthews.
8, Letvis B. Guuckel.
A, Stepben Jobniton.
5. William L. Walfer.
6. Mils Garbduer. .
7. Henry B, Smith.
8. Ojias B[owen.
. Jacob Scroggs.
10. William Sheffield.
11. (Q)wtge A, Waller.
12. Senry F. Page.
13. James N. Stanberry.
14, Jobn $. McCombs.
18. Frebervick TS, Wood.
16. Lovenzo Danford.
17. Jobn MeConf.
18, Seth Marfball.
19. Atner Kellogg.
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Bolt, or scratch the name of any man on the ballot that you do not think
sound on the license question.
The law that deprives the citizen of his whiskey, rum, gin, or beer, deprives
Bim of hi liberty. §

0 wad some power the g ‘e us,
To see oursel's as ithers see us!”

Town Clerk. Town Treasurer.

HIRAM P. ABBOTT. E. W. U\'])I"R\\’OOD

Selsotmen, Aseoseort, and Suroeyors of Hightoays.

THOMAS E. FURNALD, GEO. H. HOBART, THOMAS H. PLUMMER.

For yorer devotion to the cause, and in
Jused @ lcense lo sell lguors, we p.
Llonorable bourd of

consideration of your having been re-
ut your names as candidates for the -

School Committee for three years.
CATHERINE ROWELL, MARGARET DAILEY.
| Tousis of Pl Tilvary for et goarss
GALEN BOWDITCH, Jr., JOSEPH W. ROBERTSON.

Managers of Adams Academy for three years.

RALPH LOW, JOUN RIXG
Managers of M. Wollasion Oemetery for three years.
E. W. UNDERWOOD, JOSEPH N. WALSH.
Constables.

THOMAS P. HAYES, MICHAEL HARTNEY,
THOMAS E. FURNALD, JAMES SULLIVAN,
THOMAS H. HAYES, JOSEPH N. WALSH,
GALEN BOWDITCI, Jr., THOMAS H. PLUMMER,
MICHAEL W. GERRY, EUGENE FALVEY,
GEORGE H. HOBART, DENNIS FORD,
PATRICK F. LACY, HIRAM P. :\HBOIT

Heretofore we have done the work in promoting our cause; it i 2
we should now share its honors. For proof of the cficioncy of our hlba” we
vespectfully refer to prison and almshouse records.

Coehrane & Sampion, Printers,  Bramfeld St., Boston.
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FORMAVOR,
“WALLIAM ALVORD.
FORSHERIFF
JAMES ADAMS .
LORIEOUNTY TREASURER,
JOHN A BAUER ;
FORCOUNTY RECORDER,;

WILLIAM L.HIGGINS,

FORCOUNTY.CLERK,
WILLIAM HARNEY.

FORCOUNTY ASSESSOR,,
ALEXANDER BADLAM,

FOR: cay,wy.s‘z/mnaa T
RICHARD H.STRETCH.
FOR.CORONER,

FOR HARBOR. MASTER,,
CAPT.L.B.EDWARDS. |
FORVUSTIGES OF THE PEACE
EDWARD P.BATCHELOR,|
F.A.FABENS,
CLARENCE F.IOWNSEND

R PIsTRICTATTOANSY, I H.L . JOACHIMSEN,
“DANIEL J.. MURPHY J.D.CREIGH.

REPURBLICAN
%STATE T CKET

FoR GOVERNDR,
NEWTONBOOTH.
FORLIEUTENANT GOVERNOR,

ROMUALDO PACHECO.
FOR MEMBER OF CONGRESS, FIRST DISTRICT,
$.0.HOUGHTON:
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General Election, November 6, 2018
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Abbot, Blanchard Twp, Guilford, Monson, Parkman, Sangerville, Shirley, Willimantic

Instructions to Voters
To vote, fill in the oval like this @
To rank your candidate choices, fill in the oval:

« Inthe 1st column for your 1st choice candidate.
« Inthe 2nd column for your 2nd choice candidate, and so on.

Continue until you have ranked as many or as few candidates as you like.
Fill in no more than one oval for each candidate or column.

To rank a write-in candidate, write the person's name in the write-in space and fill in the oval for
the ranking of your choice.
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A vote for the men whose names are indi-

cuted by an X is a vote of fullest endorsement |

for Wilson Policies as President of the Urited ||

States an;las!eader of the Democratic Party i

GOVERNOR

Bonniwell, Eugene C.
Guffey, Joseph F. X
McDevitt, John Butch

LIEUTENANT-GOVERNOR
Holstein, Howard O. Y
Logue,, J. Washington.. SEX

SEC’Y. INTERNAL AFFAIRS

lNTERNAL
AFFAIRS

LIEUT.
GOVERNOR

GOVERNOR

| Johnson, Asher R. | X|
=
CONGRESS-AT-LARGE
Gorman, Joseph F. X
Ikeler, Fred PXE A)\ <
- % { NS . Ay
Kane, Elisha Kent A.) J. CALVIN STRAYER SAM'L R. TARNER
McGarrity, Joseph | ““It is a good lickel of strong men which will win because it
= Z { ought to win.””
Strayer, J. Calvin X ':[ W,&w Leziny
: NATIONAL COMMITTEEMAN FROM PENNA.
fhater;Pamuciin; X 1 am gld o susport s conlidats, becanse ey stand. for.
> B D -y and clean and_deserve

TAKE THIS WITH YOU TO THE POLLS

Primary Election—May 21, 1918

aml will get the support of the people of the State of Pennsyl-
vania who desire o eliminale corrupt
and incfficient rule in our Slale affairs

¥ CHAIRMAN DEMO. NATIONAL COW,
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3 CHARLES H, MATCHETT Bl + « « .. . Social-Labor
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5 LEVI P, MORTON . e R . . . Republican
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Chain the Beast, head and feet.

=
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First

slature, on the 23d day of February, 1822, u!-g .‘
fitled  an act to establish the City of Buston ?”
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Thi g States Officers be holden in General Meeting ? § ¥/
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For Governor,
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27 PATTON, FRANK

_Of Clatsop County
28 SMITH, DR. J. N.

Of Marion County I am for W. H. Taft.
29 SWIFT, A. V.

Of Baker County

A farmer. Send one.

Portland Justice of the Peace District

For Justice of the Peace

VOTE FOR TWO

139 BELL, J. W. BEgual justice and courteous treatment to
A all, special privileges to oone.
140 CRAIB, JAS. E. freme Muldnta s e
141 GARLAND, CHAS. W. (0t GUNGSVe Repuntican o
L mioxer, ouves W N easslali mees ] S
143 HUFFORD, W, S. Rqual justice and courteous treatment to all.
144 JOHNSON, G, A. sty Shade e
145 JONES, JOSEPH H. e T i
146 SWOPE, F. E. ' Ju;:lil«]-e“rmprl:J;‘i‘f.fﬁgé? without fear or faver,
147 YA.NCKWICH, HARRY Progressive. A square deal to everyone.

No politics while in office.
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TIPHER A
T FOR COMMON COUNCIL, i
WILLIAM B. BICKNELL, M.J. FLATLEY,

EDW. . i D, i -
EDWARD WS HIAAGDLC) JOHN . MORIARIY.
FOR SCHOOL 0O

JOHN T. BECKLEY, 8 years, EDWARD H. DUNN, 3 years,
A. KENDALL TILDEN, 1 year.

For Warden, - - - THOMAS D. MORRIS.

- - - H 4. PEMBERTON.

For Clerk, - - -

_ FOR INSPECTORS,
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Republieun State Ticket.—For Governor, Newton Booth. Tor Lieutenant Governor, Romualdo Paoheco, For Secretary of State, Drury Melone.
Tor Coutraller, James J. Green. For State Troasurer, Ferdinand Baehr, For Surveyor-Geueral, Robert Garlner, For Attorney-General, John L.
Love. For Clerk of the Supreme Court, Grant 1 Tazeart, For State Printer, Thomas A Spriuger. For Harbor Commissioner, Jofin A. }oGlynn.
Tor Amend. 10 Art. 1 of the Gonst—Yer, Refund DebtNo. For Gongressmau=Third District, Jobn M; Goghlan. FOr Assemblyman, i. J. Wight.
Tor Sheril, doseph Jacobs. For Treasurer, E, D. Perking, For Recorder, Geo, 0. MeKinley. Ior Clerk, Ghas. A, Kidder. For District Attorney, J, '
Wendell, For Assessor, Joseph Hoyt, For Surveyor, Wm. W, Fiteh. For Supt, of Sehools, Wm. H. Fry, For Pub. Admiulstrator, Hazen Hogt.
For Coroner, C. k. Holbrook. Tor Supervisor, Ist Dist,, A, D, Starr. For Constables, B4 Longan and W, Markey,” For Roadmaster, A. B. Thurber.
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* JUAD. LONG, OF HINGEAN.

™ YA WESTON, OF DiLROR.

" TR . PARCE, GF ABION.
™ AN, & GUERG OF WERORD.

For Auditor

GARLES R. LADD, OF SPRINGFIELD.

ttomay-General

" GRORG WARSTON, OF NEW BRDVORD.

For Clerk Supreme Judicial Coust
JOHN NOBLE, OF BOSTON.
For Clerk Superior Civil Conrt
OSEPH A.

A, WILLARD, OF BOSTON.

For Clerk Superior Criminal

JOHN P. MAN'NTNG, OF BOSTON.

For Councillor
WHITE.

For Senator

GEORGE G, CROCKER.
‘For Represontatives to General Court

HENRY H. SPRAGUE.

CHARLES WHEELER,

—

Ward Four.

* % % * X % Kk x ¥ ¥

Alexander H Blce,

J-Iorauo G nghtﬂ of Eas’thampton.

H:\n\ B, FEmGE

FHANCIS CHILDS, .
DAVID 5. COOLIDGE,

of Bosion

of Booton.
of Beston

of Beston

aig ot Beston
SLIVER STEVENS, of Beston
JOHN M. GLARK, oy . . ctBeotm
FesSomatr . . . . . . . WMARGELLUS DAY

».
ANOS 1, $AU
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VOTE FOR
David Cushing, 24,

FOR REPRESENTATIVE.

And thus assist in defeating an attempt to injure the reputa~
tion of a good citizen, a consistent Republican, and an honest

man. | JUSTICE.
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Eighth Ward.

Fnr P rew; ent,
ULYSSES 8 GRANT.

For Vice Preside: nt,

SCHUYLER GOLFAX
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For Schaél Divector

EDGAR BRIGGS.
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‘e, Governments”

7 adopt 2«57’0”’7:

- wnstitudions

—— E"ECT\‘,&&

lstowW E.W. MASSENBU

: . THOMAS.H CAMPBELL.
"A_HUGHES DILLARD.
__JAMES CARLAND..
.JOHN GOODE,J"
_ALEX.JONES. .. . % ...
. WM.B.TALIAFERRO.
. R.L_MONTAGUE. ...
' JAMES BARBOUR.
_3J.RANDOLPH TUCKER. .
JOHN T.HARRIS.

%E&T&%i@@%@&%&%f

... JOHN B.FLOYD..
. SAMUEL L.HAYS. . . ..
‘Z.. 'SHERRARD GCLEMENS .

temouth.

‘m‘mvay

.of Henry.

.of’. Campbell.

.of Bedfoord. X

of..Chesterfield.

...of' . Gloucester.

...of . Middlesex.
...of Culpeper.
...of. Frederick .

of. Bockingham

" A.G.PENDLETON.. .. .. “of Giles.

Write. o Neome: on the: back: of the: TW
Election on Tuesday November 4"
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.To the Voters of Brooklyn :

" Tris Election decides for fourteen years the character of
our City Judiciary. Can we not, for this purpose, give a
few hours to the work of voting—or at least the few mmutes L

€4 S

required to vote ?
The City Judiciary ticket, having the names of e

GEORGE H. FISHERasd =~ -
HENRY HAGNER, :

one Republican and one Democrat, upon it, has been nom-

inated expressly as Independent, and opposed to all corrupt —

combinations and influences. It is supported by both Repub-

licans and Demoerats, and is in pledged opposition to all at-

tempts to pervert justice and subserve partunn interests. The o]

names upon it are a guarantee that these pledgeb will be =

fulfilled.

It is opy 1()5ed only by strictly regular pamzqn mﬂuences, ; j
which, if succe:sf'u] will either control the judges or visit
upon them partizan displeasure.

Under such circumstances our duty seems clear: if we will
vote it, it can and will be elected. = Let us make that vote so
emphatic that its meuning will be understood :md,heeded‘.: s 0%

5 Loy v
& Election, Tuesday, May 17th. 5
Cut off this Ticket and vote it.

e T L s
= e S0 S
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For Senators, "
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BUTLER,

of Greenfield
of Springfield.

of Fall River.
e wweiver Gone

OF North Adai,

RANSOM € TAYLOR, - of Woreester
,oxmxum JOHN W, CORCORA 5 of Clinton.
R, e JOSERH A, TITUS o - of Worcester
cRLES ARG, W hitbuy.
For Treasurer of State,

THOMAS B. BYRNES.
For Attorney General,
HUGH D. MeMULLEN,
For Clerk of Suprome Court,
MARTIN T. KRUEGER.
Por uperintendentof Tublle Turustien,
W M. EWEENEY.

vor Judn Supreme Court Third Distrtet,
JOHN R. COFFROTH.

For Congrossman Seve
WILLIAM D, BY:

For Prosscuting Attorney 19th Judiclal Cireutt,
JAMES L, MITCHELL.

For Reprosentatives,
JOHN SCHLE!
WILLLAM M, HICKLIN,
DANIEL FOLEY,
WILLIAM J HUGO,

Diveet,

!uld-tl‘yrmnhuuwhnnn Haa sock and
JAMESJ. WALSH.

Clerk,
30BN B, SOLLIVAN.
For Sheriff,
I1SAACKING.
For Auditor,
THOMAS TAGGART.
For Trenmrer,
BAMPLE LOFTIN.
For Recordor,

BRINE.

For Coroner,
FRANK A. MORRISON, /"

For surveyor,
/ILLIAM C. SMITH,

S
e
e e
o o s e
SArOLROL S bion.
Sy o R
2 November, 1886, 22
T ket
e S e G s s
v October, 1538,
TOART Bt

=
Zein

B /‘“/

HENRY B. LOVERING, — of Lym
WALTER CUTTING, ~ of Pitsfield

HENRY €. THRCHER, ™ ™o Yarmouth
JOHN F. MORFHT, ™™ ™™™ of Lowell

JOHN W. CORCORAN, ™™ of Ciinton
WILLIA F. COOK™ of Springfied
VILLIAW ASPINVALL,~of Brookine
CHARLES S. HAMLIN, of Boston
WILLIAW D.C.CURTIS. IAES LOONNELLY

D e s

o i o e Pt Commlo
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THE REPUBLICAN GITY COMMITTEE
OF THECITY OF NEW YORK
NQ 1 MADISON AVENUE.
NEW YORK.

o

2o
™
VMo

New York, October 28, 1897,

My Dear Sir:

g On this sheet is shown the straight Republican Ticket

B aat® for the Election District in which you are a registered voter,

REPUBLICAN TICKET,

If you will carry this circular with you to the polling booth,
and there compare it with the official ballot, which will be
handed to you by the ballot-clerk, it will enable you to

e T identify thereon the Republican column. Under the emblem

troll .
SR of the Eagle Guarding the Ballot box (as shown in
For Presidentof the Counall,
"R ROSS APPLETO

this sample ballot) you will find a circle. In order to
vote the straight Republican ticket, you have only
to mark an X with a black lead pencil inside of

the circle, precisely as it appears in the circle under the

‘emblem on this sheet.
The Republican party appeals to you for your vote
that the new City of the Greater New York may be started

upon its municipal career under conditions which will insure

,,,mm,,&‘ its wise, honest and efficient government,

O'*l tan,
THEDDO s

n
GUSTAY SCHOLER

GEORGE W. KRAM.
MOSES J. JACKSON. Faithfully yours,

For Councllmen for the Second
Council District,
PATRICK 15, MURPRY.

M. A % O*‘7/

e of A:
SWILLIAN D.

For Alderman for the Sever
JORN J. HANNON
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ACTUAL SIZE

BRIEFCASE SIZE (ae WEIGHS LESS THAN 5 POUNDS ‘W"b'mmm"?

is a vote for economy.
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A7 et Mo Fee 14/00 )
A = " Porty, s Bichery,
W, Fopo.. £ Gharles
B GRW. Bmmxa,.“mug i

By gy et 13 Nowtgy e
aier B Hotwgg || Gomolus F, prigl. 4

Goorgy g, Garpont®®: 7 Lows Rioe

T Clerk.
FREDERICK 1. ADAMS, _

g= Tor 1
o CHARLES B, PARNU. I
LUTHER B. WIGHTNAN.

£ JOUN I NORIARTY.

TOB_MAXOR

10SES K1MBAL il

For Gommon Councit.
SIDNEY SQUIRES. ‘ E. B. VANNEVAR. I
SEWELL B. BOND. JOEL RICHARDS.
For Schzet Commitie.
o

Aol
SAMUEL A. GREEX. |

" WILLIAM WOODS.

1 For Clerk.
T, L. P. WILLARD.
Tor Inspoctors.
CHARLES J. HAYDEN. L GEORGE G. ELDER.
STON.

For way
EBEN R.

JAMES F. SAYER. DAVID WHIS'
THOMAS M. WELLS.

/‘

OTIS KTINLER.
o, 7. DAv

“Ter Common Counelt,

WILLIAM CURIIS.
WM, B. MAY. |
For sehoot Comm
ALEEY DUTNA, 5 yours | WAL E; IUTCHINSON, 2 your. -
JAMES MORSE, '« 7.0 EDSON  Lyms
JAMES E. MARSH, 8 yews. .| BENJ. F. CAMPBELT,

MARES % MANSH $ i 259 BENLE CAMMUKLI,E
3 For Warden. For Clerk.
- WILLTAM H. ALLEN. GEO. V. SEAVER.
For Taspectors:
THOS. I LITCHFIELD. | A, PARKER NEWN
BENJ. . CHASE. BARTHOLOMEN
GEORGE E. HAVEN.

o
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Reoular Republiean Relomm

TICE:S E'T.

WARD THREIE.

City Central Committee.

JOHN B. NORTON, GEO. W. DREW,

GEO. M. STARBIRD, P. J. STONE, Jr",
JOHN CONWAY.

Delegates to District Convention,

JOSEPH H. COTTON, KELSEY M. GILLMORE,
A. 0. BUXTON, WILLIAM F, MURPHY,
ENOCH J. CLARK, CHARLES R. WHITNEY.

Delegates to State Conyention.
CHARLES F. SMITH, WILLIAM S. ROBBINS,
JAMES F. GINN, JOSHUA B. REA,

FREEMAN L. GILMAN, JEREMIAH BRADFORD.
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Union Republican Tieket.

COPIAY COUNTY.

1* Lonstltlltmn.
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2o corinant. coystman
ARDREWJFAMISON-
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ry of State,
T e
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5 E
Dis. Ist. L.I{.(Yl(\NDLER., o
. 2ud. TRAVIS H.EPES,
. 8rd. THOMAS BRU
.. 44h. JOHN T .THORNTON, "
.. 5th. JAMES E.JOHNSON, of Zecford.
. 6t MARMADUKE JOHNSON, of ' Richmrond
. 7th. LEMUEL J. BOWDEN, nf Wilteasrisbeesy
« Bth. YOSEPH CHRISTIAN, of Miiillesesr-
o 9t BUH. SHACKELFORD, of Fivegreier
.. 10t ANDREW E.KENNEDY. o/://7rson

. 11th. FRANCIS T. ANDERSON, of Zocktridge

« 1200 W.R. STAPLES, o7 Hontgornery
« 130 WALTER PRESTON, of Wecstiirgton-
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OFFICIAL BALLOT, GENERAL ELECTION

PALM BEACH COUNTY, FLORIDA OFFICIAL BALLOT, GENERAL ELECTION
6 PALM BEACH COUNTY, FLORIDA
NOVEMBER 7, 2000 K LTy

(REPUBLICAN)
GEORGE W. BUSH - presioent I
DICK CHENEY .vice phesioent (REFORM)
(DEMOCRATIC) <4 PAT BUCHANAN - presioent
AL GORE -paesioent 5ep- EZOLA FOSTER - vice PesioeT
JOE LIEBERMAN - vice pResioenT (SOCIALIST)
ELECTORS (LIBERTARIAN) -6 DAVID McREYNOLDS -presioent
FOR PRESIDENT HARRY BROWNE - presioent T MARY CAL HOLLIS -vice paesiotnt
VICE PRESIDENT ART OLIVIER . vice phesioent (CONSTITUTION)
(A vote for the candidates will (GREEN) -«8 HOWARD PHILLIPS . presioent
actually be 3 vote fortheir electors) | pa) pH NADER - estoent . J. CURTIS FRAZIER . vice phesioent
(Vote for Group) WINONA LaDUKE . vice restoent (WORKERS WORLD)
(SOCIALIST WORKERS) ~«10 MONICA MOOREHEAD - paesioent
JAMES HARRIS - pResioent 11 GLORIA La RIVA . vice PResIDENT
MARGARET TROWE . vice PRESIDENT
WRITE-IN CANDIDATE
(NATURAL LAW) To vote for a write-in candidate, follow the
JOHN HAGELIN . presioent 13> directions on the long stub of your ballot card.
NAT GOLDHABER - vice paesioenT

TURN PAGE TO CONTINUE VOTING





OPS/images/f0124-01.jpg





OPS/images/f0075-01.jpg
Republican Ticket.

Town Clerk, GEORGE L. GILL

e REPUBLICAN

m[':\‘;& A. PERKINS, Ticket.

JAMES J. MALUM‘.

T SRR e Town Clerk, GEORGE L. GILL.
FRANCIS. L. HAYES, SYLVESTER BROWN Town Treasurer, HORACE B. SPEAR.
“Feaees of Thomas Cruuc Libeary foe three ycars " For Seloctmen and A ssebsors.

LUTHER W, ANDERSON,  WILLIAM H, PRICE JOHN Q. A FIELD, EDMUND B. TAYLOR,

JOWN CHAMBERLUZE:

Managers of Adams Acudriny far dusee ears,

X ). ADAMS,

it . il School Committee for ¥ ea
st ns s Commc s B s @ NOSBEP - dumes M. Sate; .
GEORGE L. BAXTER, JOSEPH H. VOGEL

Trustees of Public Ubcary for 3 Yaars,

ko et o v Wenry Barker, Cahill.
RUPERT F. CLAFLIN,

Managers of Adams Academy, for 3 Years,

e NCH.
Colletor of rm msm{ﬁ T:FVRE . Josiah P, Quincy, Peter Butler,
o comeimics fo s Maragers Mt Wollston Ccme(ery for 2 Years,
JOHN A. DUGGAN, y Heury F. Barker, M Federhen

L WARREN HAYOEN,  EOWARD & SPEMRL
WASHINGTON M. FRENCH, — JAMES E. MAXIN. -

- For Constables,
Ohas, H. 8. Newcomb, _Michacl Walsh,
_Beninmin Watson, __ Bdward H. Richardson,

AMOS M. LITCHFIELD.  Maf3GLQVER. '
CHARLES N, HUNT, RORERT J. WULLIAMS. 4 m.l“ll,:l'l.ulﬁPLl\ i’ Lo{i 1;:!,,“ ,I:’
EDWARD H. RICHARDSON, Famel ity l:::"v-s E e

w?w Lm‘ﬁ’g[b Johu R, Graham, Levi Stearns, +(,
_ William Webb, Patick Gamity. |

REGULAR

REPUBLICAN
E=TIOKET.=<>

Town Clerk, . GEORGE'L. GILL.

Town Treasurer, HORACE B, SPEAR.

B Ee e e
JOHN Q. A, FIELD, EDMUND B. TAYLOR,
ISRAEL WATERHOUSE.

School Committoe for 3 Foarh
o, (George F. Pinkbam.

Trustees al Public Llhrary for 3 Years,

" GEor £ CAHILL. ~he
nz

Managers of Adams Acadomy, for 3 Years,
Josiah P. Quincy, Edward Norton.

Managen Mt. Wollaston Cemetery lnr 2 Vaars,
Hemy F. Barker, E

For Constables,

Leone O. Badger,
Fdward A. Spear,  Charles H. S. Newoomb,
‘Benjamin Watson,
William O. Seelye, 3
Edward H. Richardson, llemy H. Faxon,
Levi Stearns, R. Grahiam,
Alonzo Gline
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For Covorner,

JOHN QUINCY ADAMS,

For Lo o
Samuel O. Lamb, of Greenfield

ereary of e Commomeeat,
LUTHER STEPHENSON, Ji, . of Hingham

o Toasaror a0 Bacovar Gunerst,

of Garduer

of Pittsfield

of Brighton

of Mende

of Ayer

of Townsend
of Evereit

Josn QUINGY Foams
SANTEL O EANE,

_ OF GREENFIELD.

T For Seoretary of the Commemwoalth,

JOEN X. TARBOX, - - of Lawrence.

LEVI Hﬁiv’iu"oﬁ “‘-M:I"-G_;F Gardner,

PHINEHAS ALLEN, - "-"of Pitisheld.

J0SIAH . ABBOTT, - - - of Bostan,
‘WARD ELEVEN.

For Gouncillor, 4th District,
PETER HARVEY, e a

of Boston.

TANES F. FARLEY, - 7" of Doston.

For Senatar, 5th Suftolk District,
TAMES AL FOX.

For Ropresontatives to the General Court.
FRANCIS DANE, OLIVER STEVENS,
s JOMN &, DUNLAP.

o Soool Committee. For 8 yoars.
¥ JASON G. WITHAM.

For Trustess of Publio Library. 8 yoars.
HARRISON A. K

1,

or Manugers of Adams Acsdomy. 3 year.

PETER BUTLER, HENRY A. JONES.

For Managers of Mount Wollaston Gemotery. 2 years.
. PENNIMAY,

or Constables
WILLIAM PARKE] AMOS
g0} FRENCH, PATRICK
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_ WARD ONE.
DEMOCRATIC TICKET.

G Truih aad Justce s OUR Motto. 28

Ten hours anly

e Reproscnttin to Congress

DANIEL MBII_Y

For Garernor.
Asa P. Cate,
For Reilroad Commissioner.

Frederick Vose.
Fur Councillor.
Albert Blaisdell.

s For Seator,.
John 8. Bennett.

Leverett P. E Rlchards,

Thomas Imlt.h, Register.
John 8. Couch,
Comrmussioner.

ives 4o General Court.
Peter Jennus,
William Ran
Nathaniel K. Rlynes-

BaoAn Dee.to M’,ka(

FREE SOIL TICKET

Ward 11.

For Mayor,

BRADFORD SUMNER.

For Aldermen,

THOMAS BULF]NCH CHARLES C. BARRY,
JOHN GOVE, JAMES M. WHITON,
JOSEPH SOU THWICK, WILLIAM BATES, of Ward 10,
ALBERT J. WRIGHT, LEMUEL CAPEN.

For Common Council,
JOHN KILTON, GEORGE ADAMS,
JOSEPH PRATT, FREDERIC FOLSOM.

For School Committee,
BENJAMIN H GREENE, | JOHN T. SARGEANT.

For Overseer of the Poor—ROBERT FOSTER.

For Warden—STEPHEN CHILD.

For Clerk—GEORGE S. WINSLOW,

For Inspectors,
JO. W. T. STODDER, J. SMITH CUTTS,
FREEMAN HOWLAND CHARLES W. SLACK
JAMES P. HITNEY.
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10th District.

ADMINISTRATION

'UNION TICKET

For Mayor,
CALEB T. FAY
Fort| County Judge,
THOS.|W. FREELON
For Distrier Attorney,
CHAREES Hf PARKER
For County Cleik,
JOHN A MONROE
Eor Sheriffy
THOMAS J. ' POULTERER

Vieiyaprired
.

ForiRecorder, o fill the
ot of 1G4 .

hy
GEORGE BIR.
For| County Racorder,
GEORGE B, REEVE
For (City and County Treasurer,
ASAI T. BLAWTON
Foff Citigtand County Assessor,
THOSE D. MATHEWSON
Bar Oty and County Surveyor,
REED BIGLER
For Coroner
DR. B. A. SHELDON
For Harbor Master
CAPT. N. PROCTOR SMITH
ABor Superiniendent of Cognipndy ' Stiiodis\
JOHN H. BREWER
For Superviso
For School Direc
Inspeotor of Elect
Judge of Tleof
TrT
Justive of s Peace
Constable..

BTORY|
INGTON
15

" NSHIP.
GEQ. T. BOUEDEN
EAS HOWARD, Jr

“ Sutiseription of Thwee Hundyed Thousand
Dallars, to-the San Francisco and Sai Jose Rai.
70ad Company.” TES.

lI’nlls——Brick Building westerly side of Third,
between Folsom and Harrison streets.
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70 VOTERS

AT THE PRIMARY.

The tactics of my opponents in this can-
vass are new. They, THE CANDIDATES,
are PERSONALLY soliciting my KNOWN
FRIENDS to Vote for either the one or the
other, because, they say, I am out of the race,
and dor’t desire Votesto be thrown away on

me.

Voters, this may be fair dealingin THEIR
estimation, but I wﬂl take no part in such
electioneering.

DON'T BE DECEIVED !

Vote your honest preference, and be assured
that when the Polls close To-Night, I shall
have won this fight.

Don’t be alarmed by the GAY DECEIVERS,
but Vote for your old friend,

BENJ. H. BERRY

April 19th, 1888.
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DEMOCRATIC TICKET.,

ﬁ',//,’/.'l'f(//;l“[l’((’es{//ll Vv 4% (S84,

olellIaY DBJ@&S

: for INDIANA,— .

E‘..”LE CTDRS AT Lm@g 1,
o JOHN COODE, o Norfolle.
W. R. STAPLES, o/ onlgomery.

District Electors.

1 JOHN NEELY, _ ofidccomack.
2" BAKER P.LEE, _ of Zlezabelth CELy:.
3" R.H.CARDWELL, o Hanover

4% W.T.ATKINS, _ o/ Medlenburyg.
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VOTING MACHINE.

No. 630,762, Patented Dec. 11, 1894.
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