x * %
POLITICAL
BEHAVIOR

of the
AMERICAN

ELECTORATE
ok k% Xk

~ William H. Flanigan



Political Behavior
of the

Amencan Electorate

o

William H. Flamgan

University of Minnesota

==

ALLYN AND BACON, INC.
BOSTON



&

© Copyright 1968 by Allyn and Bacon, Inc.

470 Atlantic Avenue, Boston. All rights reserved.

No part of this book may be reproduced in any form,
or by any means, without permission in writing

from the publisher.

PRINTED IN THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

Library of Congress card catalog number: 68-15406



Political Behavior
of the

American Electorate



To My Parents




Acknowledgments

R

THE FOLLOWING ANALYSIS AND DESCRIPTION OF THE AMERICAN ELEC-
torate is heavily dependent on the work of others. Until recently,
extensive analysis of the research findings and data collected by another
social scientist was limited to an examination of published tables, but
there have been significant changes since 1960. The major studies of
American public opinion and voting behavior are now available to
scholars throughout the world for further analysis and examination.

These developments in political analysis have depended on the
cooperation of many individuals, but the efforts of two men associated
with the Survey Research Center at the University of Michigan deserve
special mention. For a number of years Angus Campbell has opened
the archives of the Survey Research Center to outside scholars, and
I have drawn on the work of many, most notably V. O. Key, who
have benefited from the generosity and assistance of Angus Campbell
and the Survey Research Center. Warren Miller has directed the organ-
ization and expansion of these activities through the creation of the
Inter- university Consortium for Political Research. The Consortium
which is composed of the Survey Research Center and about one
hundred departments of political science has not only made available
the archives of the Survey Research Center to a much wider clientele
but has made available other major data collections on the same basis.

This study is completely dependent on Survey Research Center
data provided by the Inter-university Consortium for Political Research,
and I am pleased to acknowledge my great debt to the individuals in
both organizations who have contributed to the establishment of these
resources and services. I must hasten to add that neither the Survey
Research Center nor the Consortium bears any responsibility for the
analyses and interpretations presented here. Indeed the hazard of their



viii PovriticaL BEHAVIOR OF THE AMERICAN ELECTORATE

efforts to provide open archives is the sort of reinterpretation and
reanalysis which follows, and I can only hope that the weaknesses of
this work will not reflect on the general worthiness and excellence
of the Corsortium and the Survey Research Center.

I must also express my debt to the director of the Social Science
Research Facilities Center at the University of Minnesota for his assist-
ance with the data processing and to Gloria Priem for typing the manu-
script. Among the many students at Minnesota who helped with the
analysis I am particularly indebted to Doug Frisbie, Caroline Harlow,
John Pierce, and Nancy Zingale for genially and competently handling
so many of the laborious details in the preparation of the tables. Again
these acknowledgments do not diminish my responsibility for the errors
that follow, but they qualify considerably the credit I am due.

W.H.F.



Political Behavior
of the

American Electorate



Chapter 1
Chapter 2

Chapter 3

Chapter 4

Chapter 5

Contents

INTRODUCTION
SurrFrAGE AND TurNouT
PArTIsaNs AND INDEPENDENTS

SociaL CHARACTERISTICS OF PARTISANS
AND INDEPENDENTS

PusLic OprinioN anND IDEOLOGY
CamraieNs AND ErectoraL DEecisions

Survey ResearcH METHODS

27

45

95

117



FIGURE

FIGURE

FIGURE

FIGURE

FIGURE

FIGURE

TABLE

FIGURE

FIGURE

I.1I

1.2

1.3

1.4

1.5

1.6

I.I

1.7

2.1

Last of Illustrations

and Tables

The Proportion of the Adult Population
Eligible to Vote, 1860-1960

Estimated Characteristics of the Electorate,

1820-1960

Hypothetical Relationships Between Electoral
Turnout and Levels of Interest, Involvement
and Information

Estimated Turnout of Eligible Voters in the
South and Non-South, 1860-1964

Turnout of Eligible Voters in Presidential
and Congressional Elections, 1920-1964

Turnout in the 1964 Presidential Election
According to Age and Education

The Distribution of Adults Who Have Never
Voted According to Race and Sex for the
South and Non-South in 1952, 1956, 1960,
and 1964

Interest in Politics Among Southern Whites and
Negroes According to Education, 1952, 1964

Presidential and Congressional Votes, 1928

1964

I0

II

13

16

19

21

22

24

27



List of Illustrations and Tables

FIGURE 2.2

FIGURE 2.3

FIGURE 2.4

FIGURE 2.5

TABLE 2.1

FIGURE 2.6

FIGURE 2.7

TABLE 2.2

TABLE 2.3

TABLE 2.4

FIGURE 2.8

FIGURE 2.9

TABLE 2.5

TABLE 3.1

FIGURE 3.1

Democratic Vote for Congressman, North
and South, 1936-1964

Net Advantage in Presidential and Congressional
Voting Among Independents, 1952—1964

Patterns of Voting Behavior in Different Types
of Elections

Expected Turnout of Partisans and Independents
in Different Types of Elections

The Party ldentification of the Electorate,
1940-1964

Party Regularity in Presidential Voting for
Partisans and Independents in 1952, 1956,

1960 and 1964

Vote for President by Partisans and
Independents in 1952, 1956, 1960 and 1964

The Distribution of Partisans and Independents
in 1952, 1956, 1960 and 1964
The Distribution of Partisans and Independents

for the South and Non-South in 1952, 1956,
1960 and 1964

The Distribution of Votes for President by
Independents from 1940 to 1964

Interest Among Partisans and Independents
in 1952, 1956, 1960 and 1964

Concern with the Outcome of the Election
Among Partisans and Independents in 1952,

1956, 1960 and 1964

Distribution of Interest in Government and
Politics Generally According to Partisanship,

1964

The Composition of Strongly Partisan Democrats
and Republicans According to Region and
Community Size in 1964

Social Characteristics of Partisans and
Independents in 1952 and 1964

28

29

30

32

34

37

38

39

40

41

42

43

46

48



xii

TABLE 3.2
FIGURE 3.2
TABLE 3.3
TABLE 3.4
TABLE 3.5
TABLE 3.6
FIGURE 3.3
FIGURE 3.4
TABLE 3.7
TABLE 3.8
FIGURE 3.5
TABLE 3.9

List oF ILLusTRATIONS AND TABLES

Partisanship Groupings in 1964 According to
Region, Race, Religion, and Occupation 50

Changing Partisanship of Non-Southern White
Protestants from 1952 to 1964 According to
Occupation 51

The Composition of Strong Partisans and
Independents in 1964 According to Region,
Race, Religion and Occupation 52

Relation of Reported Partisan Preference of
Primary Groups to Respondent’s Own Partisan
Choice, 1952 55

Distinctiveness of Presidential Vote Among
Certain Groups, with Life Situation
Controlled, 1956 57

Presidential Vote Across Four Secondary
Membership Groups with Democratic Voting
Standards, by Strength of Group Identification
and Belief in Legitimacy of Group Political
Activity, 1956 57

Defections to Nixon Among Protestant Democrats
as a Function of Church Attendance 59

Status Polarization of Presidential and
Congressional Votes, 1944-1956 6o

Distribution of Partisanship According to Social
Class Identification and Region in 1964 62

Distribution of Attitudes Toward Federal Aid
to Education and Medical Care for the Aged
According to Social Class Identification
for the Non-South in 1964 63

Proportion of Voters Making Vote Choice for
President in October or Later According
to Presence or Absence of Cross Pressures,

Elmira, 1948 66

Proportion of Catholics Showing Some Conflict
of Partisan Attitude by Occupation and
Level of Attitude, 1956 67



List of Illustrations and Tables

TABLE 3.I0

TABLE 4.1

FIGURE 4.1

FIGURE 4.2

FIGURE 4.3
FIGURE 4.4

FIGURE 4.5

FIGURE 4.6

FIGURE 4.7

FIGURE 4.8

TABLE 4.2

TABLE 4.3

TABLE §.I

TABLE 5.2

TABLE 5.3

Relation of Reported Changes in Own
Occupational Status to Changes in
Self-ldentification with Parties, 1956

Public Familiarity with Selected Issues, 1956

The Support for Federal Aid to Education and
Medical Care for the Aged from 1956 to 1964

Support for Medical Care for the Aged in
1964 According to Region, Race, Religion
and Occupation

Support for Medical Care for the Aged in 1964

According to Region and Partisanship

Support for Foreign Aid and School Integration

from 1956 to 1964

Support for School Integration According to
Region, Race, Religion and Occupation in

1964

Support for School Integration in 1964
According to Race, Region and Partisanship

Support for Foreign Aid in 1964 According
to Region, Race, Religion, and Occupation

Support for Foreign Aid in 1964 According
to Region and Partisanship

Relation of Position on Domestic Liberalism
Scale to Position on Internationalism

Scale, 1956

Political Influentials vs. the Electorate:
Response to Items Expressing “Rules of
the Game”

Campaign Activities in 1952, 1956, 1960
and 1964

The Active Campaign Workers of 1964 According

to Partisanship and their Preference for
President

Distribution of Time of Decision on Vote Choice

for President in 1948, 1952, 1956, 1960
and 1964

xiii

78

79

8o

81

83

84

86

88

92

96

97



xiv

FIGURE §5.I

TABLE 5.4

FIGURE 5.2

TABLE 5.5

TABLE 5.6

FIGURE 5.3

FIGURE §.4

List oF ILLusTRATIONS AND TABLES

Distribution of Democratic and Republican Votes
for President According to Time of Decision

for 1948-1964 100

Distribution of Time of Decision of Vote
Choice for President in 1960 and 1964
According to Partisanship 101

The Hypothetical Relationship Between Mass
Media Attention and Stability of Voting
Behavior 104

Total Number of References to Characteristics
of Republican and Democratic Presidential

Candidates, 1952-1964 107

Perceptions as to the Party Most Likely to
Keep the United States out of War in the
Ensuing Four Years 109

Categories of Response to Issues and Candidates
and Their Impact on the Electorate 110

Attitudinal Component Analysis of the 1952,
1956, 1960 and 1964 Presidential Elections 112



Introduction

THE AMERICAN ELECTORAL SYSTEM IS ONE OF THE MOST FASCINATING
of all political institutions. Not only do American campaigns and elec-
tions provide a colorful and entertaining array of political practices, but
in the United States the political party system, the candidates’ appeal
to the public, and the ultimate selection and rejection of political leaders
represent a successful and time-tested democratic decision-making mech-
anism the equal of any in human history. For all that, the American
electoral system does not operate perfectly and in some ways it does
not operate well at all. This introductory text is not an evaluation of
the American electoral system; rather, it will explore the system’s be-
havior during the past couple of decades. Voting behavior and political
opinions of the American public as well as some explanations of these
major political patterns are the central concerns of this volume.

The public appears as a concept in discussions of democratic
politics and in a general sense the meaning of the term is clear. How-
ever, there are a number of different specific ways to define the public
in the United States as an analytic focus for the study of political
behavior. There are several choices for the meaning of the public: the
citizenry, the voters and those who influence policy. First, and perhaps
most obvious, is a definition of the public as all individuals in the
society who have the right to vote, the citizenry. There are good reasons
for using suffrage or the right to vote as a basis for determining who is
in the public and who is not. The right to vote is a fundamental ele-
ment of political power. Democratic political theory argues that the

I
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enfranchised are more influential, more adequately represented than the
disfranchised. Presumably the public to which democratic political
leaders respond is the political electorate, and if our goal is increased
understanding of the role of the public in policy formation and the
operation of our government, suffrage is the proper basis for defining
the public.

There are several reasons for not being content with suffrage alone
to define the public. For one thing, under some circumstances indi-
viduals who do not have the right to vote may become important in
influencing policy and political leaders. Women, for example, were a
significant political force before they had suffrage. They not only
exerted influence to acquire the vote but joined in a variety of reform
movements. More significantly, under many circumstances large numbers
of eligible voters neither vote nor involve themselves in any way in the
political decision-making of the community. To better examine the
impact of the mass of individuals on the leaders’ policy-making, one
might define the public simply as all the individuals whose activities
or attitudes influence policy in any way. This is a straightforward
description of the public for most analytic purposes, but it would be
most impractical to determine in a complex society which individuals
have any influence on any of the policies of the society. This definition
of the public might be used with greater hope of success in studying
a single policy decision, but the simplicity of a single decision might
be deceptive since, under careful scrutiny, decisions that have appeared
independent of one another are found to be interrelated. There is an
additional complication: individuals may influence decisions without
at first appearing to and without intending to. If decision-makers take
individuals into account when making policy, then those individuals
have some influence over policy and by our definition are to be included
in the public. Having influence by being taken into account can
cover individuals who could not exert influence any other way. In a
slave society where slaves are “powerless” they may be taken into
account by leaders who moderate certain policies or refrain from others
for fear the slaves will revolt. The slaves would still not be powerful
but they would have some influence and consequently be part of the
public.

A third possibility for a definition of the public is the individuals
in a society who actually vote. This is something of a compromise
between all those eligible to vote and those with some influence over
policies. It is relatively easy to identify the voters, say, in contrast to
individuals with influence, and the argument for using voters as our
definition would be that voting is an act of influence.

The many studies employed in the course of this book have used
a wide range of definitions of public and a single definition will not
be selected and used consistently throughout. Rather, aspects of political
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behavior which entail different definitions of the public will be investi-
gated. No great care will be given to moving from one implicit defini-
tion to another, although greater attention to this analytic category
is a plausible and desirable next step in political analysis.

MAJOR VOTING STUDIES

It is easy to categorize the major voting studies of the American
electorate according to the scholars and research institutions that
conducted the studies. The first study of voting behavior and political
opinion relying on survey research techniques was directed by Paul
Lazarsfeld, who was interested in the impact of mass media on indi-
vidual vote choice during a Presidential campaign. Lazarsfeld selected
a single community, Erie County in Ohio, for his study during the
1940 Presidential campaign, and when he published the findings, The
People’s Choice,! it became a major work of social analysis. In 1948
Lazarsfeld, Bernard Berelson, and William McPhee of the Bureau of
Applied Social Research at Columbia University conducted a second
political study in Elmira, New York, and published their findings in
Voting.? Several major findings in political research emerged from
these two studies: the cross pressure hypothesis, opinion leadership,
selective perception. To this point the important studies were of single
communities and conducted entirely by sociologists.

In 1948 the newspaper polls predicted a Republican victory in the
Dewey-Truman race for President while a Survey Research Center
national survey showed Truman winning, thereby publicizing the
more scientific sampling used in academic polling. This success pro-
moted a national political survey during the 1952 Presidential election,
which was reported in The Voter Decides® and which emphasized
partisanship, issues, and candidate images. National political studies
have been made by the Survey Research Center every two years since
1952 and the following analysis depends heavily on these studies up to
and including the 1964 survey. The most impressive study, The Ameri-
can Voter* by Campbell, Converse, Miller and Stokes, was based
mainly on the 1952 and 1956 national surveys and continued the

1 Paul Lazarsfeld, Bernard Berelson and Hazel Gaudet, The People’s Choice
(New York: Columbia University Press, 1944).

2 Bernard R. Berelson, Paul F. Lazarsfeld and William N. McPhee, Voting
(Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1954).

3 Angus Campbell, Gerald Gurin and Warren Miller, The Voter Decides
(Evanston: Row, Peterson and Co., 1954).

4 Angus Campbell et al., The American Voter (New York: John Wiley and
Sons, 1960).



