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  Why is black partisan identification so one-sidedly Democratic forty years past the Civil 

Rights movement? A black/non-black political dichotomy manifests itself through one-sided 

African-American partisanship. Racial consciousness and Republican hostility is the basis of the 

black/non-black political dichotomy, which manifests through African-American partisanship. 

Racial consciousness forced blacks to take a unique and somewhat jaundiced approach to politics 

and Republican hostility to black inclusion in the political process in the 1960s followed by 

antagonism toward public policy contribute to overwhelming black Democratic partisanship. 

Results shown in this dissertation demonstrate that variables representing economic issues, 
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INTRODUCTION 

 Despite an extensive literature on voting behavior, (Abramowitz 1994; Bartels 

2000; Campbell et al.. 1960; Carmines and Stimson 1981; Fiorina 1981b; Key 1966; and 

Miller and Shanks 1996) work continues as researchers strive for parsimonious 

explanations of America’s complex electorate. For political parties, this is an important 

endeavor as it allows them to understand better the rationale behind voter’s ballots. A 

proper understanding of partisan identification enables the nation’s political parties to 

better hold onto their core constituencies, better market their candidates and potentially 

gain new voters. More importantly, recognizing why subgroups within the American 

polity support certain political parties will enhance our appreciation of the process by 

which ethnic and minority groups integrate into the wider American political system.  

 Previous work on minority political behavior focused on political participation of 

minority voters (Alvarez and Bedolla 2001; Jackson 1973; Miller et al.. 1981; and 

Uhlaner et al. 1989) rather than identification with a party or actual vote choice. This 

research will add to the literature by focusing on the constant support the black electorate 

gives to Democrats, and in so doing, will develop a theory better explaining the continued 

strong identification African Americans have with the Democratic Party.   

Every election season commentators and prognosticators try to handicap that 

year’s most competitive races. Pundits develop new keywords for the political junkies: 

Soccer Moms, NASCAR Dads are just catchy ways of saying white, suburban mothers 

and white, southern males. As interesting as these terms may be, they generally fail to 

convey much of substantive to the student of politics that really wants to learn why some 

subgroups of the population lean one way or the other. More authoritative commentators 
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will break down election analysis beyond catchphrases and be able to give their audience 

explicit reasons why an election turns one way and not another.  

To that end, this dissertation attempts to add more understanding of the outcomes 

we see in elections. In some ways, media pundits have it both very easy and very hard in 

informing us how people will vote and why they vote in a certain manner. Since 2000, for 

instance, we know there are really “just” two types of states: red states and blue states, 

and maybe a few purple states that cannot decide if they are Republican or Democrat. 

First, a commentator tells us if a state is red or blue. Once we know what color a state is, 

then we can surmise plenty of additional information about that state based on that one 

political nugget of information. We know how a state will come down on a variety of 

issues: abortion, school prayer, the Ten Commandments, gun control, and on and on.  

Yet, this mode of analysis really does all of us a disservice. This post hoc 

reasoning does not inform us of why a state is red or blue. In other words, we still do not 

know what comes first: Is a state Republican because it favors gun rights over gun 

control, is pro-life and not pro-choice, has a regressive state tax system instead of 

progressive, or is it the other way around. The reason we do not know is because states 

and all electorates in general are simply comprised of thousands and millions of 

individuals who all approach their partisanship and vote choice in disparate manners. 

Examining black males and white males, Hispanic females and Asian males, southerners 

and New Englanders, Catholics and Protestants, clarity can be the substitute for knee-jerk 

observations such as, “Alabama is a red state, therefore, the 2004 election hinged not on 

Iraq, but on family values.” Why is this case? Why do certain subgroups of the 
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population identify Republican and not Democrat, or why do some groups evenly split 

their identification?  

Naturally, we cannot study every individual voter, scintillating as that sounds, but 

when we look at the many subgroups of voters, a clearer vision of the electorate appears. 

It is beyond the scope of this dissertation to examine all the partisanship of all the groups 

in American society, so I focus on the partisanship of African Americans. Throughout 

this dissertation, I compare the partisanship of African Americans to that of white 

Americans. It is a natural comparison. Until recently, African Americans were America’s 

largest minority group (Hispanics took that honor around 2003). The uneasy coexistence 

between blacks and whites also creates a political anomaly not duplicated in any other 

industrialized, western nation. The wide gulf in partisanship and vote choice between 

blacks and whites in America is unrivaled anywhere else. This dissertation is an analysis 

of why African American partisanship and subsequent vote choice differs so much from 

whites.   

The problem for students of African American partisanship is that because blacks 

are a minority population, their partisanship has not always been a critical matter for 

study. Routinely, blacks vote as a block. This is significant for several reasons. First, 

candidates and parties relying on black support can generally count on sizable support 

from black voters. Likewise, a candidate or party that does not do well among minority 

voters should support minimal among black voters. This seems simple enough but the 

consequences are real. The rhetoric used, promises made, and policies pursued directly 

relate to who supports whom. Second, the relationship between blacks and the party 

system is a very different relationship than that experienced by other groups. You would 



 4

never hear of either major party writing off the vote of Hispanics or women. Instead, both 

parties viciously compete for the votes of Hispanics and women, because even the 

brightest prognosticator cannot, with absolute certainty, forecast the partisanship and vote 

choice of those groups. Yet, blacks’ relationship with the party system simply consists of 

Democrats knowing they will get black votes and Republicans assuming they will not get 

black votes. Every election supports this status quo and as I will explain later, 

Republicans actually have a vested interest in keeping it this way.   

 Only with black Americans can we with confidence before every election, predict 

which candidates and party they will shower with near unanimous support. We would 

never expect such uniformity among white voters. Imagine how boring campaigns and 

elections would be if white partisanship were as predictable as black partisanship! 

Exactly because of the predictability of black partisanship, its study as an academic 

subject has suffered. Black partisanship, as an item of study, appears to have minimal 

appeal because there is less variance, yet this dissertation seeks to look beyond the 

surface of partisanship and find out why this is the case.  

 I certainly do not want to take anything away from other efforts to better 

understand partisanship and vote choice. Those studies are the basis for which I, and 

other researchers, try to understand the political world in which we live. For instance, 

Hispanic Americans are another neglected group, in which researchers are beginning to 

devote much needed attention.  

 In this dissertation, I argue that black partisanship is the result of two cross-

pressures. First, there is black racial consciousness. An amorphous concept that has no 

dictionary definition, it is, nevertheless a dynamic concept. Harlem Renaissance writers 
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such as Richard Wright, Langston Hughes, Zora Neale Hurston, and James Baldwin 

eloquently wrote of the dichotomy that it is to be both black and American. They wrote 

of a world in which no matter your potential, skills, and accomplishments, a black was 

always seen as black first, a person second, and an American third. America has matured 

considerably since the Harlem Renaissance and the perceptions and realities we live have 

likewise progressed. Nonetheless, in this dissertation, I postulate that black 

consciousness, as a political construct is just as strong today as ever.  

 The second half of my thesis is that the party system, and since the 1960s, the 

Republican Party, treated blacks much differently than other groups in the electorate. 

Besides all the extra hurdles needed just to achieve suffrage, blacks existed in party 

system that did not want them. Even after winning suffrage with the 15th Amendment, 

blacks had to contend with a party system designed to nullify their legal right to 

participate. Parties were most responsible for keeping blacks away from meaningful 

participation. As if that was not enough, in the 1960s the party system realigned over the 

question of race and not necessarily for the better as Republicans moved away from 

support for civil rights in order to profit in the South.     

In this dissertation, I use consciousness to underline the idea that blacks, for better 

or worse, share a common political thought and act in concert to achieve political and 

social goals.  Consciousness refers to a feeling of solidarity among black Americans. It is 

that classic Du Bois’s (1903) concept of blackness, that feeling of “twoness-an American, 

a Negro, two souls, two thoughts… [who] wishes to make it possible to be both a Negro 

and an American…” This line of reasoning has not dissipated over time, such as 
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accusations of Clarence Thomas “estranged from his blackness” (Walters and Smith 

1999).  

This dissertation simply follows a long tradition of studying African American 

politics from a distinct perspective. As an example, the basis of African American studies 

developed from African American thought, which is to say that to understand African 

Americans we must be cognizant of their real-world circumstances.  

As with consciousness, hostility as a concept evolves from the distinct nature of 

the African American political experience. I use hostility in this dissertation to explain 

the relationship blacks and the Republican Party have with each other. Specifically, 

hostility refers to the lack of partisan identification that African Americans exhibit toward 

the Republican Party. As a point of contrast, we would not say that whites are hostile to 

either party.   

I felt a term was needed that could adequately express the relationship blacks 

have with the Republican Party and vice versa.  Of course, hostility between the two has 

not always been the case. Following the Civil War, blacks were Republicans. Only in the 

1930s did blacks begin to shed their Republican identification. By the 1960s, however, 

blacks were solid Democrats. As I discuss in Chapter V, this was a result of policies 

consciously pursued by the Republican Party, designed to elicit more white support and 

brand the Democratic Party as the party of minority interests. Yet, hostility is a two-way 

street. Since, the 1960s blacks are so solid in their support for Democrats many blacks 

treat as traitors those blacks that do not flout their Democratic partisanship.  

 Although they are two separate concepts, I use consciousness and hostility 

together to illustrate the larger picture, which is that there is a black/non-black political 
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dichotomy in American politics. Racial consciousness causes blacks to approach the 

party system with a different set of expectations, which manifests itself through hostility, 

actual black partisanship and voting.  

 Much of the voting behavior literature on minorities assumes the basic framework 

of partisanship does not vary across race and ethnicity. In the American context, we often 

assume non-whites identify as members of a given party for the same set of reasons that 

whites choose their partisan identities.  Latinos might be the exception where there is a 

robust literature explaining distinct patterns to Latino voting.1 Yet, ample evidence, 

discussed in Chapters I and V, persistently demonstrates there is a black/non-black 

dichotomy in voting. African Americans simply do not vote in a manner consistent with 

other demographic groups in America.  

Dissertation Outline 

 The dissertation continues as follows. Chapter I briefly introduces my theory of 

racial consciousness and GOP Hostility. A discussion follows of the relevance of this 

dissertation to the party identification literature. I briefly discuss classics such as The 

American Voter and its critics. I also examine alternative methods to partisan 

identification such as rational choice and retrospective models.  

Chapter II introduces the data, methods and hypotheses utilized in this 

dissertation. In Chapter III, I elaborate on my theory of conscious-hostility and test my 

first hypothesis. Following this, I focus on three rival explanations of black partisanship: 
                                                 
1 The Latino community has historically voted strongly Democratic (DeSipio 1996, Garcia and de la Garza 
1977). Traditionally, Mexican-Americans in the southwest favored Democratic presidential candidates by a 
3:2 or even a 4:1 margin (Falcon 1984). Puerto Ricans are also stable Democratic identifiers (Garcia and de 
la Garza 1977, Jennings 1984b, and Cain and Kiewiet 1987. This is significant because two-thirds of 
America’s Latinos claim Mexico as their country of origin. Of Latinos, Cuban Americans are the most 
reliably Republican (Moreno and Rae 1992, Moreno and Warren 1992). The standard explanation for 
Cuban American support for the Republican Party “… is rooted in their anticommunist, pro-defense 
attitude” (Brischetto 1987). 
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Economic rationales behind partisanship and the vote, socioeconomic models and finally 

ideology with an emphasis on religiosity. In this chapter, I produce results explaining 

why I feel this literature is deficient.  

 I use the phrase Hostility often throughout this dissertation. I use the phrase to 

represent the black/non-black political dichotomy that is the heart of black partisanship.  

Chapter IV discusses the political differences between blacks and whites. This 

chapter focuses on black consciousness and its partisan consequences. I analyze why race 

for blacks is still the strongest motivation behind their partisan identification and the 

historical distinctiveness of the African American experience and its effect on black 

partisanship over the years.  This distinct experience manifested in hostile treatment from 

the Republican Party. Republican action over the years actually contributes to one-sided 

African American partisanship. Starting in the 1960s, the Republican Party actually did 

the opposite of what it would take to get African Americans to identify with the GOP. It 

is almost as if GOP leadership asked, “How can we alienate as many black voters as 

possible, for as long as possible?” and then programmatically set out to accomplish that 

task. True, southern Democrats in the 1960s were mostly racially conservative and it took 

time for role reversal on racial issue to occur, but once it did, the Republican Party was 

the party of racial conservatism and the Democratic Party represented political inclusion.   

Chapter V takes a similar approach but I focus on the political differences 

between blacks and whites over time. I focus on the evolution of black partisanship and 

why Conscious-Hostility best explains African American partisanship over the last forty 

years.  Anti-black action by the GOP did not fade away in the 1960s. Take the imbroglio 

in the 2000 presidential election as an example, although some will say every election 
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(Gumbel 2005). Notably in Florida, but also in Ohio and Michigan there were rampant 

reports of voter intimidation. Almost all of the instances of voter intimidation concerned 

Republican operatives trying to purge minorities from the voting rolls. Despite 

protestations from Republican officials that their efforts were merely designed to prevent 

voter fraud, the fact that Republican challenges to eligible voters occur exclusively in 

minority-laden urban areas and not the suburbs sends a clear signal that Republicans still 

want to repress black participation.  Finally, the GOP successfully turns economic issues 

into racial issues. For instance, the War on Poverty as exemplified by Medicare and 

Medicaid began with a Democratic administration and a Democratic Congress. National 

Democrats showed they cared about the poor, society’s underdogs. Republicans fought 

the creation of such programs and by linking welfare with race sent a strong “us” versus 

“them” signal to the white electorate. 

 Chapter VI concludes with a summary of efforts in this dissertation to contribute 

the idea of a black/non-black political dichotomy. This is due to racial consciousness and 

the unique historical considerations fostering black hostility to the Republican Party. I 

find that for African Americans attitudes toward the party establishment explains more 

variance in African Americans partisan identification than socioeconomic status, 

ideology, or religiosity. Additionally, white voters, are very much affected by attachment 

and this attachment continues to explain much more than ideology or socioeconomic 

status.  

 Parties should make more substantive appeals on a variety of issues rather than 

stylistic appeals although in actuality, Republicans do not need to do this because as of 

late they are winning the national elections as is. However, if Republicans want to 
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increase their vote share and win by comfortable margins they must be able to compete 

for all votes.2  In an ideal world, all the major parties would equally compete for all 

votes, but when Senate Majority Leader Frist (R-TN) uses blacks as a prop in a press 

conference to gain African American support for a conservative judicial nominee it seems 

like just a stunt. When President Bush poses for a photo op with black victims of 

Hurricane Katrina it seems like just a patronizing stunt. Republicans seriously have to 

consider major policy initiatives to gain black votes, such as granting all ex-felons 

suffrage. Perhaps, Republicans will have to lead the effort at electoral reform. Neither of 

these is likely to happen. As long as Republicans continue to engage blacks as publicity 

props, they are not likely to increase significantly their share of the black vote. As I later 

discuss, it is most likely that the GOP is quite comfortable with limited black support and 

benefits by not making substantive policy overtures to Black America.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
                                                 
2 Although it is likely that Democrats and Republicans adhere to the idea of simply building and 
maintaining a minimum-winning coalition. This is coalition of just enough voters to secure victory.  
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CHAPTER I 

IMPORTANCE TO PARTIES 

Racial consciousness and mistreatment of blacks by the modern Republican Party 

lead to overwhelming and persistent black Democratic partisanship. That such a large 

chasm exists within a voting block in a two-party democracy is very important.  Parties 

are important in a representative democracy because they help to channel political 

differences in society. Despite the broad cultural heterogeneity of the American people, 

institutional constraints require this country to function as a two-party state (Huckshorn 

1980). Assuming electoral gain is the primary motive of America’s major parties 

(Mayhew 1974), America’s political system requires the two major parties to develop and 

sustain broad coalitions. Instead of a multi-party system, emphasizing society’s 

distinctiveness, a two-party system requires parties to stress their commonalities. In a 

strong defense of America’s party system, Aldrich (1995) says parties harness America’s 

leadership and as of late, parties exist to service the needs and ambitions of its leadership.   

 Each party invests untold amounts of time and money in attempts to develop a 

winning coalition so that each candidate need not reinvent the “build-a-coalition-from-

scratch” wheel3.  Blacks, Hispanics, southern whites, organized labor, farmers, small 

businesspersons, religious conservatives, gun-owners, and suburbanites all have a 

developed voting niche. Parties seek to exploit these niches for their own electoral gain.  

 Although the two-party model is the norm, the coalitions comprising the parties 

evolve through realignment. Petrocik (1987) defines political realignment as changes in 

the social group coalitions that distinguish party supporters. The last major realignment 

                                                 
3 Debate may ensue on this point as to whether or not parties develop minimum-winning coalitions or 
simply very broad coalitions that can win.  
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occurred with the election of Franklin Roosevelt, which ushered in his New Deal 

coalition of blacks, Catholics, the North, urban laborers, Jews, and Southern whites. This 

coalition experienced forty years of nearly uninterrupted control of Congress (Huckshorn 

1980). 

 Others contend realignment occurred in the 1960s. I believe, along with Carmines 

and Stimson (1981) a partisan realignment occurred in the 1960s. The cause was race. 

First, in the 1960s, previous semi-solid support for the Democratic Party by African 

Americans hardened because the national Democratic Party (i.e., the non-southern wing 

of the party) championed civil and voting rights for African Americans. Second, the 

Republican Party, especially its southern wing, benefited from an increase in support 

from whites that left the Democratic Party to support its efforts to exclude blacks from 

the political process.4  

 Huckfeldt and Kohfeld (1989) also agree a realignment based around race 

occurred during the election of 1964. Their central argument is that 1964 signaled the 

period when the Democratic Party could no longer count on the consistent support of 

white southerners. History and recent evidence support this claim. Goldwater’s explicit 

appeals to race, Nixon’s southern strategy, Reagan’s welfare stereotypes, and recent 

Republican success with white male voters in the South point to shifted support of white 

southerners away from the Democratic Party. While the GOP has not gained every white 

voter lost by the Democratic Party, the net result is realignment, with race as its root 

cause. Figure 1.1 shows this breakpoint.  

 

                                                 
4 Growth of the Republican Party during this period was due to race as well as other factors. Many 
economic conservatives felt at home in the Republican Party. Most importantly to blacks, however, was the 
fact that racial conservatives found a home in the GOP. 
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Figure 1.1 

African-American Partisan Identification, 1952-2000
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To put the realignment of the 1960s into better perspective, consider that as late as 

1950 out of 105 southern House members, only two were Republican, both from East 

Tennessee (Black 1998). Realignment in the 1960s occurred partly because as Black 

says:  

…as the older Democratic segregationists departed, they were increasingly 
replaced by younger white Democrats who understood that cultivating biracial 
coalitions was essential to their survival. Many of the white Republicans who 
began to win congressional elections positioned themselves as more conservative 
on racial issues than their Democratic opponents.5 

 

What occurred according to Black was that “the sub-region most identified historically 

with conservative Democrats has emerged as the strongest sub-region for conservative 

Republicans,” in other words, there was effective replacement of one group by another,  

 The race-based realignment of the 1960s essentially finished Roosevelt’s New 

Deal coalition. Since the 1960s, an inexorable shift occurred bringing the South out of the 

era of one-partyism to a mix of competitive two-party balance throughout the region and 
                                                 
5 When Black says white Democratic segregationists were leaving the Democratic Party it is important to 
note they were leaving for the GOP even if their explicit partisan identification remained Democratic. 
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in some instances GOP one-partyism because of the overwhelming shift in southern 

white male partisanship. 6 Among this demographic what was once near unanimous 

support of Democrats was less than 40 percent by Reagan’s first election (Miller and 

Shanks 1996).  The consequence of this realignment is readily apparent.  The Democratic 

Party's inability to maintain loyalties of the New Deal coalition is responsible for each 

Democratic presidential loss over the last three decades: “Republican party identifications 

increased in 1984 and again in 1988, but most sharply in those cohorts of the post-New 

Deal generation (Miller and Shanks 1996).”  

 It is possible the current coalitions supporting the Democratic and Republican 

parties will remain stable and relatively constant in the long run. I argue that this is 

possible – to a point. As elections 2000 and 2004 demonstrate, the two majors are in a 

tightly contested race to gain political power and this is only possible with a firm grasp 

on coalitional groups. The better each party understands why each coalitional group 

supports either party the better each party can effectively address the electorate. I do 

believe this research will be welcome news for Democrats because any future 

realignment will only involve blacks if Republicans make exaggerated efforts to be more 

inclusive, not just in rhetoric, but in actual deeds. Further, if researchers and the parties 

have a better grasp of the historical underpinnings for coalitional support of the parties, 

we can estimate future partisan support as well as understand why some existing theories 

do not explain voting behavior of minorities as well as they explain voting behavior for 

other groups. 

 

                                                 
6 In the South, Republicans, with the exception of Clinton’s plurality wins in 1992 and 1996 dominate 
presidential elections and mostly dominate U.S. House and Senate elections. Control of state legislatures is 
more competitive.  



 15

Stability of Partisan Identification 

 In any competitive representative democracy, the electorate wields the levers of 

governmental power by selecting candidates and parties they believe can most effectively 

govern. Knowing why the electorate and subgroups of the electorate support a particular 

candidate or party is of crucial importance. A well-developed literature is devoted to 

understanding why and how voters come to identify with a particular party (Bartels 2000; 

Bolce et al. 1993; Cain et al. 1991; Carmines and Layman 1997; Carmines et al. 1987; 

Franklin and Jackson 1983; Green and Palmquist 1994; Maggiotto and Piereson 1977; 

Stanley and Niemi 1991). This chapter begins with a brief overview of this literature.  

 Voting behavior research began in 1940 at Columbia University. Researchers 

determined that certain demographic characteristics: socioeconomic status, religion, and 

place of residence could best explain why a voter supported a particular candidate. An 

implied finding from this study was that voters knew which candidates to vote for nearly 

as soon as an announcement of the names and party labels of the candidates. This 

research implied rationality on behalf of voters because early candidate selection allows 

for increased voter ignorance of campaign details.7  

 Following Columbia’s 1940 study, various other schools: rational choice, 

economic, retrospective, and issue voting have attempted explanations that are more 

parsimonious on why people vote in the manner they do. Yet, as I will later explain these 

theories do not adequately explain black voting because they all presuppose an amount of 

                                                 
7 Important to remember is that Columbia’s survey in 1940 was an odd political year to do a survey. 
President Roosevelt was running for an unprecedented third term. By then, almost all voters had a strong 
opinion about Roosevelt one way or the other, and had already experienced eight years of his 
administration, helping to determine well in advance of the election, whether to support him or his 
opponent.  
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variance in the vote, which is simply lacking among black voters. These theories neglect 

the unique nature of the African American experience. 

 The American Voter (Campbell et al. 1960) makes a persuasive argument that 

partisan identification is “the individual’s affective orientation to an important group-

object in his environment,” in this case the political party. Partisanship represents an 

evaluation of the two parties, and individual identification is a psychologically stable and 

long-term attachment. From this conclusion the authors and Miller and Shanks (1996) 

contend, political campaigns or direct issue appeals cannot easily alter partisan affiliation.  

Partisanship is too stable to respond to short-term influences. 

 In The American Voter, we learn that various factors affect partisan identification:  

religion (pg. 159), Race (pg. 278), class (pg. 335), education (pg. 353), and occupation 

(pg. 409). These characteristics act as long-term influences on voters. Once partisan 

identification is established, the voter uses it as a lens by which to evaluate candidates, 

issues, and media coverage. As political awareness broadens, voters use partisan 

identification as a prism, through which to view political events.  

 Social factors might play an especially prominent role during the early stages of 

voter’s political socialization. Prysby and Scavo (1986) observe, “When a citizen first 

becomes politically aware, social cues and demographic factors may influence and even 

dominate the choice of party identification.” Much partisan socialization is a result of 

parental influences, “over 90% of the explained variance in respondent partisanship was 

accounted for by parental partisanship” (Carmines et al. 1987, 384).  

 An important question is the effects of issue position on partisan identification or 

vice versa. Discussing the stability of partisanship Campbell et al. (1960) illuminates the 
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importance of partisan attachment on policy beliefs by suggesting it is an important 

source of policy orientation. Jacoby (1998, 657) concurs, “…personal attachments to one 

of the parties provide citizens with useful information for the development of their own 

attitudes on political issues.” In forming opinions on policy preferences, it is quite likely 

partisans look to the policy preference of the party as a cue in developing their own 

beliefs. This happens because citizens invest so little effort in acquiring the knowledge 

needed independently to assess the pros and cons of various political issues. Likewise, 

Mackie and Cooper (1989) say people take on the positions of the group with which they 

identify. This makes it somewhat likely that an uninformed Democrat would generally 

support the issue positions of the Democratic Party.  

 The major finding of The American Voter is that partisan identification endures 

throughout our lives, and stands as a core orientation to America’s electoral politics. 

Converse (1966) says partisanship contains a “normal vote.” This is the stable political 

predisposition regardless of occasional blips of the actual vote caused by campaign-

specific candidates and issues. A careful reading of the “normal vote” will measure 

someone’s true preference because any short-term effects should drop out. As a result, we 

learn the best predictor of an individual’s vote is their partisan identification. Simply put, 

if survey respondents answer that they view themselves as a Democrat, then that, more 

than any other variable, will inform us as to how they will actually vote. Additionally, 

partisan identification can influence assessments of economic performance (Campbell, 

1960, 387-396) and perception of political events (pg. 165).  

 Since partisan identification is stable so is the aggregate among ethnic groups and 

this is important for coalitional stability. Campbell observes that group identification, like 
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partisanship, is consistent. Membership in a group, especially an ethnic group, is 

significant because of its ability to determine political attitudes. This membership, almost 

by definition, cannot change during a person’s lifetime. Speaking of group identification, 

Campbell writes, (Ch. 12) “…membership is more likely to determine attitudes than are 

attitudes to determine membership.”   

Bartels (2000, 8) shows evidence of the importance of partisan loyalties 

increasing over time, “As national party elites took increasingly distinct stands on racial 

issues, black voters moved overwhelmingly into the Democratic column, while white 

southerners defected to conservative Republican presidential candidates.” Niemi and 

Jennings (1991) suggest partisan shifts that do occur are not necessarily the result of 

changing party identification but are the result of changing policy preferences brought on 

by intergenerational change. This raises an important point concerning black partisan 

identification, why is it so stable one generation after the next? Discussions on black 

consciousness in Chapter IV will help illustrate that for blacks, their group membership is 

more important to them than with other groups.  

 We can view partisanship as an elaborate stereotype with voters employing 

partisan stereotypes of candidates, “Partisan stereotypes have considerable influence in 

political information processing, suggesting that the political parties continue to play an 

important role in voters’ decision-making processes (Rahn 1993, 472).” Rahn adds that 

stereotypes, acquired through socialization and political encounters, enable voters to filter 

candidates into classified “boxes.” Once in these “boxes” it is relatively easy for voters to 

recognize certain, expected traits of candidates. With a fair amount of confidence, voters 

can choose between parties once party labels are available, because parties behave in 



 19

“predictable” ways. Accordingly, “Political party stereotypes can be viewed as those 

cognitive structures that contain citizens’ knowledge, beliefs, and expectancies about the 

two major political parties (Rahn 1993, 474).” Bastedo and Lodge (1980) concur that 

partisan labels conjure up clear distinctions in the minds of voters.  

Flexibility in Partisanship 

 Key (1966), however, found issue with Campbell’s findings that voters do not 

exert much effort in their vote process and rely so strongly on partisan identification. Key 

counters that many partisan identifiers are “stand-patters.” These voters support their 

chosen party in the absence of any information to the contrary. Further, if the relative 

advantages and disadvantages of the opposing candidates are fairly balanced then 

partisan identifiers are likely to support the candidates of their chosen party. The status 

quo for voters is to support their party’s candidates until given a reason not to support 

them. Implied from The Responsible Electorate is that voters make concrete value 

judgments about which party to support. We should recognize under what circumstances 

a voter, or groups of voters, might deem it time to support a different party, or remain 

with a party even under changing circumstances. This leads me to ask, why then, do 

black voters continue to identify with the Democratic Party even though circumstances 

today are so different from the 1960s when black partisanship realigned?  

 Weisberg (1980) improves the partisan identification literature by expanding our 

treatment of identification beyond a single dimension. Weisberg suggests a 

multidimensional concept of party identification is required to understand identification. 

Weisberg’s multidimensionalism occurs by incorporating political independents and 

examining attitudes toward both major parties and the system itself. Weisberg says when 
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we base partisan identification on a single dimension we assume positive attitudes toward 

one party must automatically correlate with negative attitudes toward another party, or 

that political independence is the opposite of partisanship. This is not the case.   

 Weisberg believes standard methods of addressing partisan identification, 

specifically group attachment theory are deficient. For instance, in The Voter Decides 

(1954) Campbell says partisan identification is predictable once citizens psychologically 

attach themselves with one or the other major parties. Following up in The American 

Voter (1960), Campbell reports that individuals use the political party as a group with 

which to identify and once done attachment is stable and persistent.  

 Weisberg highlights three problems with group attachment theory. First, this 

treatment assumes people are capable of only identifying with one party and assumes a 

zero-sum relationship people have with the party system. This leads to the second 

deficiency of the group attachment model, which is that it does not explore a citizen’s 

relationship with the party system. In doing so, group attachment theory is guilty of a 

third error, assuming political independence is opposite of partisanship.   

This raises several points to address. For instance, how do African Americans feel 

about the entire party system? A discussion of African American partisanship might be 

missing the point if blacks feel generally estranged from the entire political system. I do 

not think this is case, but it is a point that needs addressing. Is it possible for a person to 

identify with more than one group? My theory makes the point that, for African 

Americans at least, this is not likely. Weisberg is correct in the sense that animosity 

blacks have toward the Republican Party does not necessarily translate into a positive 

affect toward the Democratic Party. All of this raises important questions for this 
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research. First, has the incidence of black partisan independence changed since the 1964 

election? Second, are African Americans, more than others, apolitical? Third, do African 

American independents lean in a particular direction, and if so, which direction? Fourth, 

is there an age, income, or educational bias in among independent-leaners?   

 Table 1.1 has answers to these questions. Table 1.1 shows, first, that the incidence 

of black partisan independence increased by only one percentage point over nearly forty 

years, to a level similar to whites. Second, the percentage of strong partisan identifiers 

remains constant at 45 percent, considerably higher than strong partisan identification 

among whites.  

Table 1.1 
Strength of Partisanship 1960-

1968 
1969-
1976 

1977-
1980 

1981-
1992 

1993-
2002 

Blacks - Independent 14.8% 11.5% 10.6% 10.8% 9.9% 
Whites - Independent 11 14.9 16 12.5 10.9 
Blacks - Leaning 
Independent 8.9 12.5 15.4 18.5 19.6 

Whites - Leaning 
Independent 15.8 21.8 24.1 24.4 25.9 

Blacks - Weak Partisan 31.3 35 30.6 28.9 25.5 
Whites - Weak Partisan 40.7 38.4 38 35.1 33.2 
Blacks - Strong Partisan 45 41 43.4 41.9 45 
Whites - Strong Partisan 32.6 24.9 21.9 27.9 30 

 

Tables 1.2 and 1.3 show the level of interest in presidential and congressional 

elections for whites and blacks. Table 1.2 and Table 1.3 indicate that blacks, to a similar 

degree as whites, also listed in Tables 1.2 and 1.3 care about the outcomes of presidential 

and congressional elections. 
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Table 1.2 
Care Who Wins 
Presidential Race 

1960-
1968 

1969-
1976 

1977-
1980 

1981-
1992 

1993-
2002 

Blacks - Don't Care 30.6% 33.1% 26.6% 32.8% 19% 
Whites - Don't Care 35 41.5 46.4 31.8 22 
Blacks - Care 69.4 66.9 73.4 67.2 81 
Whites - Care 65 58.5 53.6 68.2 78 

 
Table 1.3 
Care Who Wins 
Congressional Race  

1969-
1976 

1977-
1980 

1981-
1992 

1993-
2002 

Blacks - Don't Care 45.6% 49.4% 45.1% 38.9% 
Whites - Don't Care 36.4 57.2 46 37.6 
Blacks - Care 54.4 50.6 54.9 61.1 
Whites - Care 63.4 42.8 54 62.4 

 
In the first table of this chapter, we looked at partisanship. When we expand our 

view of partisanship and look at the full seven-point spectrum, we can get a fuller picture. 

Table 1.4 shows that black independents, unlike whites move in a decidedly Democratic 

direction, regardless of time frame.  In the second half of this chapter I answer the fourth 

question, is there an age, income or educational bias among black partisans and 

independents?  

Weisberg says that political independence does not necessarily presuppose 

antipathy towards one or the other political parties. However, in the African American 

context because the evidence shows such demonstrable one-sidedness among 

independents, it is reasonable to conclude that black independence is tantamount to 

Democratic partisanship. Among independents, blacks are a unique case. Petrocik (1981) 

writes, “Independent Democrats among blacks and Southern whites are not the same 

kind of partisans and to assume that all these Independents can be relied upon to vote for 

Democratic candidates would be a mistake.” [Italics mine] In other words, black 
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Independents are especially likely to actually vote Democratic than southern whites. This 

is because the observed vote among blacks outperforms their predicted vote.  

Table 1.4 
 
Seven-Point 
Partisan 
Identification  

1960-
1968 

1969-
1976 

1977-
1980 

1981-
1992 

1993-
2002 

Blacks - Strong 
Democrat 41.6 38.6 40.5 40.2 43.5 

Whites - Strong 
Democrat 20.3 14.2 13 14.6 14.3 

Blacks - Weak 
Democrat 25.7 32 28.4 26.1 22.8 

Whites - Weak 
Democrat 25 22.8 23 18.5 16.7 

Blacks - 
Independent - 
Democrat 

7.3 10.9 12.8 14.1 15.6 

Whites - 
Independent - 
Democrat 

8.4 11.4 13.3 11.2 13.4 

Blacks - 
Independent 7.8 9.9 8 8.8 8.8 

Whites - 
Independent 9.7 13.7 13.9 11 10.1 

Blacks - 
Independent - 
Republican 

1.6 1.7 2.7 4.4 4 

Whites - 
Independent - 
Republican 

7.4 10.5 10.8 13.2 12.5 

Blacks - Weak 
Republican  5.6 3 2.2 2.8 2.7 

Whites - Weak 
Republican  15.7 15.6 15 16.7 16.4 

Blacks - Strong 
Republican 3.4 2.3 2.9 1.7 1.5 

Whites - Strong 
Republican 12.3 10.7 8.9 13.3 15.7 

 
 
 Additionally, group attachment theory cannot readily explain the increase in split 

ticket voting and independent identification over the last political generation. For my 

purposes, there are two noteworthy groups to consider, blacks and Democrats. Most 

importantly, blacks as individuals attach to the black group. Following this, the black 

group attaches politically to the Democratic Party. 
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Weisberg observes that citizens can simultaneously hold what appear to be 

contradictory positions. For instance, an individual black voter might self-identify as a 

pro-life fiscal conservative and therefore is an Independent, but still identify and vote 

Democratic. This is because economics or abortion may not be that critical to that 

person’s vote choice. Likewise, a person can be pro-environment and pro-choice, yet still 

be a Republican because the environment and abortion may not be that critical to that 

person’s vote choice. If Weisberg is correct it casts doubt on how effective group 

attachment is as a theory because it indicates that if people can simultaneously hold 

contradictory positions than there is not necessarily an “attachment” informing their 

partisan identification. However, as I mentioned earlier, Petrocik writes that group 

attachment is very strong for blacks, which is why even among black Independents their 

observed Democratic vote is consistently higher than their predicted vote.  

Where Weisberg’s analysis is faulty is that there is bipolarity in African American 

affective evaluation of the two parties. Among African Americans, many Independents 

are actually more partisan in their actual voting behavior than some partisan identifiers. 

In actuality, Green (1988, 759) reports that once we take into account measurement errors 

there is a bipolar attitudinal response among the entire electorate, which means that 

negative attitudes toward one party should and does necessitate positive attitudes toward 

the other party. This is because, “feelings toward partisan groups and party identification 

are closely linked.”  

In the case of African Americans, ideological constructs (liberal versus 

conservatives) are not as important as partisanship. 8 Green says bipolarity is the norm, 

                                                 
8 An anecdote is useful here. In 1964, major league baseball’s barrier-breaking Jackie Robinson 
campaigned for liberal Republican Nelson Rockefeller. Robinson caught flak for it the black community. 
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not the other way around as Weisberg attests. However, Green cannot explain increases 

in political independence, nor does he explain the clear distinction in how African 

Americans view both parties. The root cause of this distinctive African American 

perception of the Democratic and Republican parties is group consciousness, which 

manifests in hostility toward the Republican Party.  

Retrospective Voting 

 Fiorina (1981b), Franklin (1984), Franklin and Jackson (1983) all see partisan 

identification as dynamic and not with the stability expected by Campbell et al. (1960). 

Crediting voters with more intelligence than much of the previous literature, Fiorina 

(1981b) helped develop the concept of retrospective voting. In order to pass judgment on 

candidates and parties, retrospective evaluations occur when voters use past political 

performance as a guide. Fiorina and Downs (1957) see voting as essentially a “running 

tally” of evaluations of party platforms and performance in office. If voters are satisfied 

with the status quo, or at least have not received enough negative information to the 

contrary, they will vote to maintain the status quo. Conversely, if voters are upset with 

present conditions then it is more likely that voters will reject the status quo. It must be 

noted the importance of the “running tally.” Voters might be willing to reject the status 

quo, but this is typically only after a considerable period-of-time. Partisanship can change 

because of short-term influences but certainly does not have to change because of short-

term influences. Additionally, Fiorina notes the stress of economic evaluations of 

politicians and parties in presidential elections, more so than at the congressional level. 

                                                                                                                                                 
Robinson told others he was campaigning for Rockefeller and not Republicans, the man and not the party. 
“Blacks know better than to vote for Republicans,” said Robinson. (Ashbee 1999)  



 26

 Green, Palmquist, and Schickler (2002) offer an updated perspective on 

retrospective voting. Partisan attachment is so steady that even when assessments of 

government performance change, partisan identification will not. In other words, despite 

changing circumstances party identification remains stable. From a partisan perspective, 

this pleases Democrats because blacks are not likely to rush to a snap judgment and 

change their identification. I believe it is plausible that even when blacks negatively 

evaluate Democratic performance their identification does not change. This is the effect 

of racial consciousness on their identification.  

 Retrospective voting presupposes a certain amount of variance in voting behavior. 

Voters employing retrospective evaluations are presumably giving serious weight to 

switching their support from one election to the next. This is because voters approach 

each election and review recent political and economic events to make an informed 

decision. This scenario says if a voter supported Carter in 1976, for instance, but realized 

by 1980 that economic conditions deteriorated so much, that a vote for Reagan might be 

in order. Economic conditions did deteriorate between 1976 and 1980, especially for 

blacks, but we did not see a corresponding dip in African American support for the 

national Democratic candidate. Turnout decreased slightly but partisan identification did 

not change. In fact, Democratic identification among blacks was higher throughout the 

Carter years than during the sixties. Blacks, unlike whites, were not willing to alter 

dramatically their voting behavior at a time when retrospective theory suggested they 

should.   

Retrospective voting fails adequately to explain black partisan identification 

because it assumes a transient vote. If we assume blacks use retrospective evaluations, 
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and at each election they weigh the various pros and cons of supporting Democratic or 

Republican candidates, we face a non-varying result in which most blacks never change 

their evaluations of the candidates. If retrospective evaluations are accurate, the logical 

conclusion must be that blacks are always satisfied with the job of Democratic 

incumbents and must never be satisfied with the accomplishments of Republican 

incumbents. If retrospective voting is the case for black voters then it is very difficult to 

disprove. 

Rational Choice 

 Downs (1957) exemplifies the rational choice approach to studying voting 

behavior. Rational choice models recognize the importance of updating new information 

and forming new evaluations. Downs claims voters select the party they believe will 

provide them with a higher utility outcome and that partisanship reflects a citizen’s level 

of policy agreement with the two parties. If two parties have identical platforms and 

policies, voters will base their decisions on their attitudes toward change in general. 

Downs also recognized that voters might use party label as a shortcut. Party label, in turn, 

serves as a shortcut for ideology, enabling voters to choose a candidate or party, which is 

closest to their ideal point, in much the same way that Rahn (1993) recognized that party 

stereotypes could serve as a shortcut. In this manner, voters do not have to sacrifice much 

in the way of time (a valuable resource) in making their decision. Parties are comfortable 

with these shortcuts and in a campaign will often try to stereotype their opponents with 

unfavorable labels (i.e., Democrats are tax and spend liberals).  

 Nevertheless, rational choice does not help to answer the question of this 

dissertation, which is why black partisan identification remains so one-sidedly 
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Democratic forty years past the Civil Rights movement. Rational choice explanations of 

voting behavior do not explain black voting behavior because voting in a certain manner 

for a particular party can be an intrinsic good and not necessarily economically or 

ideologically maximizing. Dawson (1994a) says many black voters desire the feeling of 

solidarity of group membership that one gets from voting. In this instance, an upper 

middle-class black might have a rational, economic incentive to vote Republican, but the 

value gained from group consciousness will prompt this person to vote Democrat instead. 

Conclusion 

  I do not believe the preceding models of retrospective voting or rational choice 

correctly explains the partisan identification, and subsequent vote choice of black voters. 

The literature primarily examines individual motivations behind the vote and a group 

approach is required to explain black partisan identification. My theory is a simpler 

explanation of black partisanship because it recognizes the inherent value of race and the 

strong impact of party behavior on identification.  
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CHAPTER II 

DATA AND METHODS 

This dissertation employs data from the American National Election Studies 

Cumulative Data File, 1948-2000, though I only use 1960-2002. In lieu of original data, 

the NES is the standard survey for this type of application.  I select these years because 

1960 serves as an important historical marker in the relationship between race and 

partisanship. The black vote solidified in 1964 because of Democratic-sponsorship and 

passage of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 and Goldwater’s hard-line reaction against the 

Act.   

I use partisan identification as my dependent variable for four hypotheses with 

four sets of independent variables: economics, socioeconomic status, religion, and 

hostility. With the exception of religiosity, I utilize the following time frames: 1960-

1968, 1969-1976, 1977-1980, 1981-1992, and 1993-2002. These time frames roughly 

correspond to Democratic and Republican administrations. This allows me to determine 

better if the effects of SES, religiosity, and hostility change through different periods. In 

addition, this would allow us to determine if the effects of hostility are weakening over 

time. Because of the availability of particular variables, I combine a few of the time 

ranges for the religiosity hypothesis, but the results will show this to be inconsequential. 

For each hypothesis, I test a particular set of independent variables against the 

dependent variable, partisan identification. For instance, Party ID = Socioeconomic 

Status. Following this, I conduct a secondary “group” analysis with my hostility 

variables. This allows me to tell how much more variance is explained by adding hostility 

to the equation.  
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Hypothesis 1H1: Party Identification = Hostility-Consciousness 

Throughout this dissertation, I assert that partisan identification is the 

combination of black consciousness emanating from a black/non-black political 

dichotomy and hostility toward the Republican Party. I use variables that assess a 

respondent’s attitudes about the parties that will show hostility, or in some cases empathy 

with a party. Because of data availability, I could not use all of the variables for each time 

frame. However, that also allows for a broader test of the concept of hostility. For my 

Hostility thesis to be correct, I should see a weak relationship between party 

identification and Socioeconomic Status, Religion and Economic Issues. I should see a 

stronger relationship with Hostility-Consciousness. Table 2.1 shows the Hostility variable 

along with its NES variable number.  

Table 2.1 

  
1960-1968 1969-1976 1977-1980 1981-1992 1993-2002 

1 

Care Who Wins 
Pres. Race 
VAR: 0311 

Care Who Wins 
Pres. Race 
VAR: 0311 

Care Who Wins 
Pres. Race 
VAR: 0311 

Important Party 
Differences 
VAR: 0501 

GOP -Guaranteed Jobs 
VAR: 0514 

2 

Important Party 
Differences 
VAR: 0501 

Important Party 
Differences 
VAR: 0501 

Important Party 
Differences 
VAR: 0501 

GOP -Guaranteed 
Jobs 
VAR: 0514 

GOP - Aid to Blacks 
VAR: 0518 

3 
Open Housing 
VAR: 0819 

GOP -Guaranteed 
Jobs 
VAR: 0514 

GOP -Guaranteed 
Jobs 
VAR: 0514 

Mother's Party ID 
VAR: 0307 

Conditions Make It Difficult 
for Blacks 
VAR: 9039 

4 

More 
Conservative 
Party 
VAR: 0502 

Mother's Party ID 
VAR: 0307 

Mother's Party ID 
VAR: 0307 

GOP - Aid to Blacks 
VAR: 0518 

GOP Pres. Candidate/Aid to 
Blacks 
VAR: 9092 

5 

Mother's Party 
ID 
VAR: 0307 

GOP - Aid to 
Blacks 
VAR: 0518 

GOP - Aid to 
Blacks 
VAR: 0518 

Conditions Make It 
Difficult for Blacks 
VAR: 9039 

Presidential Aid to Blacks 
VAR: 9076 

6 
    

Party/Most 
Important Problem 
VAR: 9012 

GOP Pres. 
Candidate/Aid to 
Blacks 
VAR: 9092 

We Should Worry Less About 
Equality 
VAR: 9017 

7 
    

GOP Pres. 
Candidate/Aid to 
Blacks 
VAR: 9092 

Civil Rights Leaders 
Thermometer 
VAR: 0216 

Govt. Aid to Blacks 
VAR: 9119 

8 
      Pres. Aid to Blacks 

VAR: 9076 

Blacks Should Not Have 
Special Favors 
VAR: 9040 

9 
      Govt. Aid to Blacks 

VAR: 9119 
Blacks Must Try Harder 
VAR: 9041 

10 
        

Blacks Have Gotten Less Than 
They Deserve 
VAR: 9042 
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There are two types of variables selected as Hostility-Consciousness Variables, 

those representing Hostility and those representing Consciousness. I include the variable 

Care Who Wins Presidential Race because ambivalent voters will not have a deep interest 

in the outcome of presidential elections. I suggest that blacks do feel they have a vested 

interest in the outcome. Since we know that blacks are overwhelming Democratic 

partisans, it stands to reason they would care, perhaps even more than whites care, about 

the outcome of a presidential election. Important Party Differences lets us know how 

strongly black respondents perceive differences between Republicans and Democrats. 

This question does not tell us what these differences are, but it does allow us to compare 

whites and blacks and learn if blacks notice significant party differences. The same goes 

for Which Party Can Best Handle the Nation’s Most Important Problem. Just because 

blacks recognize noticeable differences between the parties does not mean they 

automatically believe the Democratic Party can best handle the nation’s most important 

problem. I argue that black partisanship is about hostility towards the Republican Party 

because of GOP policies, which alienated black voters. However, that does not allow us 

the luxury of assuming that blacks believe the Democratic Party will always be able to 

handle the nations’ most important problem better than the GOP. 

In the sixties, the issue of fair and discrimination-free housing was of pressing 

concern to the black community. Inclusion of Open Housing can inform us if concern on 

this issue had partisan consequences. Likewise, with GOP Guaranteed Jobs. 

Unemployment in the African American community is always higher than the country at 

large, thus a desire for job creation for the African American community is an utmost 

priority. Conventional wisdom states that blacks are liberal, which then explains their 
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Democratic partisanship. If that is the case, this variable should tell us much about black 

partisanship. I include mother’s partisan identification9 because this variable can tell us if 

families pass down attitudes concerning partisanship to each succeeding generation. This 

is especially important because I contend that Democratic partisanship among African 

Americans is as strong today as in the 1960s. This variable can explain why that is the 

case  

 The Consciousness-level variables reflect a meeting-point between partisanship 

and race-based policy. GOP Aid-to-Blacks measures how responsive respondents feel the 

GOP is to the overall plight of African Americans. This measure can tell us what blacks 

and whites think of the effort made by the GOP to help black America. Due to feelings of 

black consciousness, this variable should tell us much about black partisanship. I believe 

that general feelings of consciousness will tell us more about black partisanship than 

economic, socioeconomic, or religiosity variable. I include Government Aid-to-Blacks 

variables because this variable represents policies aimed at the black community. First, I 

include the GOP Presidential Candidate Aid-to-Blacks variable because it is specific to 

the president, but important because the president dominates the nation’s political 

agenda. Of course, not every year is an election year, so I also include Presidential Aid-

to-Blacks. 

 Several Consciousness-level variables reflect a feeling of community: Conditions 

Make it Difficult for Blacks, Blacks Should Not Have Special Favors, Blacks Must Work 

Harder, and Blacks Have Gotten Less Than They Deserve. I find these variables useful 

because I expect both blacks and whites to have concrete views on these questions, and 

                                                 
9 I utilize mother’s partisan identification rather than father’s partisan identification because within the 
African American community, mother’s are most likely to raise the children, hence I rationalize that within 
the African American community, political dispositions are most likely to come from a mother.  
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therefore it is likely that these variables will affect partisanship. Inclusion of the Civil 

Rights Leaders Thermometer reflects a view that Democratic black partisanship goes 

back to the sixties. Presumably, blacks will have a favorable view of the Civil Rights 

Leaders.  

Variables chosen for Hostility-Consciousness might suffer from simultaneity 

issues. This is unfortunate. It is possible and likely, that partisanship relates to other 

variables not under consideration in this analysis. However, as aware as I am of that fact, 

I believe the variables under consideration are as complete an explanation of black 

partisanship we have.  Part of the problem rests in the fact that the National Election 

Survey asks only so many questions directly related to race. However, no other dataset 

has the continuity in questions over the last forty years, making the NES a truly 

invaluable tool. It is also possible that I have the order wrong and that the variables I 

claim explain party identification are actually caused by party identification. This is 

important, but the goal of this paper is simply to introduce into the literature the idea that 

typical explanations of black partisanship miss a crucial element. In that light, given that I 

argue that partisanship comes first, and specific issues are secondary to black 

partisanship, I must use available party-based data that NES provides. Nevertheless, I 

cannot oversell any findings that I do have. However, I do believe, as I state in Chapter 

V, that this paper accomplishes its goal of introducing into the literature a new concept of 

Hostility-Consciousness. I believe that standard models, relying only on Economics, SES, 

or religiosity fail to capture the intangibles explaining black partisanship.  
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Rival Hypothesis 1 H2: Party Identification = Economic Issues 

Table 2.2 shows the Economic variables.  Because an overarching experience of 

the African American community is economic isolation, I have chosen to test partisan 

identification as a function of economics. To that end, I chose variables that question 

African American’s contentment or discontent with America’s and their own financial 

predicaments. Much of the previous literature (Kilson 1993 and Thernstrom and 

Thernstrom 1997) asserts that economic dislocation is the primary reason why blacks 

vote Democratic, because people view Democrats as favoring policies supporting 

working-class and poor Americans.  Their argument is that the economic advancement of 

the black middle-class will induce many to give up on racial politics and vote their class 

interest as Downs (1957) suggests is natural. This belief fits in neatly with those (Kinder, 

Adams and Gronke (1989)) suggesting that pocketbook voting is normal.  

Table 2.2 

  
1960-1968 1969-1976 1977-1980 1981-1992 1993-2002 

1 
Personal Finances/Past Yr 
VAR: 0880 

Personal Finances/Past Yr 
VAR: 0880 

Personal 
Finances/Past Yr 
VAR: 0880 

Personal Finances/Past 
Yr 
VAR: 0880 

Personal Finances/Past 
Yr 
VAR: 0880 

2 
Personal Finances/Next Yr 
VAR: 0881 

Personal Finances/Next Yr 
VAR: 0881 

Personal 
Finances/Next Yr 
VAR: 0881 

Personal Finances/Next 
Yr 
VAR: 0881 

Personal 
Finances/Next Yr 
VAR: 0881 

3 

Should Govt. Support 
Health Care 
VAR: 0805 

Social Class 
VAR: 0148 

Social Class 
VAR: 0148 

Social Class 
VAR: 0148 

Social Class 
VAR: 0148 

4 

Should Govt. Guarantee 
Jobs 
VAR: 0808 

Rating of Govt. Economic 
Policy 
VAR: 0822 

Party/Inflation 
VAR: 9010 

Worried About Losing 
Job 
VAR: 0155 

Worried About Losing 
Job 
VAR: 0155 

5 
Social Class 
VAR: 0148   Party/Unemployment 

VAR: 9011 

Economic 
Evaluation/Past 
VAR: 0870 

Economic 
Evaluation/Past 
VAR: 0870 

6 
      

Economic 
Evaluation/Next 
VAR: 0872 

Economic 
Evaluation/Next 
VAR: 0872 

7 
      Better/Worse Off 

VAR: 0880A 
Better/Worse Off 
VAR: 0880A 

8 
      Pres. Performance 

VAR: 0451 
Pres. Performance 
VAR: 0451 

9 
      Food Stamps Spending 

VAR: 9046 

Food Stamps 
Spending 
VAR: 9046 

10 
      

General State of the 
Country 
VAR: 9052 

  

11 
      Family Income/Costs 

VAR: 9053   
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I use Personal Finances/Past Year, Personal Finances/Next Year, and Family 

Income Kept up with Costs to test the efficacy of pocketbook voting theories. I include 

“Should Government Support Health Care,” “Should Government Guarantee Jobs,” and 

Food Stamp Spending because these variables are examples of the view respondents have 

of the role they believe the government should play in the economy. These 

straightforward questions tell us about the respondent’s beliefs about the size and scope 

of government economic policy. Social class is important because this variable will let us 

know how much class bias plays a role in black partisanship. The variables Rating of 

Government Economic Policy and Presidential Economic Performance tell us how 

strongly respondents supported or disliked current government economic policy. This is 

important because it lets us know if black partisanship responds to certain economic 

information. Two variables, Party/Inflation and Party/Unemployment give us a glimpse 

to see if blacks perceive economic issues in partisan terms.  The variable Worried about 

losing a job tells us if short-term economic fears play a role in black partisanship, as does 

the variable Better/Worse off. Three economic variables: Economic evaluations/Past 

Year, Economic Evaluations/Next Year and General State of the Country are useful for 

detecting if sociotropic attitudes affect black partisanship.  

Rival Hypothesis 2 H3: Party Identification = Socioeconomic Status 

Table 2.3 shows the Socioeconomic Status variables. I chose the variables 

because they represent a broad-based view on socioeconomic status. Socioeconomic 

status is a standard predictor of partisanship, so this will show us to what extent 

socioeconomic status explains the variance in the dependent variable. Wilson (1987) 

stresses the point that the future of American politics insist that class should be more 
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important race as a political issue. Reliance on race as a motivating factor, for Wilson, is 

a detrimental shackle on black advancement.  

Table 2.3 

  
1960-1968 1969-1976 1977-1980 1981-1992 1993-2002 

1 
Age 
VAR: 0101 

Age 
VAR: 0101 

Age 
VAR: 0101 

Age 
VAR: 0101 

Age 
VAR: 0101 

2 
Gender 
VAR: 0104 

Gender 
VAR: 0104 

Gender 
VAR: 0104 

Gender 
VAR: 0104 

Gender 
VAR: 0104 

3 
Education 
VAR: 0110 

Education 
VAR: 0110 

Education 
VAR: 0110 

Education 
VAR: 0110 

Education 
VAR: 0110 

4 
Urbanism 
VAR: 0111 

Urbanism 
VAR: 0111 

Urbanism 
VAR: 0111 

Urbanism 
VAR: 0111 

Urbanism 
VAR: 0111 

5 
Region 
VAR: 0112 

Region 
VAR: 0112 

Region 
VAR: 0112 

Region 
VAR: 0112 

Region 
VAR: 0112 

6 
Income 
VAR: 0114 

Income 
VAR: 0114 

Income 
VAR: 0114 

Income 
VAR: 0114 

Income 
VAR: 0114 

 
The following variables comprise those I utilize for socioeconomic status: Age, 

Gender, Income, Education, Urbanism, and Region. I include Age this variable will best 

tell us if there is a generational effect to black partisanship. I include Gender to see if 

there is a gender gap to black partisanship. I suspect there is not, but inclusion of this 

variable will tell us whether this is so. I include the Education and Income variables 

because these are standard measures of socioeconomic status. Over time, the African 

American population, while poorer and less wealthy than the white population, has 

improved on both fronts. These two variables will let us know if there is a knowledge or 

wealth bias to black partisanship. Both of these variables help us understand if I include 

education. The Democratic Party continues to count on urban voters for support, while 

the Republican Party relies on suburban and rural votes. Inclusion of Urbanism allows us 

to determine how pronounced the urban bias is to black partisanship. Blacks 

disproportionately live in the South, which is the nation’s most conservative region, so it 

is important to see how southern residency effects black partisanship.    
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Rival Hypothesis 3 H4: Party Identification = Religiosity 

Table 2.4 shows the Religious variables. The religiosity variables include 

Authority of the Bible, Abortion, Traditional Values, Tolerance of Different Moral 

Standards, Importance of Religion, Guidance from Religion, and School Prayer. Abortion 

and school prayer remain hot-button political issues.  Heavy emphasis on traditional 

values and the importance of religion in a respondent’s life indicate a more traditional 

values-laden mindset, which would lend towards conservative beliefs. These variables 

indicate the extent that religion plays a role in shaping attitudes towards the parties as 

seen through their partisan identification scores.   

Table 2.4 

  
1960-1980 1981-1992 1993-2002 

1 
Bible 
VAR: 0845 

Abortion 
VAR: 0838 

Abortion 
VAR: 0838 

2 
Abortion 
VAR: 0837 

Church Attendance 
VAR: 0130 

Church Attendance 
VAR: 0130A 

3 

Church 
Attendance 
VAR: 0130 

Religion 
VAR: 0128 

Religion 
VAR: 0128 

4 
Religion 
VAR: 0128 

Emphasis on Traditional Values 
VAR: 0853 

Emphasis on Traditional Values 
VAR: 0853 

5 
  

Tolerance of Different Moral 
Standards 
VAR: 0854 

Tolerance of Different Moral 
Standards 
VAR: 0854 

6 
  

Newer Lifestyles Breakdown 
Society 
VAR: 0851 

Newer Lifestyles Breakdown 
Society 
VAR: 0851 

7 
  Importance of Religion 

VAR: 0846 
Importance of Religion 
VAR: 0846 

8 
  Guidance from Religion 

VAR: 0847 
Guidance from Religion 
VAR: 0847 

9 
  School Prayer 

VAR: 9043 
Gays/Lesbians Thermometer 
VAR: 0232 

10 
    

Christian Fundamentalists 
Thermometer 
VAR: 0234 

 
I include a variety of independent variables when testing religiosity’s effects on 

black partisanship because I want to determine how strong a role religion plays in the 

political life of black America. Conventional wisdom claims there is a values divide in 

American politics with religion at the center of this divide. Standard belief has it that the 
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more religious an individual is, the more Republican they will they be. I believe the 

variable concerning Authority of the Bible is simply a method of learning how likely a 

respondent is to be fundamental. If fundamentalism equals Republicanism (perhaps it is a 

dubious claim, but this will let us know), then this variable might have a strong role in 

effecting black partisanship. The same is likely with the two thermometer variables on 

Gays and Lesbians and Christian Fundamentalists. I include church attendance because 

this variable, along with Importance of Religion and Guidance from Religion tell us how 

much a role religion plays in the respondent’s life. As previously mentioned this  

The most prominent social issue of the last thirty years concerns abortion. 

Because it is so relevant to the public conscious, it is worth observing what effect it has 

on black partisanship. Outside of abortion, school prayer is often a controversial issue on 

which most people have a concrete opinion. I include Religion because the actual 

religious denomination will let us know if there is a partisan bias among blacks based on 

Protestantism. I include three variables: Emphasis on Traditional Values, Tolerance of 

Different Moral Standards, and Newer Lifestyles Breakdown Society because these 

variables can serve as a testament to a respondent’s social conservatism. Possibly, but not 

absolutely, these variables will tell us how socially conservative a respondent is and if 

these variables effect their partisanship. 

Potential findings of this dissertation include:  

1. For black partisan identification, Economic issues are not crucial.  

2. For black partisan identification, SES is not crucial. 

3. For black partisan identification, Religiosity is not crucial.   

4. Attachment to the black community affects black partisan identification  
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CHAPTER III 

HYPOTHESIS EXPLORED 

 Racial consciousness overlaid with hostility from the Republican Party creates an 

unassailable voting block. I believe this rationale behind the black vote better explains the 

vote choice of African American voters than existing models. This research rests its 

claims on the fact that in the 1960s blacks collectively flexed their political muscle with 

massive support for the Democratic Party. Yet, we are now forty years past the start of 

the Civil Rights movement and African Americans show no discernible movement away 

from identification with the Democratic Party toward bipartisan voting. I suggest that 

voting patterns engendered during the Civil Rights movement sustains black partisan 

identification today. Using NES data, from 1960 through 2002 I demonstrate the 

distinctiveness of African American partisanship. I demonstrate there is a black/non-

black political dichotomy. For African Americans this political dichotomy expresses 

itself through one-side partisanship.  

Racial Consciousness as an Effect on African American Partisanship 

We lack a requisite explanation of why African Americans overwhelmingly 

support the Democratic Party even though evidence so clearly demonstrates their support, 

Figures 3.1 – 3.5.  Figure 3.1 shows how blacks and whites feel towards the Republican 

Party throughout this period.10 Blacks are colder towards the Republican Party and 

whites are warmer toward the GOP.   

 

 

                                                 
10 In the NES dataset, Thermometer Scores are a measure of how warm or cold a respondent feels to a 
particular person, or entity. Zero is the coldest or least favorable response and one-hundred is the warmest 
or most favorable response 
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Figure 3.1 

Republican Party Thermometer

0

5

10

15

20

25

30

0-20 21-40 41-50 51-60 61-80 81-100

Thermometer Ranking

Pe
rc

en
t

Blacks
Whites

 

Figure 3.2 shows the opposite, that blacks are considerably warmer towards the 

Democratic Party while whites are more consistent in their evaluation, giving the 

Democratic Party a more flat evaluation. In Figures 3.1 and 3.2, what is important is the 

higher quantity of blacks giving the Republican Party a cold thermometer ranking (less 

than 50) compared to the number of blacks giving a cold thermometer ranking to the 

Democratic Party. About two-thirds of blacks give the GOP a cold thermometer ranking 

whereas only about twenty percent of blacks gave the Democratic Party a cold 

thermometer ranking. The difference is especially notable at the coldest level, 0-20. Over 

twenty percent of blacks gave the GOP the coldest thermometer ranking, but less than 

five percent scored the Democrats similarly. In comparison, whites exhibit more balance 

in their rankings of Democrats and Republicans. This serves as an indicator that hostility 

toward the GOP drives black partisan identification.  
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Figure 3.2 
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Figure 3.3 shows with which party blacks and whites register. Blacks clearly 

favor the Democratic Party, with more than eighty percent of blacks favoring the 

Democratic Party compared to less than ten percent of blacks registering with the 

Republican Party. 

Figure 3.3 
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 Asked specifically, which party they supported in the most recent presidential 

election, Figure 3.4 again shows clear black favoritism for the Democratic Party.  
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Figure 3.4 
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Figure 3.5 is a unique NES measurement. NES calculates the Affect score by 

taking the number of “Democratic Likes” and subtracting the number of “Democratic 

Dislikes.” This again shows many more “likes” for the Democratic Party among blacks, 

where whites are more balanced in their affect for the two parties.  

Figure 3.5 
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Despite this body of evidence, some researchers suggest this support is tenuous 

and subject to change (Asumah and Perkins 2000; Combs and Welch 1982; Tate 2003; 

Watson 1998). I disagree. I assert that the black/non-black political dichotomy is at the 

root of black partisan identification. It is the overriding factor in African American 

politics. This dichotomy manifests itself politically in black partisan identification. At the 

base of this dichotomy are two primary factors explaining why blacks continue to 

identify so strongly Democratic many years after the civil rights movement.  

First, race is the foundation for black political action as I discuss in further detail 

in Chapter IV. Second and discussed in Chapters IV and V, is that resulting from neglect 

and shallow treatment by the Republican Party, African Americans identify with the 

Democratic Party. These two factors combine to create a political element completely 

unique to the black experience.  

In political action, blacks act as a group due to race and then because of hostility 

from the Republican Party, blacks identify as Democrats.  Because of a common political 

heritage race assumes primacy among African Americans. Blacks are not monolithic 

thinkers but race assumes primacy as it relates to collective political action (Chong 1991). 

This is because the shared political heritage of African Americans deeply embeds black 

political culture. As a result, racial consciousness manifests itself in black identification 

with the Democratic Party. That is the black/non-black political dichotomy. Only African 

Americans have experience politics in America in this manner.  

 Race-cognizant literature arose due to the implication that there are race-level 

factors, which the traditional voting behavior literature does not fully explore. This is 

disappointing because the “politics of race structures the entirety of American public 
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opinion (Dawson 2001).11  Race, for blacks, is the starting point and all other factors 

affecting the black vote must follow from race. For non-black voters, using individual-

level factors makes sense as the starting point in understanding partisan identification, but 

this is not so for blacks. It is important to understand the voting behavior of minorities, 

especially now that minorities constitute nearly one-third of the population (US Census 

2000).  

 This theory contributes to the literature the concept of a black/non-black 

dimension to American voting behavior. I aim to demonstrate why solely relying on 

socioeconomic variables or ideology is not enough to explain accurately black partisan 

identification. In fact, this dimension is not due to demographic variables. This dimension 

is not the result of so-called black liberalness. We must go beyond standard explanations 

of partisan behavior if we want to understand why blacks so overwhelmingly identify 

Democratic. The truly distinct reason blacks identify so solidly with the Democratic Party 

is the combination of racial consciousness and GOP hostility toward African Americans 

and this is the nature of the black/non-political dichotomy.  

 Necessarily, this version of consciousness only applies to black voters, although it 

does apply when a party specifically targets a group.  While socioeconomic status and 

ideology are useful in finding correlations with partisanship, what drives the black vote is 

something altogether different. I believe it is racial consciousness and hostility toward the 

Republican Party (discussed in Chapter IV) that are the foundation of today’s African 

American partisan identification.  

 Racial consciousness works in the belief that people derive their concept of self 

from membership in a social group and that people attach an emotional significance to 
                                                 
11 See also Carmines and Stimson (1989), Kinder and Sanders (1996).  
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that very membership (Davis and Brown 2002). Tajifel (1978, 324) writes that people’s 

categorizations of “in-group” members lead them to certain cognitive evaluations of both 

in-group and out-group members. Often, for minorities, there is a particularly strong 

event serving as a primary rallying point to a shared characteristic and this becomes a 

“frame of reference for members’ political attitudes and behavior.” The Civil Rights 

movement served this purpose for the black community, helping to make, for the black 

community, the emotions of race and political action synonymous.  Probing the essence 

of group consciousness the 1996 National Black Election Studies asked several questions, 

which required black respondents to think of how important “consciousness” is to their 

lives. The results are unmistakable. There is a clear concept of racial consciousness 

among African Americans, as Figures 3.6 – 3.15 illustrate. These graphs indicate a belief 

among a clear majority of African Americans that there is a “linked fate” shared among 

all black Americans.  

 Figure 3.6 is a thermometer measure of how warmly respondents feel about 

blacks. Not surprisingly, blacks feel very warm towards other blacks with only a tiny 

fraction of blacks feeling cold towards other blacks.  
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Figure 3.6 

 

Figure 3.7 measures how warmly respondents feel about whites. Here blacks overall give 

a favorable response concerning whites, but do not feel as warmly to whites as whites 

feel to themselves.  

Figure 3.7 
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shows sixty percent strongly agreeing that being black determines your treatment while 

less than ten percent strongly disagree with that statement.  

Figure 3.8 
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Figure 3.9 shows more variance than the first two NBES questions, but show that 

about fifty percent somewhat or strongly disagree with that statement.  

Figure 3.9 
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Figure 3.10 shows more than eighty percent of respondents felt that event was 

somewhat or very important to black America.  

Figure 3.10 
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Figure 3.11 queries respondents as to how they feel about the nation’s oldest civil rights 

organization dedicated to improving the life of black America. One-half gave very high 

marks to the organization and an additional thirty percent gave a thermometer score of 

+50, indicating warmth towards the organization.  

Figure 3.11 
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 Returning to NES data, Figure 3.12 shows that whites and blacks have disparate 

opinions on whether conditions make it difficult for blacks. Blacks see a clear difference 
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in the political and economic landscape based on an indication by forty percent of black 

respondents that agree strongly with that statement compared to less than fifteen percent 

of whites strongly agreeing with that assessment. As far as getting ahead, or maybe just 

catching up, blacks and whites again disagree as to what we should do.  

Figure 3.12 
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Figure 3.13 predictably shows that more than seventy percent of whites somewhat 

or strongly agreed that blacks should not have special favors. Somewhat surprisingly, 

about forty-five percent of blacks agreed also that blacks should not have special favors. 

This indicates that while many blacks believe conditions, and perhaps circumstances, are 

different for blacks, we should not assume that a clear majority of blacks want special 

favors to get ahead or catch up.  
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Figure 3.13 
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Blacks and whites appear to have different assessments concerning what blacks 

must do to get further. The statement in Figure 3.14 drew disparate answers from blacks 

and whites. Sixty percent of whites somewhat or strongly agree with that statement while 

thirty-five percent of whites feel that way.  

Figure 3.14 

 

Figure 3.15 asks respondents if they agree or disagree with that statement. Blacks 

and whites, again, disagree strongly. Sixty-five percent of blacks somewhat or strongly 

agree with that statement, indicating they believe they do not receive an appropriate 
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reward for their work, while about fifty-five percent of whites disagreed somewhat or 

strongly that blacks had gotten less than they deserve.  

Figure 3.15 

Blacks Gotten Less Than They Deserve?
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 Conover (1984) considers group identification and sees the influence group 

membership has on a person is a function of social interaction among group members, 

group cohesiveness, and perceptions of shared self-interest. As follows, “people structure 

their perceptions of social events and objects in terms of categories (such as groups), and 

that the process of categorization in and of itself can influence how people think and 

behave. For instance, visceral Hispanic reaction to GOP-sponsored plans to deny welfare 

services to legal immigrants and repeated attacks on affirmative action explains why 

Clinton’s gains were so steep in attracting more Latino voters in 1996 over 1992 (Ladd 

1996). 

Group consciousness theory advocates that minority voters’ support the party with 

which they most closely identify as benefiting their ethnic group. Dawson (1994a) 

contends, “Blacks’ belief that their fate is tied to that of other blacks serves as a powerful 

component of racial identity.” 
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 Dawson (2001, 125) later observes, “Political ideology for blacks, is tied strongly 

to black racial identity. If one views race as a factor in determining one’s chances in life, 

then one is more likely to view the political world through oppositional political lenses.” 

On the other hand, Olson (1970, 685) defines group consciousness as “identification with 

a group and a political awareness or ideology regarding the group’s relative position in 

society along with a commitment to collective action aimed at realizing the group’s 

interests” and those who achieve black group consciousness identify themselves as 

“members of an ethnic minority.” Uhlaner et al. (1989, 195) measure group 

consciousness by looking at a person’s self-identification and any politicized 

memberships with ethnic or social groups. They ask if an individual engages politically 

because of a direct connection to his or her race or ethnicity. Uhlaner et al. continue, 

“Group effects, especially those based on the political role of the group, may help explain 

political mobilization of ethnic minorities.” The idea is that ethnic membership spurs 

political action because of a connected consciousness to the actions of the ethnic or racial 

group. 

I base this theory of group consciousness and Republican hostility on an 

interpretation of voting claiming African Americans approach political participation from 

a race-first perspective. This theory develops from a body of work based in the historical 

experiences of African Americans (Collins 1991; Robinson 1983; Stuckey 1987). 

Following the civil rights movements there was a natural progression of black support for 

the Democratic Party. This support made sense in the immediate aftermath of the Civil 

Rights movement because the national Democratic Party strongly supported African 
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American inclusion into the political process, but there is debate as to why we do not see 

bipartisan black voting today. 12  

 Does that singular moment in American history still dominate the rationale behind 

the black vote now that we are forty years beyond that era? This dissertation argues that 

the fundamental reason behind black allegiance to the Democratic Party does indeed rest 

on historical factors. My theory, asserts that black partisanship is a function of racial 

consciousness and historic hostility from the Republican Party. Next, I detail the creation 

of black how consciousness contributes to the black/non-black political dimension of 

American politics.  

GOP Hostility as an Affect on Partisanship 

 The black/non-black political dimension includes more than just racial 

consciousness. It is the result also of a deliberate hostility from the Republican Party, 

which culminates in blacks continuing to identify as a group, with the Democratic Party 

as the beneficiary. Blacks recognize the abandonment of the Democratic Party by 

southern whites fed the growth of the Republican Party. However, even though the 

national Democratic Party views black voters as merely one part of its coalitions, most 

black voters feel there is no viable alternative. Blacks are monolithically Democratic 

because it is the only legitimate option from a black consciousness perspective. That is 

the black/non-black political dichotomy. For no other demographic group has the party 

system exerted so much effort in ostracizing and then later spent so much effort bringing 

into the polity. The black experience is unique, so much so that even though we are well 

                                                 
12 For instance, the Voting Rights Act of 1965 solidified the black vote for the Democratic Party; and just as 
LBJ lamented; the Democratic Party lost the white South. Key (1949) was right when he said the American 
electorate reacts to race 
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past the Civil Rights movement, when race was the issue, it remains the defining standard 

for black partisan identification.   

 The reason for black hostility to the Republican Party is historical. Just as African 

American support for the Democratic Party is the result of more than just the passage of a 

few pieces of critical legislation; it is also the result of a message sent to the entire 

American polity. When the federal government, essentially the Democratic Party, 

“declared war on both poverty and racial discrimination in the 1960s, the federal 

government legitimized and politicized black goals of social and economic equality” 

(Shingles 1981).  

 In the 1964 presidential election, the GOP nominated Barry Goldwater, a racial 

conservative, who left a mark with a forceful condemnation of the Civil Rights Act. 

Black and Black (1992) confirm that, “voting for Goldwater for most whites was a 

protest against the Democratic Party and their recent national positions on race-related 

issues.” Matthews and Prothro (1966) confidently reported that, “the Democratic Party 

will be the almost exclusive beneficiary of the growth of Negro voting in the region. The 

new Negro voters will cancel out a good deal of the anticipated losses among southern 

whites.” LBJ was prescient when he said that signing the Civil Rights Act of 1964 was 

the death-knell of southern white support for the Democratic Party.   

 There are two reasons why is it so difficult for the GOP to earn black votes. First, 

the GOP steadfastly endorsed the creed of individualism and portrayed its policies as a 

defense of the Protestant work ethic and states’ rights. Second, and most important, the 

GOP did not endorse efforts to rectify past state-sponsored discrimination. This lack of a 

historical endorsement combined with a belief that the GOP intimidated, and some would 



 55

say intimidates, black voters and endorse a blame-the-victim philosophy on racial issues 

leads to hostility from black voters.13 This has important electoral ramifications. For 

instance, Tate (1991) observed that blacks evaluating Bush negatively were more likely 

to actually vote than others. 

Hostility-Consciousness Hypothesis 

Fundamentally, Hostility-Consciousness deals with attitudes and perceptions of 

the Republican Party. Therefore, first are the issues that get at the perceptions of the 

political parties and any prior beliefs (e.g., Mother’s Party ID, Does the GOP Candidate 

Make You Feel Hopeful?). Second, there are the issues that are explicitly racial in nature, 

in order to get at the idea of consciousness (e.g. Rate the parties on their aid-to-blacks). 

The third type of variable is those representing proxy racial issues.  I picked variables that 

asked respondents about their attitudes about the Republican and Democratic Parties 

without about being as overt as the Thermometer Scores (e.g. Party approach to Rights of 

the Accused). As a result, this is my first hypothesis: H1: Party Identification = Hostility-

Consciousness.  

I run a simple OLS regression and find the following. I divide my analysis into 

five time- periods, 1960-1968, 1969-1976, 1977-1980, 1981-1992, and 1993-2002. These 

time- periods correspond to the last several Democratic and Republican administrations 

and provide adequate depth in public opinion. In utilizing the National Election Studies 

Cumulative Data File, there is a dilemma because not all variables are available 

throughout all five time-periods. As a result, I chose variables that adequately represent 

Hostility-Consciousness and which I list in tabular form in Table 2.1. With 7-Point 

                                                 
13 This recent newspaper article briefly covers election day intimidation sponsored by the GOP in black 
precincts: http://www.courier-journal.com/localnews/2003/10/23ky/wir-front-votes1023-9144.html 
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Partisan Identification as Dependent Variable, we get results for Hostility-Consciousness 

in Tables 3.1-3.10.  

For blacks in the period 1960-1968, Table 3.1, Open Housing (.235), More 

Conservative Party (.219), and Mother’s Party Identification (.339) positively correlate 

with partisanship. The variables Care Who Wins Presidential Race (-.374) and Important 

Party Differences (-.112) negatively correlate with partisanship. The first thing to note is 

how the variables are not as weakly associated with partisanship as with the Rival 

hypotheses. In whichever direction of the relationship these variables are stronger, not 

terribly strong, but definitely stronger than the rival hypotheses. Open Housing has a 

moderately positive association with Republican partisanship. This indicates that, for 

blacks, even as Republican identification increases, so does support for Open Housing. 

Familial partisanship is strongly associated with partisanship, as mother’s party 

identification positively associates with partisanship.  

Interestingly, Care Who Wins Presidential Race strongly and negatively 

associates with partisanship. In this instance, higher Republican identification increased 

along with those that did not care who won the presidential race. This indicates that in the 

sixties Democrats were more partisan. Likewise, Important Party differences moved in 

the opposite direction of Republican partisanship, indicating that those believing there 

was no difference between the parties were Republican. This makes sense. In this period, 

black citizens recognizing a difference between the two parties made the switch to 

Democratic identification.  
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Table 3.1 

Blacks 1960-1968: Hostility-Consciousness 
Correlation Coefficients 

DV: Party 
ID Pres. Race Important Party 

Differences Open Housing Which Party 
Cons? 

Mother's 
Party ID 

Care Who Wins Pres. Race -0.374 1.000         

Important Party Differences -0.112 -0.028 1.000       

Open Housing 0.235 -0.161 -0.114 1.000     

More Conservative Party 0.219 -0.069 0.017 0.153 1.000   

Mother's Party ID 0.339 0.017 -0.002 0.164 0.132 1.000 

Mean  2.040 1.780 1.800 2.430 4.100 1.790 

Std. Deviation 1.852 0.412 1.123 1.725 3.417 1.191 

N 204           

 

For whites in the period 1960-1968, Table 3.2, Important Party Differences (.039) 

moved in a direction opposite of blacks. Open Housing (.005), while exhibiting a positive 

association is essentially insignificant. Mother’s Party Identification (.378) positively 

associates with partisanship, indicating, that as with blacks familial partisanship strongly 

associates with a respondent’s partisanship. The variables Care Who Wins Presidential 

Race (-.030) and More Conservative Party (-.077) weakly and negatively correlate with 

partisanship. Unlike blacks, with whites, support for Open Housing is only minimally 

associated with Republican identification. Importantly, outside of Mother’s Party 

Identification, the strength of significance is far less for whites than the strength of 

significance is for blacks, indicating that these Hostility-Consciousness variables are 

more significant for blacks.  
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Table 3.2 
Whites 1960-1968: Hostility-Consciousness 
Correlation Coefficients 

DV: Party 
ID Pres. Race Important Party 

Differences Open Housing Which Party 
Cons? 

Mother's 
Party ID 

Care Who Wins Pres. Race -0.030 1.000         
Important Party Differences 0.039 0.037 1.000       
Open Housing 0.005 -0.018 0.007 1.000     
More Conservative Party -0.077 -0.137 -0.046 0.025 1.000   
Mother's Party ID 0.378 -0.001 -0.005 0.038 -0.031 1.000 
Mean  3.530 1.660 1.730 2.680 3.650 1.980 
Std. Deviation 2.187 0.473 1.237 2.539 3.120 1.124 

N 2059           

 
For blacks in the period 1968-1976, Table 3.3, Mother’s Party Identification 

(.271) again positively correlates with partisanship. Care Who Wins Presidential Race    

(-.323) and Important Party Differences (-.036) again negatively associate with 

Republican partisanship. Two variables directly ask respondents about their perception of 

the Republican Party. These questions ask respondents where they would place the GOP 

on a scale with lower numbers indicating a more liberal position and higher numbers 

representing a conservative response. GOP Guaranteed Jobs (-.322) and GOP Aid-to-

Blacks (-.135) both negatively associate with Republican partisanship. These two 

variables demonstrate an association of Democratic partisanship and a belief that the 

GOP pursues conservative policies not predicated on helping black America.  

Table 3.3 

Blacks 1969-1976: Hostility-Consciousness 
Correlation Coefficients 

DV: Party 
ID Pres. Race 

Important 
Party 

Differences 
GOP - Jobs Mother's Party 

ID 
GOP - Aid 
to Blacks 

Care Who Wins Pres. Race -0.323 1.000         

Important Party Differences -0.036 -0.097 1.000       

GOP -Guaranteed Jobs -0.322 0.091 -0.095 1.000     

Mother's Party ID 0.271 -0.149 0.133 -0.073 1.000   

GOP - Aid to Blacks -0.135 0.022 0.056 0.367 -0.002 1.000 

Mean  2.060 1.770 2.170 5.480 1.420 5.220 

Std. Deviation 1.347 0.424 1.685 1.664 0.921 1.698 

N 167           
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For whites in the period 1969-1967, Table 3.4, Care Who Wins Presidential Race 

(.064) and Mother’s Party Identification (.421) positively associates with partisanship. 

Important Party Differences (-.063), GOP Guaranteed Jobs (-.054) and GOP Aid-to-

Blacks (-.024) negatively and weakly associate with Republican partisanship. Whites, 

too, recognize that the Republican Party does not pursue policies designed to guarantee 

jobs or aid blacks, but this is considerably less significant to whites than it is to whites. 

Importantly, the overall strength of significance is less for whites than the strength of 

significance is for blacks.  

Table 3.4 

Whites 1969-1976: Hostility-Consciousness 
Correlation Coefficients DV: Party ID Pres. Race Important Party 

Differences GOP - Jobs Mother's Party 
ID 

GOP - 
Aid to 
Blacks 

Care Who Wins Pres. Race 0.064 1.000         

Important Party Differences -0.063 0.037 1.000       

GOP -Guaranteed Jobs -0.054 0.064 -0.036 1.000     

Mother's Party ID 0.421 0.043 -0.020 0.010 1.000   

GOP - Aid to Blacks -0.024 0.033 0.008 0.331 0.008 1.000 

Mean  3.870 1.640 1.820 4.530 1.870 4.070 

Std. Deviation 2.048 0.479 1.401 1.528 0.996 1.410 

N 1359           

 
For blacks in the period 1977-1980, Table 3.5, Mother’s Party Identification 

(.237) again positively associates with partisanship. Which Party Would Handle Most 

Important Problem (.233) moderately and positively associates with partisanship. Not 

surprisingly, this moved in a positive direction as Republican partisanship positively 

associates with the assumption that the GOP could handle the most important problem. 

GOP Presidential Candidate Aid-to-Blacks (.028) weakly and positively associates with 

partisanship. Each of the following variables: Care Who Wins Presidential Race (-.331), 

Important Party Differences (-.219), GOP Guaranteed Jobs (-.137), and GOP Aid-to-

Blacks (-.146) negatively associate with Republican partisanship. Unlike with the 
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Economic variables, blacks show more consistency with the Hostility-consciousness 

variables.  

Table 3.5 

Blacks: 1977-1980: Hostility-
Consciousness Correlation Coefficients 

DV: 
Party ID 

Pres. 
Race 

Party 
Diff. GOP - Jobs Mother's 

Party ID 

GOP - 
Aid to 
Blacks 

Party/Problem 
GOP Pres. 

Candidate Aid to 
Blacks 

Care Who Wins Pres. Race -0.331 1.000             

Important Party Differences -0.219 0.075 1.000           

GOP -Guaranteed Jobs -0.137 0.163 0.058 1.000         

Mother's Party ID 0.237 -0.063 -0.164 0.074 1.000       

GOP - Aid to Blacks -0.146 -0.065 0.087 0.404 0.100 1.000     

Party/Most Important Problem 0.233 -0.093 0.077 0.116 0.000 0.123 1.000   

GOP Pres. Candidate/Aid to Blacks 0.028 -0.036 0.032 0.427 0.125 0.711 0.084 1.000 

Mean 1.820 1.810 2.420 5.400 1.320 5.480 2.950 5.650 

Std. Deviation 1.261 0.398 2.214 1.476 0.742 1.400 2.036 1.427 

N 62               

 
For whites in the time-period 1977-1980, Table 3.6, Care Who Wins Presidential 

Race (.046) is positive and weak, whereas with blacks this variable was negative and 

stronger. As with blacks, Mother’s Party Identification (.358) continues to be positive and 

moderately strong. For whites, Which Party Would Handle Most Important Problem 

(.405) positively and more strongly associates with partisanship. This might indicate that 

for white partisans that Republican partisanship means more than for black partisans. 

Negatively and weakly associating with partisanship are Important Party Differences      

(-.006), GOP-Guaranteed Jobs (-.150), GOP Aid-to-Blacks (-.068), and GOP Presidential 

Candidate Aid-to-Blacks (.066). Strength of significance for whites and blacks is similar 

in this time-period, but still stronger for blacks.   
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Table 3.6 

Whites: 1977-1980: Hostility-
Consciousness Correlation Coefficients 

DV: Party 
ID 

Pres. 
Race 

Party 
Diff. GOP - Jobs Mother's 

Party ID 

GOP - 
Aid to 
Blacks 

Party/Problem 

GOP Pres. 
Candidate 

Aid to 
Blacks 

Care Who Wins Pres. Race 0.046 1.000             

Important Party Differences -0.006 0.133 1.000           

GOP -Guaranteed Jobs -0.150 0.086 0.025 1.000         

Mother's Party ID 0.358 0.044 -0.007 -0.069 1.000       

GOP - Aid to Blacks -0.068 0.142 0.028 0.384 -0.077 1.000     

Party/Most Important Problem 0.405 0.028 0.024 -0.050 0.112 0.003 1.000   

GOP Pres. Candidate/Aid to Blacks -0.066 0.159 -0.038 0.396 -0.048 0.585 0.051 1.000 

Mean 3.980 1.610 1.840 4.930 2.080 4.930 4.030 5.020 

Std. Deviation 2.013 0.488 1.023 1.266 1.080 1.130 1.342 1.219 

N   553               

 
For blacks in the period 1981-1992, Mother’s Party Identification (.323) again 

positively associates with partisanship. Conditions Make it Difficult for Blacks (.104) 

also positively, but weakly associates with partisanship. This just shows that as 

Republican partisanship increases, blacks are marginally less likely to take the view that 

conditions make it difficult for blacks. Important Party Differences (-.052) weakly and 

negatively associates with Republican partisanship. GOP Guaranteed Jobs (-.251), GOP 

Aid-to-Blacks (-.191), GOP Presidential Candidate Aid-to-Blacks (-.325) all specifically 

ask about perceptions of the GOP and we again get an unambiguous answer that even as 

GOP partisanship increases, blacks still see the GOP as taking policy positions hostile to 

blacks. Surprisingly, Civil Rights Leaders Thermometers (-.319) negatively associates 

with partisanship, suggesting that as Republican partisanship increases, warmth towards 

civil rights leaders diminishes. On the Presidential Aid-to-Blacks variable respondents 

negatively (-.323) associated with Republican partisanship. This implies that respondents 

that feel the president should do more to help blacks were more likely to identify 

Democratic. The same applies with Government Aid-to-Blacks (-.283).   
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Table 3.7 

Blacks: 1981-1992: Hostility-
Consciousness Correlation Coefficients 

DV: 
Party 
ID 

Party 
Differences 

GOP - 
Jobs 

Mother's 
Party ID 

GOP - 
Aid to 
Blacks 

Conditions/ 
Blacks 

GOP Pres. 
Candidate 

Aid to 
Blacks 

Civil 
Rights 

Leaders 

Pres. 
Aid to 
Blacks 

Govt. 
Aid to 
Blacks 

Important Party Differences -0.052 1.000                 

GOP -Guaranteed Jobs -0.251 0.005 1.000               

Mother's Party ID 0.323 0.016 -0.249 1.000             

GOP - Aid to Blacks -0.191 0.045 0.554 -0.263 1.000           

Conditions Make It Difficult for Blacks 0.104 0.088 -0.018 -0.099 0.003 1.000         

GOP Pres. Candidate/Aid to Blacks -0.325 -0.034 0.433 -0.173 0.522 0.029 1.000       

CR Leaders Thermometer -0.319 -0.087 0.255 -0.208 0.083 -0.087 -0.030 1.000     

Pres. Aid to Blacks -0.323 -0.006 0.572 -0.207 0.688 -0.022 0.613 0.140 1.000   

Govt. Aid to Blacks -0.283 0.118 0.483 -0.159 0.687 -0.029 0.381 -0.014 0.596 1.000 

Mean 2.340 2.140 5.340 1.610 5.350 2.020 5.400 8.046 5.430 4.820 

Std. Deviation 1.547 1.807 1.657 1.097 1.667 1.322 1.777 1.933 1.899 1.689 

N 132                   

 

For whites, Table 3.8 Important Party Differences (.009) and Conditions Make it 

Difficult for Blacks (.107) positively, but weakly associate with partisanship. Mother’s 

Party Identification (.296) again positively, but more strongly associates with 

partisanship. GOP Guaranteed Jobs (-.139), GOP Aid-to-Blacks (.084), GOP Presidential 

Candidate Aid-to-Blacks (-.063), Civil Rights Leaders Thermometer (-.207), Presidential 

Aid-to-Blacks (.018), and Government Aid-to-Blacks (-.139) negatively associate with 

partisanship. This is important because now we see black and white respondents moving 

in the same direction. This suggests that perceptions of the party are now similar for both 

blacks and whites. Both recognize that the Republican Party is less likely to take a policy 

stance favorable to blacks. Blacks see it as hostility while whites might simply see it as 

good public policy.  
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Table 3.8 

Whites: 1981-1992: Hostility-
Consciousness Correlation Coefficients 

DV: 
Party 
ID 

Party 
Differences 

GOP - 
Jobs 

Mother's 
Party ID 

GOP - 
Aid to 
Blacks 

Conditions/Blacks 

GOP 
Pres. 
Cand. 
Aid to 
Blacks 

CR 
Leaders 
Therm 

Pres. 
Aid to 
Blacks 

Govt. 
Aid to 
Blacks 

Important Party Differences 0.009 1.000                 

GOP -Guaranteed Jobs -0.139 0.020 1.000               
Mother's Party ID 0.296 0.061 -0.121 1.000             
GOP – Aid to Blacks -0.084 -0.038 0.470 -0.106 1.000           
Conditions Make It Difficult for Blacks 0.107 0.043 -0.077 0.035 -0.134 1.000         
GOP Pres. Candidate/Aid to Blacks -0.063 0.022 0.381 -0.090 0.637 -0.025 1.000       
CR Leaders Thermometer -0.207 -0.012 0.138 -0.084 0.216 -0.320 0.098 1.000     
Pres. Aid to Blacks -0.018 0.059 0.418 -0.060 0.751 -0.128 0.646 0.150 1.000   

Govt. Aid to Blacks -0.139 0.012 0.281 -0.025 0.604 -0.157 0.427 0.225 0.541 1.000 

Mean 4.330 1.920 5.080 2.160 4.720 304.000 4.800 5.580 4.920 4.180 

Std. Deviation 2.132 1.205 1.210 1.132 1.268 1.329 1.259 2.178 1.402 1.384 

N 772                   

 

For blacks in the period 1993-2002, Table 3.9, again Conditions Make it Difficult 

for Blacks (.043) positively, but weakly associates with partisanship. The consistent trend 

of a negative direction of association with partisanship continues with GOP Guaranteed 

Jobs (-.027), GOP Aid-to-Blacks (-.199), GOP Presidential Candidate Aid-to-Blacks      

(-.218), Presidential Aid-to-Blacks (-.099), Worry Less about Equality (-.051), 

Government Aid-to-Blacks (-.121), Blacks/Favors (-.176), Blacks Must Try Harder        

(-.318), and Blacks/Deserve (-.079).  It still holds true that blacks see the GOP as taking 

policy positions hostile to blacks.  
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Table 3.9 

Blacks: 1993-2002: Hostility-
Consciousness Correlation 
Coefficients 

DV: Party ID GOP - 
Jobs 

GOP - 
Aid to 
Blacks 

Conditions/
Blacks 

GOP 
Pres. 

Cand. Aid 
to Blacks 

Pres. Aid to 
Blacks 

Worry 
Less 

About 
Equality 

Govt. 
Aid to 
Blacks 

Blacks/
Favors 

Blacks/H
arder 

Blacks/D
eserve 

GOP -Guaranteed Jobs -0.027 1.000                   

GOP - Aid to Blacks -0.193 0.651 1.000                 
Conditions Make It Difficult for 
Blacks 0.043 -0.346 -0.246 1.000               

GOP Pres. Can/Aid to Blacks -0.218 0.709 0.740 -0.224 1.000             

Pres. Aid to Blacks -0.099 0.056 -0.306 0.081 -0.017 1.000           

Worry Less About Equality -0.051 0.104 0.099 -0.237 0.239 0.022 1.000         

Govt. Aid to Blacks -0.121 -0.137 -0.315 0.089 -0.188 0.426 -0.111 1.000       

Blacks/Favors -0.176 0.174 0.085 -0.195 0.134 -0.103 0.248 -0.222 1.000     

Blacks/Harder -0.318 -0.018 -0.045 -0.071 0.046 0.091 0.318 -0.085 0.518 1.000   

Blacks/Deserve -0.079 0.206 0.175 0.212 0.121 0.142 0.103 -0.068 0.146 0.144 1.000 

Mean 2.010 2.050 5.340 2.760 5.160 3.440 3.470 4.530 2.460 3.120 2.160 

Std. Deviation 1.418 1.565 1.666 1.428 1.625 1.816 1.394 2.393 1.402 1.483 1.194 

N 85                     

 

For whites in the period 1993-2002, Table 3.10, GOP-Guaranteed Jobs (.025), 

Conditions Make it Difficult for Blacks (.192), Government Aid-to-Blacks (.212), and 

Blacks/Deserve (.250) positively correlate with partisanship. GOP Aid-to-Blacks (-.070), 

GOP Presidential Candidate Aid-to-Blacks (-.081), Presidential Aid-to-Blacks (-.235), 

Worry Less about Equality (-.195), Blacks/Favors (-.249), and Blacks/Harder (-.156) 

negatively correlate with partisanship. This is important because whites see what blacks 

see regarding GOP policies towards blacks, the difference being that whites do not 

necessarily see it as hostile, just as good public policy.  
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Table 3.10 

 

Rival Hypotheses 

There are three principal and competing theories of black partisanship: economic, 

socioeconomic and issue (religiosity). Economic voting suggests that vote choice is 

primarily a function of economic calculations such as an evaluation of the economy. 

Proponents of socioeconomic status claim that specific attributes of a voter (i.e. their 

income, education, region of residence) will inform their vote. Finally, issue voting might 

strongly affect this vote. Because blacks are highly religious, for this research, I examine 

issues, which have a strong religious component. If issues are an important effect on the 

vote, then these issues will likely prove to have a strong influence on the dependent 

variable, partisanship.  

Rival Hypothesis 1: Black Partisanship and Economic Voting 

 While retrospective evaluations, rational choice or issue voting does not 

adequately explain black voting, economic voting is more likely to explain black voting. 

Whites: 1993-2002: Hostility-
Consciousness Correlation 
Coefficients 

DV: Party 
ID 

GOP 
- 

Jobs 

GOP - 
Aid to 
Blacks 

Conditions/
Blacks 

GOP Pres. 
Cand. Aid to 

Blacks 

Pres. 
Aid to 
Blacks 

Worry 
Less 

About 
Equality 

Govt. 
Aid to 
Blacks 

Blacks/Favors Blacks/Harder Blacks/Deserve 

GOP -Guaranteed Jobs 0.025 1.000                   
GOP – Aid to Blacks -0.070 0.504 1.000                 
Conditions Make It Difficult for 
Blacks 0.192 -

0.077 -0.108 1.000               

GOP Pres. Candidate/Aid to 
Blacks -0.081 0.364 0.687 -0.020 1.000             

Pres. Aid to Blacks -0.235 -
0.127 -0.070 -0.056 0.010 1.000           

Worry Less About Equality -0.195 0.104 0.149 -0.259 0.112 0.031 1.000         

Govt. Aid to Blacks 0.212 -
0.082 -0.075 0.337 0.063 0.057 -0.272 1.000       

Blacks/Favors -0.249 0.107 0.149 -0.347 0.027 0.043 0.362 -0.318 1.000     
Blacks/Harder -0.156 0.156 0.216 -0.354 0.108 -0.010 0.381 -0.311 0.559 1.000   

Blacks/Deserve 0.250 -
0.043 -0.103 0.497 0.020 -0.068 -0.245 0.353 -0.356 -0.429 1.000 

Mean 3.970 5.190 5.050 3.220 4.860 3.220 2.960 5.090 2.090 2.640 3.530 
Std. Deviation 2.160 1.302 1.223 1.372 1.229 1.432 1.291 1.679 1.166 1.220 1.200 
N 443                     
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This is because blacks, as an economic group, strongly tilt to one side of the economic 

spectrum. Mutz and Mondak (1997, 284) suggest voters make group-based assessments 

of voting and will “judge the president favorably if they feel that class groups have 

enjoyed similar rather than dissimilar changes in economic performance.” Mutz and 

Mondak note group level economic perceptions influence political judgments. They 

argue that group-level perceptions can be largely independent from economic judgments 

regarding the family or the country. This is because group identification results in a goal 

of sociotropic fairness. Strong group identification causes members to make political 

evaluations based on what is good or fair for their group. Likewise, Allen et al. (1989) 

suggest, African Americans use group utility as a “low-cost” proxy for individual utility.  

 Kinder, Adams and Gronke (1989) contend voters are cognizant of three 

economic possibilities when voting: pocketbook concerns (their own well-being), the 

well-being of their group or national economic well-being. National concerns were most 

paramount in Reagan’s landslide 1984 victory. President Reagan successfully portrayed 

tax cuts as the proper antidote to Carter’s economic malaise.  This argument is plausible, 

but when isolating black responses from the 1984 NES dataset utilized by Kinder et al. 

the picture is a little different.   

 Blacks did not favorably perceive Ronal Reagan on economic issues. Specifically, 

53.8% of black respondents felt the overall effect of the government’s economic policies 

had not made a difference while 34.8% felt current economic policies made things worse. 

Only 11% felt improvement occurred. Contrast this with the 40% of white respondents 

that felt current economic policies had improved things while only 20% felt things had 
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gotten worse. There is a transparent racial divide on perception of government economic 

policies under Reagan.  

 In 1984, among blacks, Reagan’s mean thermometer ranking was 39, compared to 

Mondale’s mean score of 75.5. Reagan even scored below the Republican Party, which 

had a mean thermometer score among African Americans of 44, widely lagging the 77 

mean thermometer score of the Democratic Party. Sixty-four percent of blacks answered 

that Reagan did not make them hopeful and 64.3% said Reagan made them angry. None 

of this was trivial as 67% of black respondents indicated they did care which candidate 

won the presidential election in 1984. This indicates there is a potentiality for personality-

driven partisan identification.  

 Pocketbook voters support candidates and parties, advancing their own economic 

interests and opposing parties and candidates threatening to their interests (Kramer 1971). 

Key (1966) argues that voters punish incumbents for poor economic performance. Kinder 

and Kiewiet (1979) suggest national economic issues are the most important determinant 

of the vote. Yet, in terms of examining the impact of economic conditions specifically on 

the black vote, Welch and Foster (1982) found only a slim relationship. Economic voting 

tends not to explain black voting behavior for the reasons given above by Dawson 

(1994a), and as I amplify in the minority voting behavior section there is evidence of a 

negative relationship of economic voting for middle-class black voters (Bositis 2000). 

Racial consciousness is a higher priority for blacks and so while many may vote against 

their personal economic self-interest, they might very well be voting for the economic 

self-interest of the black community. In fact, higher-income blacks are even more likely 

to vote Democrat.  
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 I believe that economics might be of particular importance on the black vote, so I 

hypothesize that Partisan Identification = Economic Issues.  If the previous literature is 

correct then African Americans might be particularly susceptible to economic voting. 

This is because their predicament is typically the most stressful, and it is reasonable to 

think that blacks would be targets for policies targeting economic change. Moreover, 

economics typically plays an outstanding role in major elections. It is reasonable to 

expect voters be aware of macro-level economic issues and therefore the second 

hypothesis is H2: Party Identification = Economics.  

As with the first hypothesis, I examine this question over five time-periods, 1960-

1968, 1969-1976, 1977-1980, 1981-1992 and 1993-2002. These time-periods correspond 

to the last several presidential administrations and make convenient periods in which to 

assess public sentiment on a variety of indicators. To test this hypothesis I examine the 

variables illustrated in Table 2.2.   

Race and Class 

 The strongest example of the lack of class based voting is the uneasy relationship 

between blacks and lower-class whites. Huckfeldt and Kohfeld (1989) remind us that 

Key (1949) and Schattschneider (1960) both concur it is “racial conflict between partners 

in a lower-class coalition [that] leads to the demise of class based politics.” From the 

1960s, especially since the Goldwater candidacy, poor whites voted against their class 

interests in favor of their perceived racial interests. Edsall and Edsall (1991) agree, 

“Although previously lower class white voters were highly supportive of liberal 

Democratic policies on economic issues, this was overridden by their reaction to the civil 

rights movement.”  Woodward (1966) maintained that, “the politics of race serves both to 
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disguise and to disrupt the politics of class.” In essence, American politics pits groups in 

competition against each other when in actuality these groups want the same thing. 

 Race always overshadows class when it comes to forming electoral coalitions. 

Huckfeldt and Kohfeld’s (1989) racial threat thesis implies that: 1) race has displaced 

class and, 2) where blacks are numerically significant, race is an even more important 

variable on white voting. Huckfeldt and Kohfeld demonstrate that the more blacks there 

are in a given voting district the more likely it is that race becomes salient; therefore, 

class-based voting is least likely. In southern states, where blacks were between 20 

percent and 50 percent of the population, especially at the county level, from the 1960s –

1980s there was an exodus of whites from the Democratic Party to the GOP. As black 

political participation increased following the Voting Rights Act of 1965, black voters 

gradually became a more important coalitional factor within the Democratic Party. In 

effect, despite common class policy preferences, many southern whites abandoned the 

Democratic Party because they did not want to maintain membership in a coalition reliant 

on black votes and possibly black leadership. As a result, voting along class lines is 

possible only in locations where blacks are numerically insignificant.  My theory, 

recognizing that race trumps class when it comes to political solutions for the black 

community, is more pragmatic. 

When we look at the results for Economic Issues, in the period 1960-1968, Table 

3.11, the associations with partisanship were weak. Personal Finances in the Past Year 

(PFP) were positive at .104 and Personal Finances for the Next Year (PNP) was positive 

at .176. This shows positive associations between bad evaluations of the economy and 

Republican partisanship. Government Should Guarantee Jobs (.040) and Government 
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Should Support Health Care (.020) had positive, but weak associations. This indicates 

that for blacks Republican identification is no guarantee of the “conservative” position. 

Social Class negatively, but weakly associated with partisanship at -.058, which shows 

that those blacks that were Republicans were not primarily middle and upper-middle 

class.   

Table 3.11 

Blacks: 1960-1968: Economic Issues 
Correlation Coefficients 

DV:         
Party ID PFP PNP Class Jobs Health 

Care 

Personal Finances/Past Yr 0.104 1.000         
Personal Finances/Next Yr 0.176 0.298 1.000       
Social Class -0.058 -0.163 -0.239 1.000     
Should Govt. Guarantee Jobs 0.040 -0.062 -0.099 0.229 1.000   
Should Govt. Support Health Care 0.020 -0.196 -0.106 -0.048 -0.007 1.000 
Mean 1.86 1.82 1.83 2.04 1.88 2.47 
Std. Deviation 1.609 0.743 0.630 2.040 2.971 2.462 
N 95           

 

For whites, Table 3.12, Social Class (.106) was positively associated with 

Republican partisanship, as was Government Guarantee Jobs (.016) and Government 

Support for Health Care (.145), although with small relationships. This typical response 

indicates a positive relationship between the “conservative” position and GOP 

partisanship. PFP (-.014) and PNP (-.064) negatively relate to partisanship, whereas they 

positively related to partisanship with blacks. This indicates that for whites Republican 

partisanship associates with more positive evaluations of the economy.  
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Table 3.12 

Whites: 1960-1968: Economic Issues 
Correlation Coefficients 

DV:         
Party ID PFP PNP Class Jobs Health 

Care 

Personal Finances/Past Yr -0.014 1.000         
Personal Finances/Next Yr -0.064 0.283 1.000       
Social Class 0.106 -0.080 -0.005 1.000     
Should Govt. Guarantee Jobs 0.016 0.017 0.020 0.099 1.000   
Should Govt. Support Health Care 0.145 -0.084 -0.108 0.020 0.006 1.000 
Mean 3.72 1.83 1.76 2.95 3.27 3.03 
Std. Deviation 2.102 0.718 0.625 1.745 3.083 3.165 
N 982           

 

For blacks in the period 1969-1976, Table 3.13, Social Class (.076) positively 

associates with partisanship. Rating of Government Economic Policy (.107) also weakly 

and positively associating favorable ratings of government economic policy with 

increased Republican partisanship indicating. A big switch occurred for blacks in this 

time-period as PFP (-.120) and PNP (-.019) now negatively associates with partisanship, 

indicating that, for blacks, better personal economic evaluations associate, although 

weakly, with Republican partisanship. So far, we have seen economic indicators 

providing mixed results at being able to provide clues on black partisanship.  

Table 3.13 

Blacks: 1969-1976: Economic Issues Correlation 
Coefficients 

DV: Party 
ID PFP PNP Class Govt. 

Policy 

Personal Finances/Past Yr -0.120 1.000       
Personal Finances/Next Yr -0.019 0.299 1.000     
Social Class 0.076 0.081 0.017 1.000   
Rating of Govt. Economic Policy 0.107 -0.191 -0.210 0.020 1.000 
Mean 2.19 2.16 1.88 1.85 1.55 
Std. Deviation 1.551 0.833 0.742 1.383 0.617 
N 305         

 

As with blacks, for whites, Table 3.14, Social Class (.128) and Rating of 

Government Economic Policy (.158) positively associate with Republican partisanship, 

while better economic evaluations, PFP (-.042) and PNP (-.074) negatively associate with 
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Republican partisanship. To date, economic indicators more consistently provide more 

explanation of white partisanship.  

Table 3.14 

Whites: 1969-1976: Economic Issues Correlation 
Coefficients 

DV: Party 
ID PFP PNP Class Govt. 

Policy 

Personal Finances/Past Yr -0.042 1.000       
Personal Finances/Next Yr -0.074 0.301 1.000     
Social Class 0.128 -0.077 -0.093 1.000   
Rating of Govt. Economic Policy 0.158 -0.170 -0.202 0.021 1.000 
Mean 3.84 1.96 1.90 2.97 1.82 
Std. Deviation 2.051 0.793 0.678 1.735 0.625 
N 3207         

 

For blacks in the period 1977-1980, Table 3.15, all but one variable positively 

associate with partisanship. PFP (.010), Social Class (.152), Party that can best Handle 

Inflation (.322), and Party that can best Handle Unemployment (.370) have positive 

associations with partisanship. The figures on Party and Inflation and Unemployment are 

important. I believe that these figures indicate that blacks do believe the GOP is better at 

certain economic issues, but, of course, blacks still do not vote Republican. I believe this 

indicates that more than economic issues drive the black vote. Even when blacks agree 

with conventional wisdom that the GOP is the “economic” party, it still does not seem to 

affect their partisanship or voting. PNP (-.075) negatively associates with Republican 

partisanship, which I believes gets at an inability to reliably use economic variables in 

forecasting black partisanship.  
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Table 3.15 

Blacks: 1977-1980: Economic Issues 
Correlation Coefficients 

DV: 
Party ID PFP PNP Class Party/  

Inflation 
Party/ 
Unemployment 

Personal Finances/Past Yr 0.010 1.000         
Personal Finances/Next Yr -0.075 0.279 1.000       
Social Class 0.152 -0.027 -0.186 1.000     
Party/Inflation 0.322 -0.072 0.051 -0.005 1.000   
Party/Unemployment 0.370 -0.015 0.075 -0.003 0.610 1.000 
Mean 2.24 2.05 1.89 2.02 2.40 2.23 
Std. Deviation 1.602 0.867 0.715 1.442 1.111 1.148 
N 305           

 

For whites, Table 3.16, all variables also positively relate with partisanship. PFP 

(.019), PNP (.024), Social Class (.120), Party/Inflation (.479), and Party/Unemployment 

(.418). This indicates the importance of economic issues in this particular time-period. 

High unemployment combined with increasing inflation created a dire condition 

economists term stagflation. For sure, Democrats, led by President Jimmy Carter, 

suffered at the polls, partly because of stagflation, leading to Reagan’s landslide victory 

in 1980. 

Table 3.16 

Whites: 1977-1980: Economic Issues 
Correlation Coefficients 

DV: 
Party 
ID 

PFP PNP Class Party/Inf
lation 

Party/ 
Unemployment 

Personal Finances/Past Yr 0.019 1.000         
Personal Finances/Next Yr 0.024 0.314 1.000       
Social Class 0.120 -0.099 -0.043 1.000     
Party/Inflation 0.479 0.035 0.032 0.163 1.000   
Party/Unemployment 0.418 0.043 0.039 0.051 0.512 1.000 

Mean 3.740 2.020 1.990 3.010 3.240 2.900 

Std. Deviation 1.991 0.851 0.714 1.750 1.162 1.137 

N 2660           

 

For blacks in the period 1981-1992, Table 3.17, Social Class (.082) positively 

associates with black partisanship, although not strongly. However, for blacks, more 

variables negatively relate to partisanship: PFP (-.191), PNP (-.021), Worried About 
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Losing a Job (-.008), Food Stamp Spending (.061), President’s Economic Performance   

(-.345), the General State of the Country (-.198), Economic Evaluation/Past Year (-.202), 

Economic Evaluation/Next Year (-.129), and Better/Worse Off (-.191). The yo-yoing of 

PFP and PNP again shows that the relationship between certain economic indicators are 

either not reliable for blacks or they tie very strongly to presidential evaluations. Black 

evaluation of President’s Economic Performance, which is moderately and negatively 

associated with Republican partisanship, indicates that those approving of the president’s 

handling of the economy were more likely to identify Republican.  

Table 3.17 

Blacks: 1981-1992: Economic 
Issues Correlation 
Coefficients 

DV: 
Party 
ID 

PFP PNP Class Lose 
Job 

Econ/ 
Past 

Econ/ 
Next 

Better/ 
Worse Off 

Pres. 
Perfor
mance 

Food 
Stamp 
$ 

State of 
Country 

Family 
Y/Costs 

Personal Finances/Past Yr -0.191 1.000                     
Personal Finances/Next Yr -0.021 0.123 1.000                   
Social Class 0.082 -0.100 -0.094 1.000                 
Worried About Losing Job -0.008 -0.210 -0.001 -0.038 1.000               
Economic Evaluation/Past -0.202 0.341 0.072 -0.084 -0.162 1.000             
Economic Evaluation/Next -0.129 0.113 0.174 -0.050 -0.050 0.159 1.000           
Better/Worse Off -0.191 0.916 0.119 -0.118 -0.240 0.351 0.109 1.000         
Pres. Econ Performance -0.345 0.316 0.030 -0.074 -0.179 0.367 0.103 0.305 1.000       
Food Stamps $ 0.061 -0.136 0.036 0.018 0.156 -0.070 0.067 -0.126 -0.309 1.000     
General State of the Country -0.198 0.256 0.080 0.011 -0.143 0.385 0.229 0.284 0.389 -0.108 1.000   
Family Income/Costs -0.200 0.445 0.077 -0.222 -0.155 0.265 0.225 0.453 0.233 -0.141 0.275 1.000 
Mean 2.49 1.98 1.65 2.01 4.01 3.46 2.89 2.98 3.93 1.66 3.08 3.46 
Std. Deviation 1.706 0.874 0.643 1.428 1.505 1.424 1.501 1.209 1.424 0.684 1.319 1.090 
N 280                       

 

For whites in the period 1981-1992, Table 3.18, Social Class (.125) and Worried 

about Losing a Job (.127) positively associate with partisanship. Food Stamp Spending 

(.230) had a moderately strong association with Republican partisanship, which was far 

from the .061 association of blacks. This indicates that whites respond to this issue more 

strongly than blacks respond to this issue and we can associate decreased spending on 

Food Stamps with Republican partisanship. PFP (-.215), PNP (-.142), President’s 

Economic Performance (-.554), General State of the Country (-.311), Economic 
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Evaluation/Past Year (-.062), and Economic Evaluation/Next Year (-.186) and 

Better/Worse Off (.141) each negatively associate with partisanship. In general, for white 

Americans an improved economic climate associates with Republican partisanship. The 

strength of President’s Economic Performance serves as a good example of how strongly 

respondents link the president to the economy.  

Table 3.18 

Whites: 1981-1992: Economic 
Issues Correlation Coefficients 

DV: 
Party 
ID 

PFP PNP Class Lose 
Job Econ/Past Econ/Next 

Better
/ 
Worse 
Off 

Pres. 
Perfor
mance 

Food 
Stamp 
$ 

State of 
Country 

Family 
Y/  
Costs 

Personal Finances/Past Yr -0.215 1.000                     
Personal Finances/Next Yr -0.142 0.254 1.000                   
Social Class 0.125 -0.102 -0.082 1.000                 
Worried About Losing Job 0.127 -0.165 -0.074 0.092 1.000               
Economic Evaluation/Past -0.310 0.264 0.218 -0.131 -0.116 1.000             
Economic Evaluation/Next -0.208 0.108 0.220 -0.075 -0.114 0.302 1.000           
Better/Worse Off -0.212 0.938 0.256 -0.103 -0.179 0.262 0.120 1.000         
Pres. Econ Performance -0.554 0.287 0.187 -0.116 -0.158 0.483 0.334 0.287 1.000       
Food Stamps $ 0.230 -0.111 -0.063 0.078 0.048 -0.133 -0.080 -0.110 -0.246 1.000     
General State of the Country -0.311 0.243 0.151 -0.126 -0.172 0.444 0.252 0.256 0.475 -0.148 1.000   
Family Income/Costs -0.206 0.482 0.231 -0.218 -0.177 0.253 0.111 0.532 0.260 -0.085 0.264 1.000 
Mean 4.17 1.72 1.67 3.03 4.49 2.76 2.89 2.65 2.62 2.23 2.57 3.18 
Std. Deviation 2.108 0.801 0.617 1.741 1.137 1.528 1.361 1.088 1.589 0.698 1.110 1.058 
N 2094                       

 

For blacks in the period 1993-2002, Table 3.19, Food Stamp Spending (.125), 

President’s Economic Performance (.165), Economic Evaluation/Past Year (.050), and 

Worried about Losing a Job (.108) positively, but weakly associate with Republican 

partisanship. Social Class (.217) is stronger than the other variables in its positive 

association with Republican partisanship, although the point to remember here is how 

relatively far fewer blacks are upper-middle class. In this period, there is primarily a 

Democratic president, noted in the switch in evaluation of the president’s economic 

performance. However, PFP (-.197), PNP (-.089), Economic Evaluation/Next Year         

(-.186), and Better/Worse Off (.141) remain negatively associated with Republican 
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partisanship. This indicates that Republican partisanship increases as evaluations of the 

economy improve. This is interesting because there was a Democratic administration for 

most of the nineties, but as stated earlier, economic variables do not behave in a 

consistent manner, thus robbing us of the ability to characterize accurately black political 

behavior based solely on economic data.  

Table 3.19 

Blacks: 1993-2002: Economic Issues 
Correlation Coefficients 

DV: 
Party 
ID 

PFP PNP Class 
Food 
Stamp 
$ 

Econ 
Eval/  
Past 

Econ 
Eval/ 
Next 

Better/ 
Worse 
Off 

Pres. 
Performance 

Lose 
Job 

Personal Finances/Past Yr -0.197 1.000                 
Personal Finances/Next Yr -0.089 0.165 1.000               
Social Class 0.217 -0.110 -0.046 1.000             
Food Stamps $ 0.125 0.238 0.055 0.092 1.000           
Economic Evaluation/Past -0.062 0.038 0.109 0.087 0.123 1.000         
Economic Evaluation/Next -0.186 0.937 0.192 -0.109 0.213 0.025 1.000       
Better/Worse Off 0.141 0.051 0.045 -0.023 0.359 0.087 -0.008 1.000     
Pres. Performance 0.165 -0.172 -0.071 -0.046 -0.082 0.125 -0.204 -0.073 1.000   
Worried About Losing Job 0.108 -0.208 -0.103 0.024 -0.174 -0.007 -0.240 -0.119 0.252 1.000 
Mean 2.40 1.71 1.64 1.97 2.99 2.71 2.64 2.17 1.98 4.15 
Std. Deviation 1.578 0.803 0.614 1.409 1.570 1.476 1.110 1.391 0.675 1.424 
N 139                   

 

For whites in the period 1993-2002, Table 3.20, PFP (.050), Social Class (.148), 

Food Stamp Spending (.129), President’s Economic Performance (.248), Economic 

Evaluation/Past Year (.020), Economic Evaluation/Next Year (.044), Food Stamp 

Spending (.129), Worried about Losing a Job (.014) and Better/Worse Off (.459) each 

positively associate with Republican partisanship. It is noteworthy that President’s 

Economic Performance (.248) lost considerable strength in the nineties from its high in 

the eighties.  Presidential performance has a significant effect on white partisanship, with 

whites disproving of the president’s economic performance more likely to identify 

Republican, but I believe the party of the president makes a notable impact on this 

variable.   
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Table 3.20 

Whites: 1993-2002: Economic Issues 
Correlation Coefficients 

DV: 
Party 
ID 

PFP PNP Class 
Food 
Stamp 
$ 

Econ 
Eval/  
Past 

Econ 
Eval/ 
Next 

Better/ 
Worse 
Off 

Pres. 
Performance 

Lose 
Job 

Personal Finances/Past Yr 0.050 1.000                 
Personal Finances/Next Yr -0.035 0.124 1.000               
Social Class 0.148 -0.063 -0.006 1.000             
Food Stamps $ 0.129 0.163 0.136 -0.081 1.000           
Economic Evaluation/Past 0.020 0.085 0.181 -0.058 0.292 1.000         
Economic Evaluation/Next 0.044 0.946 0.118 -0.095 0.173 0.097 1.000       
Better/Worse Off 0.459 0.093 0.012 0.016 0.327 0.095 0.102 1.000     
Pres. Performance 0.248 -0.069 -0.011 0.087 0.041 -0.008 -0.081 0.183 1.000   
Worried About Losing Job 0.014 -0.108 -0.107 0.085 -0.092 -0.147 -0.139 -0.047 0.083 1.000 
Mean 4.18 1.93 1.75 3.10 2.70 2.76 2.91 3.12 2.41 4.40 
Std. Deviation 2.111 0.809 0.579 1.759 1.567 1.315 1.042 1.540 0.612 1.198 
N 1034                   

 

Rival Hypothesis 2: Black Partisanship and Socioeconomic Status 

 I examine two approaches used to understand African American partisanship: 

socioeconomic status and ideology. Each of these approaches, while instructive fails 

accurately to address today’s African American partisanship. As I will demonstrate, there 

is a black/non-black dichotomy to partisan identification because race trumps class-based 

voting for blacks and whites. I will also show that ideology itself does not explain black 

voting by looking at black conservatism and religiosity. In fact, we should witness more 

bipartisan voting.   

 A counterargument to my theory is that differences in black/non-black voting are 

not racial; instead, it is class-based economic distinctions determining partisan 

identification. Wilson’s (1987) seminal work contends race only matters to blacks today 

because of historical effects, not overt racism, and that anyone who grows up poor, no 

matter their race, will have less chance at success. Unfortunately, in a perverse manner, 

the civil rights movement contributed to the stagnancy of many black communities. 

Successful middle-class blacks left urban ghettoes for suburban employment leaving the 
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truly isolated and disadvantaged behind. Growing up poor creates barriers to success and 

quite simply diminishes chances for success when one grows up poor in America. 

Therefore, the problems of minorities in America today are primarily due to the 

detrimental effects of class. Wilson is correct in asserting that class-based poverty is an 

important variable in determining one’s life chances at success, but he errs in not 

recognizing the continuing effects of racism and racial discrimination. Since Wilson does 

not allow for the political distinctiveness of the African American experience, he also 

does not allow that African Americans would continue to seek race-based political 

solutions for problems unique to the African American community. 

 Downs (1957) suggests class voting is, a matter of “…simple self-interest,” so in 

the American context this should indicate lower-class citizens would vote Democrat with 

upper-class support for Republicans with the middle-class serving as a deciding vote. 

While the middle-class is decisive, it is not at all clear that lower-class voters 

wholeheartedly endorse Democratic candidates and likewise, it is not at all clear that 

upper-income voters unanimously support Republicans, especially among blacks. Lipset 

(1954, 240) concluded that, “only about 60 percent of members of a class vote with their 

natural party, so more theorizing are needed.” Perhaps it is only at 60 percent because 

class is an amorphous concept that is difficult to objectively measure because of its 

psychological context (Campbell et al. 1960, Ch. 13).  

 A central dilemma for blacks in the American political system is that race has 

ceased being a central issue to the larger American electorate. Instead, the more 

encompassing class-based policy domain envelopes race related issues.  A clear 

distinction remains, especially to the African American community of race-related versus 
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class-related policy questions. It is now common to treat issues such as failing and 

underperforming schools, economic polarization, health care issues, and pejorative 

criminal justice policies, as having equal effects on all while neglecting evidence 

indicating that blacks bare a disproportionate weight of societal ills. This directly relates 

to African American partisanship. Because many blacks see the world through the lens of 

group consciousness, they respond more favorably to the party taking the black 

perspective. In Chapter V, I discuss how the Republican Party attacks hardest programs 

blacks are most rely upon the most.  

 Nonetheless, class based voting is not the dominant paradigm in American 

electoral politics. While blacks may now feel that class-related issues blanket race issues, 

as Key (1949) observed American politics revolves around race, and race subsumes class 

as an explanation for voting behavior. According to Key, this is why class class-based 

politics have not taken root in American politics. While individual candidates make 

occasional appeals to economic populism, sustainable American working-class, union, or 

Socialist parties never developed. A successful incarnation of this type of party would 

require blue-collar workers to form coalitions with ethnic minority groups and low 

socioeconomic status groups. The two-party requirement in American politics forces 

Democrats to seek an even broader coalition to succeed, necessarily suppressing class-

based appeals. If class based politics were truly developed in the United States, we should 

see class-based political parties and we do not.  
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Age and Partisanship 

 Age group does not significantly affect black partisanship in any era.  Table 3.21 

looks at five distinct periods in time: Democratic administrations from 1960-1968, 

Republican administrations from 1969-1976, a Democratic administration from 1977-

1980, Republican administrations from 1981-1992, and finally a mostly Democratic time 

frame of 1993-2002 shows that blacks of all age ranges show no significant movement to 

Republicanism. 

First, we see that in the period 1960-1968 the only age group with significant 

Republican partisanship leanings is those over 75 years of age. Less than ten percent of 

younger blacks identified Republican although those aged 17-24 during this time were 

less partisan as those 25 and older. In the period 1969-1976 over 75% of blacks, identify 

Democratic with only 45% of whites identifying Democratic. In addition, older whites 

were picking up new allegiances as more identified Republican in this period.  

 The trend continues over time. In the period 1977-1980 among blacks, only older 

blacks continue to demonstrate significant Republican support, but younger blacks, 

especially those coming of political age were solidly Democratic. Especially impressive 

are the numbers of black, strong Democratic identifiers in the 35-74 age ranges. These 

persons are most likely to be politically active and most likely to influence blacks 

entering the political system. By the nineties, we see 73 percent of the youngest blacks 

identifying Democratic but only 43 percent of whites. Interestingly, for whites, younger 

whites were least likely of all age groups to identify Republican and by a significant 

margin too.  
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Table 3.21 

1960-
1968  17-24 25-34 35-44 45-54 55-64 65-74 75+ 
  Strong Democrat 22% 37.6% 46.3% 47.4% 42% 47.6% 28% 
  Weak Democrat 31.7 32.9 20.1 24.8 22.7 30.2 12 
  Independent - Democrat 19.5 6.7 9 6.6 8 1.6 0 
  Independent 12.2 8.1 11.2 7.3 3.4 3.2 4 
  Independent - Republican 2.4 0.7 0.7 0 6.8 0 0 
  Weak Republican 4.9 4.7 4.5 5.1 5.7 4.8 24 
  Strong Republican 2.4 2 1.5 3.6 3.4 7.9 12 
                  
1969-
1976 Strong Democrat 19.4 33.3 39.2 53.9 42.7 48 42.3 
  Weak Democrat 39.8 33.3 36.7 25.8 22.5 26.7 34.6 
  Independent - Democrat 16.7 11.8 8.3 10.2 10.1 8 11.5 
  Independent 14.8 11.8 11.7 5.5 7.9 9.3 7.7 
  Independent - Republican 3.7 1.6 0.8 0 2.2 1.3 1.9 
  Weak Republican 2.8 4.8 1.7 2.3 4.5 0 1.9 
  Strong Republican 0.9 1.1 0.8 1.6 9 5.3 0 
                  
1977-
1980 Strong Democrat 18.6 27.5 40.3 54.2 56.9 66.7 56.3 
  Weak Democrat 22.9 42.2 36.1 20.3 20 16.7 12.5 
  Independent - Democrat 21.4 19.6 9.7 10.2 6.2 3.3 0 
  Independent 22.9 4.9 5.6 3.4 3.1 6.7 12.5 
  Independent - Republican 5.7 2.9 0 1.7 3.1 3.3 0 
  Weak Republican 2.9 0 2.8 1.7 4.6 0 6.3 
  Strong Republican 2.9 0 2.8 6.8 1.5 3.3 12.5 
                  
1981-
1992 Strong Democrat 23.4 30.6 38.1 50 50.3 59.8 53.7 
  Weak Democrat 25.4 29.6 26.7 28.2 25.4 18.3 20.7 
  Independent - Democrat 22.5 18.2 13.2 9.9 11.3 8.5 3.7 
  Independent 12.4 9.5 10.7 6.9 6.2 4.3 8.5 
  Independent - Republican 8.6 6.1 4.1 2 1.7 3 1.2 
  Weak Republican 1.9 3.4 3.1 0.5 3.4 3 4.9 
  Strong Republican 2.4 0.7 1.9 1.5 1.1 1.8 4.9 
                  
1993-
2002 Strong Democrat 35.4 26.1 45.7 49.6 57 50 59.5 
  Weak Democrat 23.2 26.1 20.8 25.7 18.7 20.7 23.8 
  Independent - Democrat 14.6 25 14.7 8.8 10.3 17.2 11.9 
  Independent 13.4 10.8 12.2 4.4 2.8 8.6 4.8 
  Independent - Republican 4.9 7.4 2 6.2 2.8 0 0 
  Weak Republican 3.7 2.3 2 2.7 5.6 1.7 0 
  Strong Republican 1.2 1.7 2 0.9 1.9 1.7 0 
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 The preceding table, along with Table 3.22, illustrates partisan identification 

among blacks is not weakening.   

Table 3.22: Age and Partisanship - Whites 

1960-1968 Age Group  17-24 25-34 35-44 45-54 55-64 65-74 75+ 

  Strong Democrat 11.3% 16% 19.7% 20.2% 26.3% 24.1% 23.5% 
  Weak Democrat 27.1 25.9 26.5 27.9 22.2 19.8 21.4 
  Independent – Democrat 14.9 12 9.2 7.6 5.6 4.1 4 
  Independent 13.9 11.2 9.8 10.1 7.9 7.8 6.1 
  Independent – Republican 12.6 9 9.5 5.2 6.6 4.1 4 
  Weak Republican 12.1 16.1 15.3 16 14.4 18.7 15.9 

  Strong Republican 6.2 8.8 8.6 11.7 16 19.9 23.2 

                  

1969-1976 Strong Democrat 9.2 8.8 11.3 16.3 19.2 20 19.4 
  Weak Democrat 24.3 21.4 21.7 24.6 24.5 22.7 19.2 
  Independent – Democrat 17.3 15.1 12.9 9.5 8.4 7.7 4.4 
  Independent 20 17.3 15.8 11.7 10 9.5 6.5 
  Independent – Republican 12.1 14.3 12.3 9.8 7 7.8 6.1 
  Weak Republican 10.5 14.3 16.8 16.3 17.7 14 22.7 

  Strong Republican 5 7.7 8.4 11.1 12.2 16.3 20 

                  

1977-1980 Strong Democrat 5.8 8.5 9.1 13.8 18.7 24.8 22.8 
  Weak Democrat 20.2 23.1 24.1 26 24.1 23.9 14.5 
  Independent – Democrat 18.9 16.4 13.2 10.6 10.2 10.4 7.8 
  Independent 21.1 17.8 12.8 11.3 10 9.6 7.8 
  Independent – Republican 10.8 10.8 13.9 13.1 10.8 4.2 8.3 
  Weak Republican 12.9 15.4 16.7 15.8 14.8 13 15.5 

  Strong Republican 4.5 6.3 8.4 8.5 10 13 20.7 

                  

1981-1992 Strong Democrat 6.6 9.1 12.2 15.1 18.9 24.1 25.3 
  Weak Democrat 16.3 17.9 20.3 18.7 18.3 18.9 16.9 
  Independent – Democrat 13.1 12.8 12.3 12.8 9.4 8.8 5.4 
  Independent 15.6 13.6 11.8 8.6 9 8 7.5 
  Independent – Republican 14.9 15.1 14.3 14 12 9.7 8.2 
  Weak Republican 19 18.2 15.6 15.6 15.6 15.3 17.6 

  Strong Republican 10.9 11.4 12.2 13.9 15.8 14.8 17.9 

                  

1993-2002 Strong Democrat 6.6 9.5 10.2 15.1 16 21 23.2 
  Weak Democrat 17.3 16.3 17 16.6 17.7 14.2 18.8 
  Independent – Democrat 20.3 14.4 14.7 14.5 10.8 8.9 10.4 
  Independent 12.6 11.7 10.5 9.1 9.4 8.9 8 
  Independent – Republican 11.2 12.8 12.4 13.9 14.6 11.7 8.7 
  Weak Republican 22.2 17.8 17.6 13.9 14.1 15.4 15.4 

  Strong Republican 8.2 15.9 16.8 16 17.2 16.4 14.9 
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No other major American demographic equals the severe chasm and persistence 

in black and white partisan identification. It does not bode well for Republicans seeking 

black votes or for black conservatives who argue that blacks will only be better off by 

engaging in bipartisan voting. Judging by blacks entering the polity in the nineties with 

less than ten percent identifying Republican, and only 1.2 strongly identifying 

Republican, the real question remains why such devotion to Democrats at the expense of 

the GOP. 

Income and Partisanship 

Figure 3.16 shows the overall gains in income over the last 50 years. Nearly forty 

percent of all blacks were in the bottom sixth of the income scale in 1960.  In total, there 

is upward movement on the scale although not as great as one might expect. Middle-

income blacks increased in number but still one-third of African Americans are in 

poverty. Whites, in comparison, Figure 3.17, earn considerably more, and perhaps most 

importantly, more whites are firmly entrenched in middle-class America.  

Figure 3.16 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Black Income

0
5

10
15
20
25
30
35
40
45

1960-1968 1969-1976 1977-1980 1981-1992 1993-2002

0-16
17-33
34-
68-95
96-100



 84

Figure 3.17 

 
According to 2002 Census Bureau statistics, at the broadest level, blacks earn 

only 75% of whites. At every level of educational attainment, blacks earn less than whites 

do. As an example, among blacks with the fewest skills, those not finishing high school, 

they earn only 86% of whites. Finishing high school actually makes the situation worse 

for blacks, as those graduates will earn only 81% of whites. Attending college helps 

bridge the gap to 87%, and as with high school, finishing college, and earning a degree 

actually widens the earnings gap to back to just 81% of whites. Again, earning an 

advanced degree advances earnings, but it is still only 81% of what whites with advanced 

degrees will earn.  

 Blacks are so much poorer than non-Hispanic whites that even during the 

economic boom of the 1990s the black poverty rate never dipped below 20%, as shown in 

Figure 3.18. Poverty is a persistent problem of economic weakness that, since at last 1973 

and probably longer, afflicts anywhere between 22.7% and 35% of the population. 

Poverty’s impact on partisan affiliation should be substantial. Since so many African 

Americans have been, or are poor we expect they would align themselves with the 

political party showing the most interest in improving their life chances. It should not be 

surprising that the collective malaise (i.e., higher rates of poverty, less education, less 
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income, less health insurance, higher incarceration rates) of African Americans weighs so 

heavily on their vote choice.   

Figure 3.18 
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An example of this is home ownership. Table 3.23 shows the wide disparity in 

home ownership. However, they also demonstrate the gap in black-white home 

ownership decreasing over time. After a drop in home ownership in the 1980s, blacks 

rebounded nicely in the 1990s.  

Table 3.23 

Home Ownership 1960-
1968 

1969-
1976 

1977-
1980 

1981-
1992 

1993-
2002 

Blacks - Own Home 41.8% 46.7% 50.6% 40.6% 48.7% 
Whites - Own Home 69.7 73.1 73.3 70.1 71.2 
Blacks - Do Not Own 
Home 58.2 53.3 49.4 59.4 51.9 

Whites - Do Not Own 
Home 30.3 26.9 26.7 29.9 28.8 

  

Further evidence helps to record the economic disparities between blacks and 

whites. The current ratio of two unemployed blacks for every unemployed white has 

stood since 1950. Jobs, of course, are the means to economic fulfillment, not just for 

individuals, but communities too. The fact that blacks are so much more likely to be 

without a job than whites speaks to the difficulties in earning income to live off of, much 

less creating wealth.  
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 The Eisenhower Foundation in 1999 conducted a thirty-year review of the Kerner 

Report of 1968. Its purpose in 1999, as in 1968, was to appraise honestly the nation’s 

racial dynamics, good and bad. The results were certainly sobering. The Foundation 

concluded that the original findings in 1968, that America has “two societies, one black, 

one white – separate and unequal,” was as relevant in 1993 as it was in 1968 (Eisenhower 

Foundation 1999). The implications are staggering. There were achievements, such as 

increased political and civil rights disappointments too. Chief among the letdowns was 

the lack of social and economic integration. Lacking social integration into American 

society, African Americans were not able to gain a solid foothold in the business and 

entrepreneurial worlds to accumulate capital and wealth.  

 Blacks are so much poorer than whites we expect that low-income blacks to 

identify Democrat, especially in the 1960s and 1970s. However, will high-income blacks, 

like high-income whites, show favoritism towards the GOP? Table 3.24 shows that for 

blacks, among all income groups and throughout all year periods, middle and high-range 

income groups favor Democrats. We are talking about relatively smaller numbers (as 

mentioned previously); nonetheless, that forty years past the Civil Rights movement 

high-income blacks identify Democrat is an important lesson. It indicates that for these 

blacks something more important than mere pocketbook issues is driving their 

identification and likely their vote.  
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Table 3.24 
1960-
1968 Income – Blacks 0-16 17-33 34-67 68-95 96-100 
  Strong Democrat 36.3% 47.2% 44.2% 42.9% 50% 
  Weak Democrat 26.1 24.8 26.3 25.3 30 
  Independent - Democrat 5.1 5.6 7.1 13.2 20 
  Independent 6.8 4 11.5 7.7 0 
  Independent - Republican 1.3 1.6 2.6 1.1 0 
  Weak Republican 6 7.2 3.8 6.6 0 
  Strong Republican 5.6 2.4 2.6 2.2 0 
       
1969-
1976 Strong Democrat 38.8 41 38.2 35.6 40 
  Weak Democrat 31.9 31.4 32.2 32.7 60 
  Independent - Democrat 10.6 10.3 10.6 12.5 0 
  Independent 9.5 7.7 9 13.5 0 
  Independent - Republican 2.6 2.6 0 1.9 0 
  Weak Republican 2.2 3.8 5 1 0 
  Strong Republican 2.6 2.6 2.5 1.9 0 
              
1977-
1980 Strong Democrat 36.6 34.9 45.2 40.4 33.3 
  Weak Democrat 10.6 10.8 11.9 17 33.3 
  Independent - Democrat 13 9.6 6 2.1 33.3 
  Independent 13 9.6 6 2.1 0 
  Independent - Republican 4.1 3.6 1.2 2.1 0 
  Weak Republican 3.3 3.6 1.2 2.1 0 
  Strong Republican 5.7 2.4 1.2 0 0 
              
1981-
1992 Strong Democrat 39.6 42.5 40.5 39.2 45 
  Weak Democrat 22.7 25.9 28.3 30.6 20 
  Independent - Democrat 12.3 15.6 12.7 15.5 15 
  Independent 10.4 7.5 8.3 7.8 5 
  Independent - Republican 4.7 3.7 5.2 4.7 10 
  Weak Republican 5.3 1.4 2.3 0.9 5 
  Strong Republican 2.3 1.7 1.6 1.3 0 
              
1993-
2002 Strong Democrat 40.5 42 40.9 45.3 28.6 
  Weak Democrat 17.6 22.8 31.1 24.5 28.6 
  Independent - Democrat 15.9 18.5 15 13.2 42.9 
  Independent 10.1 10.5 7.3 8.5 0 
  Independent - Republican 8.4 2.5 1 3.8 0 
  Weak Republican 3.5 1.9 2.1 3.8 0 
  Strong Republican 1.3 1.2 2.6 0.9 0 
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Education and Partisanship 

 Figure 3.19 shows very real improvement in educational attainment of black 

Americans. In 1950, seventy percent of blacks only had a grade school education, but by 

2000 this figures was less than ten percent. Likewise, the number of college graduates 

increased barely above 0 to nearly 20 percent by 2000. Figure 3.20 demonstrates the level 

of African American educational attainment. At the most basic level, it is evident that 

African Americans are not that far behind non-Hispanic whites in terms of those 

graduating from high school. More advanced than Hispanics are African Americans but 

this is most likely due to first generation Hispanic immigrants bringing down the average. 

The real difference in education is among those obtaining some college and even more 

pronounced among those actually earning a college degree. Whereas only 5% more 

whites than blacks earn a high school diploma, a full 10 percent more earn a college 

degree.  

Figure 3.19  
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Figure 3.20 
Educational Attainment of those 25 and Older
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 Although there are real gains in educational attainment among African-Africans 

over the last forty years, has it affected their partisanship? Table 3.25 indicates that this is 

not the case. Throughout all year ranges, blacks regardless of educational attainment, 

even those with college degrees demonstrate a profound partisan dichotomy. In actuality, 

sometimes blacks with less education identify Republican, although we are talking about 

very small numbers. Even in the 1993-2002 range, Republican identification is marginal 

at best among the best educated. This helps illustrate that the Republican Party cannot 

count on educated blacks as a fertile ground for recruiting blacks into the GOP tent.  
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Table 3.25 
1960-
1968  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
  Strong Democrat 42.8% 43.9% 46.4% 29.5% 33.3% 42.1% 40% 
  Weak Democrat 21 29.7 23.8 36.4 25.5 42.1 30 
  Independent - Democrat 3.6 7.7 7.1 18.2 19.6 0 10 
  Independent 7.6 6.5 8.3 13.6 11.8 0 0 
  Independent - Republican 1.8 0 2.4 0 2 0 10 
  Weak Republican 5.4 5.2 6 2.3 5.9 10.5 10 
  Strong Republican 5.8 1.9 2.4 0 0 5.3 0 
                  
1969-
1976 Strong Democrat 40 35.4 40.8 42.3 39.8 22.6 46.7 
  Weak Democrat 30 33.3 28.8 38.5 30.6 41.9 26.7 
  Independent - Democrat 6.1 13.5 10.4 7.7 13.3 25.8 20 
  Independent 11.7 9.4 10.4 6.4 11.2 9.7 0 
  Independent - Republican 2.3 1 1.6 2.6 1 0 6.7 
  Weak Republican 3 5.2 4 1.3 0 0 0 
  Strong Republican 4.8 1.6 2.4 0 1 0 0 
                  
1977-
1980 Strong Democrat 51.2 31.7 32.8 44.1 39.1 55 42.9 
  Weak Democrat 19.5 27.7 37.3 26.5 36.2 20 28.6 
  Independent - Democrat 3.7 10.9 14.9 16.2 18.8 20 14.3 
  Independent 8.5 11.9 7.5 10.3 2.9 0 0 
  Independent - Republican 3.7 5 1.5 0 0 5 14.3 
  Weak Republican 3.7 3 1.5 0 1.4 0 0 
  Strong Republican 4.9 5.9 1.5 0 1.4 0 0 
                  
1981-
1992 Strong Democrat 55 38.8 36.3 34.5 35.8 40 52.5 
  Weak Democrat 18.2 23.8 24.3 27.6 37 29.1 19.7 
  Independent - Democrat 8.6 12.1 17.2 24.1 14.2 13.6 9.8 
  Independent 8.2 7.2 10.7 6.9 6.3 10 14.8 
  Independent - Republican 1.8 8.1 3.6 3.4 4.4 5.5 0 
  Weak Republican 3.6 4.2 3.6 1.7 0.6 0.9 3.3 
  Strong Republican 1.4 3.3 2.1 0 0.9 0 0 
                  
1993-
2002 Strong Democrat 41.5 41.1 42.3 45.2 46.1 39.5 54.8 
  Weak Democrat 22.6 14 21 21.4 28 31.6 19.4 
  Independent - Democrat 9.4 16.8 16.2 21.4 14.5 17.1 16.1 
  Independent 13.2 8.4 11.4 9.5 5.2 9.2 3.2 
  Independent - Republican 5.7 11.2 4 2.4 0.5 0 6.5 
  Weak Republican 3.8 2.8 2.6 0 4.1 1.3 0 
  Strong Republican 0 3.7 1.8 0 1 1.3 0 
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Region and Partisanship 

 There is also a regional difference to blacks and whites in America. African 

Americans, judging by residential patterns prefer the South. Largely confined to the 

South past the Civil War, a large migration north of African Americans lasted from the 

1920s through the 1940s. Nevertheless, the South remained the primary region of 

residence for African Americans. Recent years have even seen a net-return of blacks to 

the South. This mirrors an overall population shift to southern and Western states. Tables 

3.26 and 3.27 explain the disparity in region of residence between African Americans and 

whites. This is especially interesting because we know the South is a peculiar political 

environment because of its overall conservatism. It is interesting how living in the South 

affects the ideological views of African Americans. Might southern residency make them 

more conservative because of a rightward political climate? It is in the South that Giles’ 

application of Power Theory is most applicable because in the South responses to black 

inclusion in the American political process were most hostile. When we look at Table 

3.26, we see that blacks living in the South are as consistently strongly Democratic as 

blacks in other regions in the country are. However, blacks in the South are a bit more 

likely to identify Republican. This comes with a caveat. We are still talking about ten 

percent or less identifying Republican, but there does appear to be a bit of a regional 

difference.  
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Table 3.26 
1960-
1968  Northeast 

North 
Central South West 

  Strong Democrat 37.5% 48.9% 40.2% 40.5% 
  Weak Democrat 26.7 23 26.7 23.8 
  Independent - Democrat 10.8 7.9 4.1 21.4 
  Independent 10 9.4 6.5 7.1 
  Independent - Republican 1.7 0.7 1.8 2.4 
  Weak Republican 7.5 6.5 5 2.4 
  Strong Republican 3.3 2.2 4.4 0 
            
1969-
1976 Strong Democrat 33.1 46.6 38.5 33.9 
  Weak Democrat 29.3 32.1 31.9 39.3 
  Independent - Democrat 9.8 13 9.7 17.9 
  Independent 10.5 6.1 11.2 7.1 
  Independent - Republican 0.8 0 2.6 0 
  Weak Republican 8.3 0.8 2.4 0 
  Strong Republican 4.5 0.8 2.4 0 
            
1977-
1980 Strong Democrat 32.9 43 40.3 50 
  Weak Democrat 31.4 29.1 28.3 22.5 
  Independent - Democrat 20 13.9 10.2 12.5 
  Independent 5.7 7.6 9.3 5 
  Independent - Republican 4.3 1.3 3.1 0 
  Weak Republican 1.4 0.2 2.2 2.5 
  Strong Republican 1.4 1.3 4 2.5 
            
1981-
1992 Strong Democrat 35.8 47.2 40.4 34.5 
  Weak Democrat 31.3 22.4 25.3 28.9 
  Independent - Democrat 17.3 15.9 12.6 15.5 
  Independent 7.4 7.3 9.2 11.3 
  Independent - Republican 2.1 1.6 3.6 0.7 
  Weak Republican 0.8 0.4 2.3 0.7 
  Strong Republican 3.3 0.8 2.2 0 
            
1993-
2002 Strong Democrat 44.9 51 41.9 40 
  Weak Democrat 21 23.5 22.5 29.1 
  Independent - Democrat 21 11.2 14.7 18.2 
  Independent 9.4 8.2 8.8 9.1 
  Independent - Republican 0.7 1 5.7 1.8 
  Weak Republican 1.4 3.1 3.1 1.8 
  Strong Republican 0.7 1 2 0 
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Table 3.27 
1960-
1968 Region - Whites Northeast 

North 
Central South West 

  Strong Democrat 17.8% 16.7% 25.7% 21.2% 
  Weak Democrat 21.3 22.9 30.3 24.9 
  Independent - Democrat 9 10.1 6.5 7.6 
  Independent 10.2 10.7 9.2 7.7 
  Independent - Republican 6.8 8.1 7.5 6.5 
  Weak Republican 19.9 16.3 10.4 18 
  Strong Republican 14.4 14.6 7.9 12.8 
            
1969-
1976 Strong Democrat 13.5 13 16.2 13.6 
  Weak Democrat 18.7 20.1 28.8 22.1 
  Independent - Democrat 15.8 10.6 8.9 11.2 
  Independent 15 13.4 14 11.8 
  Independent - Republican 11.5 10.9 9.3 10.4 
  Weak Republican 16.2 17 12.3 18.4 
  Strong Republican 8.6 14.2 8.8 10.8 
            
1977-
1980 Strong Democrat 11.9 11.5 15.6 11.9 
  Weak Democrat 20.5 21.9 25.9 22.2 
  Independent - Democrat 15 13.1 12.7 12.8 
  Independent 14.9 16.2 12.6 11.6 
  Independent - Republican 11.5 12.6 9 10.5 
  Weak Republican 16.5 14.3 13.7 16.9 
  Strong Republican 7.6 9 8 11.9 
            
1981-
1992 Strong Democrat 15.2 13.5 16.8 12.5 
  Weak Democrat 18.1 16.5 20.5 19.1 
  Independent - Democrat 13.4 10.4 10.4 11.7 
  Independent 12 11.6 11.9 7.9 
  Independent - Republican 14 13.4 13.8 11.1 
  Weak Republican 15.1 18.8 13.9 19.1 
  Strong Republican 10.9 14.6 11.1 17.2 
            
1993-
2002 Strong Democrat 13.9 13.5 13.9 16.3 
  Weak Democrat 15.9 18.4 16 16.2 
  Independent - Democrat 14.5 13.9 10.4 16.5 
  Independent 13.5 10.7 9.8 6.7 
  Independent - Republican 14.3 11.9 14 9.5 
  Weak Republican 14.7 15.8 17.5 17.1 
  Strong Republican 12.1 15 17 17.6 
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Urbanism and Partisanship 

 Part of the attraction of blacks to the Democratic Party rests in their concentration 

in large metropolitan locations, specifically urban areas. Following WWII through the 

1990s, population growth and stronger tax bases left central cities for suburbs and then 

exurbs. Blacks were increasingly located in areas with fewer resources to address 

community ills. Table 3.28 shows that today more than half of all blacks live inside a 

central city compared to just one-fifth of whites. In addition, less than 20% of blacks live 

completely outside of a metropolitan area. What has changed most significantly for 

blacks over the last forty years is the number of blacks living in the suburbs. This 

indicates increased mobility, partly in relation to increased black home ownership as 

discussed earlier, but not necessarily upward mobility.  

Table 3.28 

 1960-
1968 

1969-
1976 

1977-
1980 

1981-
1992 

1993-
2002 

Blacks - Central Cities 56.6% 54.9% 67.5% 51% 56.3% 
Whites - Central Cities 23.1 22.8 21.2 19.6 22.5 
Blacks – Suburbs 17 16.8 12.3 22.5 25.2 
Whites – Suburbs 33.2 34.8 42.7 44.8 42.5 
Blacks – Rural 26.4 28.3 20.1 26.4 18.5 
Whites – Rural 43.7 42.4 36.1 35.6 35 

 

 The political and electoral consequences are staggering. Democrats win cities, 

while Republicans dominate rural and suburban America. A cursory look at the 2000 and 

2004 Electoral College map readily demonstrates this. Al Gore and John Kerry won 

Democratic cities while Bush won countless rural areas and suburbs. Increasingly, blacks 

live in Democratic enclaves surrounded by Republican suburbs and countryside. Many of 

these suburbs, especially in the South, saw their greatest growth in the 1960s, 70s, and 
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80s, as whites fled the cities, fled integration and as many white southern Democrats 

converted to the GOP. However, there is a causality issue here. Which came first? Was it 

that Democrats supported cities versus rural interests, or did blacks support the Party, and 

therefore, the Party identified with city residents?  

Test: Rival Hypothesis 2: Socioeconomic Status 

The preceding discussion on socioeconomic status leads me to my second 

hypothesis: Partisan Identification is a result of socioeconomic status; H3: Party 

Identification = Socioeconomic Status. If the previous literature of is correct than the 

following variables should explain a substantial amount of variance in black partisanship: 

Age, Gender, Education, Income, Urbanism, Region of Residence, and Marital Status. 

Although I did not discuss martial status in depth, I include it because marital status can 

affect partisanship. 

When we look at the results for Socioeconomic Status, in the period 1960-1968, 

Table 3.29, we observe, for blacks, small associations between all but one independent 

variable and partisan identification. Age (.071), Gender (.021), Urbanism (.216), and 

Region (.065) are all positive, but scarcely significant although Age does have minimal 

explanatory power. Unsurprisingly, the older a respondent the more likely their 

partisanship was Republican. Interestingly, Income (-.171) and Education (-.125) have 

negative associations with partisanship. This indicates that blacks with higher income and 

higher education move away from Republican identification, showing that for blacks the 

higher their income, the more likely they are not to identify with the GOP.  
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Table 3.29 

Blacks: 1960-1968: SES Correlation 
Coefficients 

DV: 
Party 
ID 

Age 
Group Gender Education Urbanism Region Income 

Age 0.071 1.000           
Gender 0.021 -0.078 1.000         
Education -0.125 -0.380 0.069 1.000       
Urbanism 0.216 0.202 -0.039 -0.229 1.000     
Region 0.065 0.107 -0.062 -0.151 0.360 1.000   
Income -0.171 -0.327 -0.146 0.447 -0.349 -0.218 1.000 
Mean 2.74 44.97 1.61 1.74 1.69 2.47 2.22 
Std. Deviation 2.370 15.059 0.489 0.790 0.854 0.872 1.147 
N 611             

 

For whites, Table 3.30, Age (.037), Gender, (.023), Urbanism (.014), Education 

(.136) and Income (.047) were positive, but with minimum significance. This indicates 

that as partisanship becomes more Republican, age and education increase, but not 

significantly. Only Region (-.077) had a negative, but weak associations with Republican 

partisanship. Notably, where blacks and whites differ are education and income. For 

blacks, income and partisanship moved in different directions, while for whites, income 

and partisanship moved in the same direction. This suggests that as income increased for 

blacks their partisanship became more Democratic, with the opposite occurring for 

whites.  

Table 3.30 

Whites: 1960-1968: SES Correlation 
Coefficients 

DV: 
Party 
ID 

Age 
Group Gender Education Urbanism Region Income 

Age Group 0.037 1.000           
Gender 0.023 -0.002 1.000         
Education 0.136 -0.294 -0.046 1.000       
Urbanism 0.014 0.062 0.024 -0.109 1.000     
Region -0.077 0.003 0.000 0.018 0.118 1.000   
Income 0.047 -0.355 -0.103 0.405 -0.153 -0.065 1.000 
Mean 3.62 46.81 1.55 2.14 2.21 2.37 2.96 
Std. Deviation 2.208 15.871 0.498 0.917 0.792 1.013 1.156 
N 5881             
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For SES, in the period 1969-1976, Table 3.31, we again observe significantly 

small relationships. For blacks, Income (.003) and Urbanism (.101) have minimal, 

positive associations with partisanship, but Income is essentially insignificant. Age 

moves in a negative direction (-.084) as do Gender (-.032), Education (-.046) and Region 

(-.083). That Age moves opposite is noteworthy as it signals the possible reverse of 

conventional wisdom, which is that as we age we become more conservative. For blacks, 

it appears that might not be the case.   

Table 3.31 

Blacks: 1969-1976: SES Correlation 
Coefficients 

DV: 
Party 
ID 

Age Gender Education Urbanism Region Income 

Age  -0.084 1.000           
Gender -0.032 -0.027 1.000         
Education -0.046 -0.472 -0.029 1.000       
Urbanism 0.101 0.205 -0.039 -0.218 1.000     
Region -0.083 0.105 -0.026 -0.088 0.296 1.000   
Income 0.003 -0.317 -0.180 0.459 -0.241 -0.272 1.000 
Mean 2.31 43.84 1.64 1.96 1.74 2.57 2.21 
Std. Deviation 1.654 17.615 0.480 0.817 0.875 0.847 1.109 
N 722             

 

In the period 1969-1976, results for whites, Table 3.32, are mostly insignificant. 

Age (.022), Education (.118), and Income (.073) have a positive association with 

partisanship. Typically, for whites Education is positive highlighting an important 

difference between whites and blacks. This is noteworthy because it shows that SES 

variables do not always behave the same way when considering black partisanship.   

Region (-.016), again, moves minimally in a negative direction.  

 

 

 

 



 98

Table 3.32 

Whites: 1969-1976: SES Correlation 
Coefficients 

DV: 
Party 
ID 

Age Gender Education Urbanism Region Income 

Age 0.022 1.000           
Gender 0.001 0.025 1.000         
Education 0.118 -0.306 -0.048 1.000       
Urbanism 0.022 0.062 0.004 -0.179 1.000     
Region -0.016 -0.016 0.019 0.074 0.018 1.000   
Income 0.073 -0.294 -0.120 0.374 -0.120 -0.027 1.000 
Mean 3.79 45.68 1.56 2.28 2.20 2.40 3.00 
Std. Deviation 2.057 17.562 0.497 0.928 0.783 1.009 1.104 
N 6543             

 

For blacks in the period 1977-1980, Table 3.33, the variables again are not 

significant, as Age (-.122), Income (-.161) and Education (-.105) again negatively relate 

to partisanship. The relationships are weak, but the consistency with which these 

variables are negative indicates that blacks move against conventional wisdom. This in 

no way validates my theory, but it does illustrate that something besides SES might drive 

black partisanship. Gender (.043) and Region (.001) positively but weakly associate with 

partisanship. 

Table 3.33 

Blacks: 1977-1980: SES Correlation 
Coefficients 

DV: 
Party 
ID 

Age Gender Education Urbanism Region Income 

Age -0.122 1.000           
Gender 0.043 -0.030 1.000         
Education -0.105 -0.376 -0.002 1.000       
Urbanism 0.061 0.087 0.047 -0.190 1.000     
Region 0.001 0.030 0.010 -0.008 0.203 1.000   
Income -0.161 -0.205 -0.101 0.394 -0.073 -0.067 1.000 
Mean 2.44 41.95 1.61 2.12 1.55 2.61 2.19 
Std. Deviation 1.845 16.844 0.487 0.806 0.820 0.871 1.100 
N 340             

 

For whites, Table 3.34, Age (-.060) is insignificantly negatively associated with 

partisanship. Gender (-.007) and Region (-.012) negatively relate to partisanship, while 

Education (.131), Urbanism (.070), and Income (.092) positively relate to partisanship. 
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Significantly, for blacks and whites, the association between partisanship and Education 

and Income continue to move in different directions.  

Table 3.34 

Whites: 1977-1980: SES Correlation 
Coefficients 

DV: 
Party 
ID 

Age Gender Education Urbanism Region Income 

Age -0.060 1.000           
Gender -0.007 0.054 1.000         
Education 0.131 -0.279 -0.085 1.000       
Urbanism 0.070 0.013 -0.008 -0.131 1.000     
Region -0.012 -0.025 -0.017 0.085 -0.062 1.000   
Income 0.092 -0.217 -0.148 0.364 -0.051 0.023 1.000 
Mean 3.76 43.89 1.54 2.46 2.14 2.48 2.97 
Std. Deviation 2.026 17.610 0.498 0.902 0.743 1.025 1.145 
N 2889             

 

For blacks in the period 1981-1992, Table 3.35, the independent variables begin 

to respond with more vigor. Urbanism (.145) and Region (.063) have positive 

associations with partisanship. Age (-.152), Gender (-.022), Education (-.056), and 

Income (-.089) all have negative associations with partisanship. This again shows a 

pattern of association of higher education and income with Democratic partisanship, the 

opposite of the trend exhibited by whites. Additionally, for each time bracket since the 

first, blacks continue to demonstrate that the aging process does not equate with 

conservatism.   

Table 3.35 

Blacks: 1981-1992: SES Correlation 
Coefficients 

DV: 
Party 
ID 

Age Gender Education Urbanism Region Income 

Age -0.152 1.000           
Gender -0.022 -0.026 1.000         
Education -0.056 -0.293 0.014 1.000       
Urbanism 0.145 0.055 0.037 -0.228 1.000     
Region 0.063 -0.007 -0.008 -0.050 0.236 1.000   
Income -0.089 -0.118 -0.241 0.456 -0.200 -0.119 1.000 
Mean 2.36 42.32 1.62 2.31 1.76 2.66 2.31 
Std. Deviation 1.686 16.986 0.484 0.843 0.848 0.829 1.142 
N 1389             
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For whites, Table 3.36, Age (-.075) and Gender (-.042) have negative, but weak 

associations with partisanship, while Education (.093), Urbanism (.049) and Income 

(.118) continue to have positive associations with partisanship.  

Table 3.36 

Whites: 1981-1992: SES Correlation 
Coefficients 

DV: 
Party 
ID 

Age Gender Education Urbanism Region Income 

Age -0.075 1.000           
Gender -0.042 0.049 1.000         
Education 0.093 -0.226 -0.075 1.000       
Urbanism 0.049 0.006 0.010 -0.173 1.000     
Region 0.019 -0.044 -0.010 0.048 0.002 1.000   
Income 0.118 -0.162 -0.143 0.390 -0.079 0.004 1.000 
Mean 4.00 45.11 1.54 2.62 2.16 2.50 3.01 
Std. Deviation 2.123 17.667 0.499 0.912 0.721 1.022 1.110 
N 8472             

 

For blacks in the period 1993-2002, Table 3.37, Age (-.168), Education (-.158), 

and Income (-.103) negatively relate to partisanship, while Gender (.057), Region (.072) 

and Urbanism (.091) positively relate to partisanship. That Age, Education and Income 

remain negative in the nineties is testament to how much we cannot rely on standard 

socioeconomic predictors of partisanship. Granted the associations are weak, nonetheless, 

the overall consistency of the direction of the relationship indicates that it is useful to 

look for different explanations of partisanship for blacks and whites. What is standard for 

whites does not necessarily hold for black America. 

For whites, Table 3.38, Age (-.071) and Gender (-.089) negatively associate to 

partisanship, while Education (.105), Urbanism (.028), Region (.020), and Income (.147) 

have positive associations with partisanship. Although the relationships are weak, it still 

shows that the relationship between partisanship and socioeconomic status is more 

standard for whites. Although the association is weak, it is probably encouraging to 

Democrats that there is a negative relationship on the Age variable for blacks and whites. 
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Table 3.37 

Blacks: 1993-2002: SES Correlation 
Coefficients 

DV: 
Party ID Age Gender Education Urbanism Region Income 

Age -0.168 1.000           
Gender -0.057 -0.054 1.000         
Education -0.158 -0.192 -0.026 1.000       
Urbanism 0.091 0.052 -0.012 -0.114 1.000     
Region 0.072 -0.024 -0.033 -0.098 0.086 1.000   
Income -0.103 -0.108 -0.209 0.468 -0.021 -0.136 1.000 
Mean 2.32 43.55 1.60 2.50 1.60 2.59 2.25 
Std. Deviation 1.594 16.303 0.489 0.810 0.768 0.865 1.109 
N 626             

 

Table 3.38 

Whites: 1993-2002: SES Correlation 
Coefficients 

DV: 
Party ID Age Gender Education Urbanism Region Income 

Age -0.071 1.000           
Gender -0.089 0.070 1.000         
Education 0.105 -0.166 -0.084 1.000       
Urbanism 0.028 0.017 0.021 -0.115 1.000     
Region 0.020 -0.049 0.023 0.090 -0.137 1.000   
Income 0.147 -0.146 -0.128 0.384 -0.062 0.006 1.000 
Mean 4.05 47.52 1.53 2.85 2.13 2.58 2.99 
Std. Deviation 2.118 17.507 0.499 0.900 0.749 1.003 1.109 
N 3924             

 

Issue Voting 

 Contrasting the Columbia University study of 1940, Nie et al. (1976) contend 

there is a decreasing role of party identification and increasing importance placed on 

issue voting. Voters follow the salient issues of a campaign and make value judgments 

based on what the candidates and parties claim they will accomplish in office. 

Abramowitz (1994) says issues of the welfare state, a synonym for race, and national 

security served the GOP well in attracting white defectors from the Democratic Party. 

Rabinowitz et al. (1982, 57) write, “On the individual level, any issue singled out as 

personally most important plays a substantially greater role…Moreover, the greater 

influence is sometimes dramatic: the effect of the median issue in shaping candidate 
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evaluation more than doubled if it was seen as most important.” Assuming voters are 

educated to the extent they can make clear distinctions on important policy issues, 

Rabinowitz suggests that for many voters one single issue, if given enough weight, can 

greatly influence how that person will vote.  

 Carmines and Stimson’s (1989) theory of issue evolution suggests that as issues 

evolve, the reasons for partisan identification of an individual or a group also evolve and 

therefore (Carmines and Stimson 1981) normal partisan change occurs when new issues 

appear to the electorate coupled with generational replacement. As political attitudes 

towards certain issues evolve, there might be an effect on African American partisan 

identification. Carmines and Stimson (1989, 108) remark that, “Characteristics of those 

going out are not likely to be matched by the attitudes of those coming in for the simple 

reason that young voters can respond to new issues relatively unconstrained by the 

powerful anchor of established partisan dispositions.” New voters face new issues and 

newer voters feel less constrained by historical partisan ties. When issues crystallized 

around race (e.g. welfare) lose their salience to the public then it would seem that blacks 

would become more like other voters (especially young voters not introduced to politics 

during the racially charged civil rights era) and move beyond race as a voting cue. Giles 

and Hertz (1994) agree that for black voters, racial issues are the glue that keep them 

voting as a block. Irrespective of income, education, and occupational differences, racial 

issues cue black voters when deciding whom to vote (Carmines and Stimson 1989). 

These issues do not have to be explicitly about race (e.g. affirmative action) but can be 

about issues that serve as a surrogate for race (e.g. welfare).  
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 Nevertheless, issue voting is not omnipresent. It typically occurs during stretches 

of tumult when distinctions between parties, candidates, and platforms are most distinct 

(Nie 1976). Moreover, we should only consider issue voting in terms of proximity voting. 

This type of measure takes into account voter’s issue preferences in relation to where the 

candidates stand. Rabinowitz et al. (1982) write that individual issue salience is only part 

of the equation: “to study the influence of salience on an issue’s impact requires an 

investigator to incorporate salience in a broader model of choice that also allows for an 

influence of general social factors.” Shepsle (1972) suggests that policy-based voting 

requires a costly information-gathering process that is difficult especially considering the 

ambiguity of candidate behavior.   

 The cumulative affect of issues is not great. Sears (1969) says the public 

recognizes only the most salient stimuli. Most voters are aware of only the largest issues 

on any given campaign. Issue voting requires an engaged, politically aware electorate. 

RePass (1971, 391) weighs in on the effect of specific issues on voting behavior by 

suggesting that even when voters are focused on a particular issue when voting they still 

bring in their partisan biases; “Issue partisanship is not as powerful in producing voting 

change as attitude toward [the] candidates.” Niemi and Jennings (1991) suggest that issue 

preferences do matter but parental influence is most important.  

Ideology and Black Partisanship 

 My theory relies on group consciousness literature, stating that race is the primary 

factor in determining group action. Race, for blacks, is the reason for concentrated block 

voting and determines for and against whom they vote. As the literature correctly 
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explains, blacks are not monolithically liberal, are not monolithically lower class, yet 

they are monolithically Democratic.  

 One approach to African American partisanship is to say that because blacks are 

liberal and liberals are Democratic, therefore blacks must be Democratic. Several 

(Gilliam 1986; Hamilton 1982; Pinderhughes 1986) have used versions of this line of 

reasoning to explain African American partisanship. I agree that yes, blacks are liberal – 

to a point. However, as we will see there are several issue domains in which blacks have 

relatively conservative policy preferences. On a more general basis, Table 3.39 shows 

that African Americans generally do not consider themselves liberal. Actually, blacks are 

more likely not to self- identify with any ideology, but moderate identifiers beat out 

liberal identifiers in any case. That so many blacks choose “Don’t Know” on the question 

of ideology could be indicative of any number of things. It might be lack of knowledge 

with the terminology or an understanding that many blacks are liberal on issues of 

economic policy but conservative on social issues. Nevertheless, there was almost even 

identification of liberals and conservatives in the 1990s. Since the mid-1980s, whites are 

more likely to identify conservative than all other choices, even though conservatives 

outnumbered liberals since at least 1972.  

 Now that we know where blacks place themselves on the ideological scale, where 

do they place the parties? Based on their ideological self-placement and partisan 

preferences, we should expect blacks to label the Democratic Party as mostly liberal. 

These tables show how black respondents view the Democratic Party. Revealingly, they 

show that considerably more blacks view the Democratic Party as conservative, than 

view themselves as Democratic. However, we must remember that many blacks did not 
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place themselves anywhere ideologically. In Table 3.40, we see that whites are much 

more likely to view Democrats as more liberal. What this means is that blacks might 

overwhelmingly identify with Democrats, but not because they overwhelmingly view the 

Democratic Party as liberal.14  

Table 3.39 

7-Pt. Liberal - Conservative Scale 1969-1976 1977-1980 1981-1992 1993-2002 

Extremely Liberal – Blacks 4.8% 3.7% 3.4% 2.5% 

Extremely Liberal – Whites 1 1.3 1.2 1.5 
Liberal - Blacks 17.7 9 8.5 7.5 
Liberal - Whites 6.6 6.8 6.5 7.4 
Slightly Liberal – Blacks 9.4 8.2 7.8 7.2 
Slightly Liberal – Whites 8.7 9.4 9.6 10 
Moderate - Blacks 17 17.7 21.4 25.6 
Moderate - Whites 27.8 24.6 24.4 26.1 
Slightly Conservative – Blacks 3.4 4.5 7.6 8.7 
Slightly Conservative – Whites 15.1 14.9 15.8 16.3 
Conservative - Blacks 3.5 3.7 6.1 5.5 
Conservative - Whites 12 13.1 13.9 18.2 
Extremely Conservative – Blacks 1.2 2.2 2.2 3 

Extremely Conservative – Whites 1.8 2.2 2.1 2.8 
DK - Blacks 43.1 50.9 43 40.5 
DK - Whites 27.1 27.6 26.4 17.7 

 
 Blacks’ impressions of the Republican Party have altered tremendously since the 

late 1960s. In this period only about 12 percent saw Republicans on the conservative end 

of the spectrum. In the nineties roughly 60 percent saw the Republicans as more 

conservative, Table 3.41. This shows that, for blacks, perceptions of the GOP changed 

more than perception of Democrats, and not for the better as judged by party 

identification and vote choice. More whites also saw Republicans as more conservative in 

the nineties than in the late-sixties, but this time for the better as judged by white party 

                                                 
14 It is also important to note that any liberal-conservative discrepancies between blacks and whites might 
be a matter of differing interpretations of what liberal means. The black connotation of liberal could be 
much further to the left than how white respondents view liberalism.   
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identification. That blacks see Republicans as more conservative now than in the past 

does not explain black party identification but it does show that a rightward ideological 

shift in the Republican Party certainly did not help them win over black minds and votes.  

 
Table 3.40 
Democrats - Liberal/Conservative 
Scale  1977-1980 1981-

1992 1993-2002 

Extremely Liberal - Blacks 6.8% 8.8% 6.7% 
Extremely Liberal - Whites 6 6.7 7 
Liberal - Blacks 21 19.2 20.5 
Liberal - Whites 27.2 29.6 36.3 
Slightly Liberal - Blacks 16.5 15.9 15.4 
Slightly Liberal - Whites 28.9 27 26.3 
Moderate - Blacks 19.3 19.8 24.5 
Moderate - Whites 20.2 18.4 16.4 
Slightly Conservative - Blacks 19.9 14.1 13 
Slightly Conservative - Whites 11.1 10 7.6 
Conservative - Blacks 10.2 13.6 11.4 
Conservative - Whites 5.9 6.5 5 
Extremely Conservative - Blacks 6.3 8.6 8.6 
Extremely Conservative - Whites 0.8 1.9 1.4 

 
 
Table 3.41 
Republicans -            
Liberal/Conservative Scale  1969-1976 1977-1980 1981-1992 1993-2002 

Extremely Liberal - Blacks 9% 4.1% 7% 5% 
Extremely Liberal - Whites 1.2 0.8 1.9 1.1 
Liberal - Blacks 33.7 4.7 8.2 8.6 
Liberal - Whites 4.7 4.2 5.7 4.1 
Slightly Liberal - Blacks 28.1 5.3 9 9.3 
Slightly Liberal - Whites 8.8 9.4 8.3 6.3 
Moderate - Blacks 18.4 11.7 13.4 16.7 
Moderate - Whites 21.3 15 13.8 13.2 
Slightly Conservative - Blacks 5.9 15.8 12.7 15.9 
Slightly Conservative - Whites 31.9 30.5 24.2 24.6 
Conservative - Blacks 3.8 32.2 26.9 31.7 
Conservative - Whites 28.6 34.7 37.8 44 
Extremely Conservative – Blacks 1 26.3 22.7 12.9 
Extremely Conservative – Whites 3.6 5.5 8.3 6.7 
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 Instead of asking about ideology, another method of understanding how blacks 

and whites perceive the parties is to ask, “Which party favors stronger government?” 

Intuitively, we might think the obvious answer is the Democratic Party. For blacks, 

predictably in the 1960s, this was the case. Table 6.9 shows that forty-three percent 

replied Democrats favored stronger government, but remarkably, this number declines to 

just 13 percent by the 1990s. This shows that Democratic dominance of black partisan 

identification was not directly a result of a black need for stronger federal government. In 

fact, more blacks could tell no difference or did not know which party wanted a stronger 

government.  Whites also showed a precipitous drop in the view that the Democratic 

Party wants stronger government and even more whites than blacks could tell no 

difference in the parties, Table 3.42. Maybe, both blacks and whites felt both parties want 

stronger government.  

Table 3.42 
Which Party Favors Stronger 
Government? 

1960-
1968 

1969-
1976 

1977-
1980 

1981-
2002 

Blacks - Democrat 42.9 25.1 8.7 13.3 
Whites - Democrats 31.5 17.2 19.5 16.4 
Blacks - No Difference 10.4 21.4 17.4 18.1 
Whites - No Difference 23.6 37.8 31.5 30.9 
Blacks - Republicans 3.6 9.8 11.8 11 
Whites - Republicans 10.3 13 10.9 12.2 
Blacks - DK 43.2 43.6 62.1 57.6 
Whites - DK 34.7 31.9 38.1 40.5 

 

 Is there a salience effect at work on these issues? Kinder and Winter (2001, 439) 

undertook an ambitious side-by-side analysis of black and white attitudes on racial and 

social welfare issues. The “racial divide is most pronounced on policies that intrude 

conspicuously on the fortunes of blacks and whites, but is also apparent on a wide array 

of social welfare issues where race is less obviously in play.” Their findings were 
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instructive as to the large degree of separation between black and white attitudes. On 

issues with explicit racial implications, there was a canyon-sized gap in preferences. For 

instance, federal government guarantees that blacks get fair treatment in workplace hiring 

received support from 89.2 percent of blacks but only 48.7 percent of whites. Race, more 

than class, predicted attitudes on racial issues.  

 Jackman (1994) says this racial divide comes down to group interests. 

Fundamentally, blacks seem to realize that “group sentiments are a product, in part, of 

conflict over resources.” In other words, blacks recognize that private resources flow to 

them last and so looking to the federal government for assistance is simply part of the 

process. Among blacks, there is an overall aversion to limited government not shared by 

white respondents.  

 The divide between white and black preferences was still large on social welfare 

issues, which were not racially explicit. Using 1992 NES data there were similar large 

divides on preferences on expanding government services, federal money spent on 

education and federal money spent helping the poor. This time, class, more than race, 

served as a better predictor of attitudes on social welfare policy. Kinder and Winter 

(2001) suggest that in order to explain these differences perhaps many more blacks have 

a root belief in social justice. As discussed in Chapter IV, however, Republicans are 

masterful at turning economic issues into racial issues. Unfortunately, Kinder and Winter 

(2001) left cultural and economic issues out of the equation, and we do not know the 

importance blacks attach to these issues, although the implication is that these are critical. 

It is fair to assume importance is high. Figures 3.21 – 3.25 shows several issues in which 
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African American have moderate to conservative issue preferences. The results in Figures 

3.21-3.25 are only for African Americans, not for the population as a whole.   

Figure: 3.21 
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Figure: 3.23 
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Figure: 3.24 
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Figure: 3.25 
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 There is a conundrum in effect. Blacks are more liberal on economic issues 

because of less income and less wealth. Concurrently, blacks are more socially 

conservative, likely due to less education. Overall, for African Americans class is a very 

good predictor of attitudes on social welfare. However, we must remember that despite 

the economic divide between blacks and whites, each year more blacks enter the middle-

class, so we should expect that in due time black policy preferences on social welfare 

issues might mirror white respondents, unless even middle and upper-class blacks value 

social justice over individual benefit.  

 Figure: 3.26 demonstrates, that the most important issues to blacks today are not 

race issues and these issues have not been the most important since 1964. Social welfare, 

public order, and economic issues routinely rank as more important to African 

Americans. Certainly, these other issues, can, in particular instances, serve as proxy 

issues for race, but when specifically asked, blacks do seem to differentiate between 

policy issues and racial issues, and policy issues seem to be most important.  

Figure 3.26 
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When we compare the results from Figure 6.6 to those for whites, we see a few 

notable differences. First, foreign policy usually ranks as a greater concern to whites, 

especially in 1964. Social welfare, also, is typically of greater importance to blacks, even 

in the nineties when whites express a newfound interest in social welfare. This is most 

likely due to continual stress whites put on economic issues. Economic issues are 

typically important to blacks too, just not to the extent they are with whites.   

Race was a powerful factor in 1964 and it continues to serve as the binding force 

for black Democrats today. As I will demonstrate later, there is no distinction in 

partisanship among African Americans based on age. Overwhelming, strict adherence to 

partisanship has held for succeeding generations of black voters. Once blacks realigned to 

the Democratic Party, nothing outside of another political realignment around race would 

change that. A look back to black partisanship following the Civil War proves this point. 

It was Republican because Abraham Lincoln freed the slaves. Black partisanship 

remained Republican until the 1930s, when national Democrats finally appealed to black 

voters, but did not solidify until the next racial realignment in 1964.  

Black Conservatism 

 Edsall and Edsall (1991) claim that race should be included in any analysis of 

electoral politics along with ideology and partisanship. Although many critics suggest the 

lack of variance in the black vote is simply due to the shortage of conservative blacks, 

most are liberal, and therefore black support for Democratic candidates is a natural 

allegiance between liberal voters and a left-leaning centrist party. Recent literature points 

out the flaws in this argument by indicating that blacks do have conservative policy 

preferences, especially on social issues or due to increased apathy, (less political efficacy) 
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blacks increasingly abstain from the vote (Asumah and Perkins 2000; Bolce et al. 1992; 

Combs and Welch 1982; Tate 2003; Watson 1998). 15  

 Conclusions suggesting blacks are socially conservative require a caveat. As the 

South is a more conservative region of the country, it is likely that those socialized in the 

South will be more conservative than persons socialized outside the South will.  Seltzer 

and Smith (1985, 105) opine that, “most black conservatism is an artifact of being 

socialized in the South.” A cause for this might be black attendance at more conservative 

and evangelical southern churches. Regardless, I will test to see if there is a geographic 

bent to black ideology.  

 What are there consequences of increased black conservatism? A 2002 Joint 

Center for Political and Economic Studies poll of likely black voters found 24 percent of 

respondents claiming to be Independent instead of affiliating with either major party 

(Bositis 2002). This was up from 20 percent in 2000. Additionally, 34 percent of 

respondents aged 18-25 claimed to be Independent.16 Carmines and Stimson (1989) 

remind us that although election results might appear lopsided they could actually serve 

to mask important trends:  

That race is the sharpest political division in American politics today does not 
mean that blacks vote Democratic simply because they are black; as Justice 
Clarence Thomas and (former) Rep. J.C. Watts exemplify, African Americans 
may also be conservative ideologically and may identify with and vote for 
Republicans. 
 
 As the black population becomes more entrenched in middle-class society, 

Kilson (1993) raises the possibility that an economically integrated black middle class 

                                                 
15 Deliberate African American abstention from the vote is a serious issue as it indicates purposeful 
strategizing. This should cause particular concern to Democrats as Republicans only benefit when blacks 
refrain from voting.  
16 The JCPES numbers are with a + 3.5 margin of error.  
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will start to diverge politically from the rest of the black community. As more blacks 

move into the middle-class, it makes sense that blacks too could employ post-

materialistic voting (Inglehart 1986). Wilson (1987) and Thernstrom and Thernstrom 

(1997) argue that black unity is from a bygone era while JCPES figures demonstrate a 

nascent black political schism.  

 Black conservatives are not terribly different from most other conservatives. They 

are generally opposed to a large interventionist state and there is a particular focus on the 

welfare state. Black conservatives claim that large government-sponsored safety nets 

foster African American dependence on the federal government preventing many blacks 

from learning to succeed independent of government help. There is a strong belief these 

programs restrict minority entrepreneurship, encouraging the break-up of the family, 

leading to increased poverty, drug abuse, and a lack of educational attainment.  

 Away from the specifics, this argument is mostly about blame. Many liberals are 

inclined to suggest that systemic, institutional level variables are as much responsible for 

the plight of black America as are individual level factors. Conservatives contrast the 

liberal perspective with one advocating that individuals are to blame if they do not 

succeed. Continually heaping government agencies and programs on a group does not 

foster the skills necessary to break out of these negative life cycles. Barker et al. (1999, 

99) however believe that mainstream black America does not subscribe to conservative 

theories because their explanations “absolve the broader society of any guilt in causing 

the problem and excuses them from any responsibility for resolving it.”  

 Carmines and Berkman (1994) offer an explanation as to why, despite their 

conservatism, many socially conservative blacks might continue to support Democrats. 
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Borrowing from theory originally applied to Britain’s Labor Party, the authors claim 

conservatives often have unorthodox views of the polity. For instance, many conservative 

black Democrats opined that Carter was more conservative than Ford. Nevertheless, the 

substance of Carmines and Berkman’s theory is that conservative Democrats subscribe to 

the ethos of their party. Meaning, ideology is not as important as a pledge by the party to 

assist certain groups (i.e. group consciousness). This helps explain the finding of Levitin 

and Miller (1979) that most conservative Democrats view the political world in a way 

compatible with both their paradigm and ideological identification. 

 Carmines and Berkman propose that New Deal Democrats became enamored with 

the idea that the Democratic Party represented the downtrodden and disadvantaged. In 

their words: “conservative [black] Democrats, like liberal/moderate Democrats but in 

sharp contrast to Republicans, see the primary differences between the parties as well as 

the main reasons for liking and disliking them in group-oriented terms (Carmines and 

Berkman 1994, 204).” Even with policy incongruence between black conservatives and 

the Democratic Party, the symbolism of the Democratic ethos is too much to override. 

The authors “argue that this seemingly inconsistent self-designation is possible because 

conservative Democrats are bound to their party not because of ideology and issues, as 

are Republicans and to a lesser extent, liberal-moderate Democrats, but because of the 

symbolic values associated with the main groups in the party…”  

 This helps to make sense of the period 1972-1988 when at least 25% of 

Democrats self-reported a conservative ideology. Conversely, the Republican Party has 

steadily become much more homogenous in ideological outlook. However, Carmines and 

Berkman neglect to account for a perceived and real rightward shift of the Republican 
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Party. It is possible the GOP has become too conservative for many black conservatives. 

In addition, we do not know on which dimension the respondents are conservative; is it 

economic, social, or both? 

Disputes within the Black Voting Block 

 Edward Brooke, of Massachusetts, was the first black U.S. Senator since 

Reconstruction. 17 Brooke was a Republican liberal, cut from the Theodore Roosevelt 

mold of Republicanism. He supported government intervention to help cure certain social 

ills and he favored economic liberalism in the classical sense. For instance, Brooke 

emphasized wealth creation and the re-development of black capitalism. In a 1975 

speech, Brooke espoused a common view held by many black Republicans: 

For a long time now, Blacks have rallied to the Democratic Party. However, we 
cannot  afford the luxury of supporting just one political party. The two-party 
system is a reality of American life. Its continued viability of competing interests 
in our  political system produces results. If we are to shape governmental 
priorities, our full, and effective, participation in both political parties is critical. 
Both parties must be made to respond to our voices, our needs, and our strength.18 

 

Nevertheless, Brooke was a Nixonian in that he supported slowing down the pace of civil 

rights reform. Following his example, black conservatives argue core Republican 

principles are attractive to the black middle-class. This growing segment of the 

population is generally supportive of core Republican values emphasizing free market 

economics, the fair application of law and order, and moral values. Former U.S. House 

Representatives Gary Franks of Connecticut and J.C. Watts of Oklahoma exemplify 

modern black conservatism with their emphasis of core Republican values on 

                                                 
17 Clearly, Massachusetts was a progressive state, even in electing a Republican. It would be years later 
before the South would elect a black Republican to the House, and since 1881, the South has yet to elect a 
black Republican to the Senate. 
18 Edward Brooke in Walters 1988.   
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contemporary issues like school vouchers, deregulation, the elimination of quotas and 

welfare in favor self-reliance.  

 Ambivalence toward Affirmative Action by many in the black middle-class 

contributes to the perception that blacks are receptive to Republican rhetoric of a 

individual meritocracy and disdainful of a liberal, elite that believes blacks will be 

content with government handouts. Black conservatives do not dispute the concept of 

black consciousness but they do not agree that black consciousness must imply 

monolithic black voting. They argue black consciousness and bipartisan voting behavior 

are similar goals.  

 In the 1970s, a liberal Republican offshoot, the Ripon Society, estimated growth 

among blacks was possible if the party concentrated on its core values and not racial 

conservatism. Black conservatives felt rising prosperity would draw the middle-class 

(after all, higher taxes supporting the poor are a big hindrance in the creation of African 

American wealth). Combine rising black prosperity with a propensity of support for 

strong moral values should equal more black support of Republican values.  

 The black conservative critique of liberalism goes something like this. There is a 

view that the white liberal agenda and the black civil rights leadership are much too 

paternalistic; blacks are seen as victims too dependent, and incapable of succeeding on 

their own (Steele 1998). Conservatives, especially black conservatives, feel they are the 

only ones admitting that tired liberal solutions to problems of the black community are 

unsuccessful. The civil rights leadership bases their power on a “We are the victim” 

mentality and refuses to acknowledge that liberal solutions do not work. Singing a 
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different tune would endanger their standing within the black community, so it is easier 

to condemn different voices rather than seek different solutions.  

 African American conservatives assert that in the 1960s black pastors used the 

moral high ground of the civil rights movement to emphasize God, salvation and the 

righteousness of suffering. Although, “liberals did not lack good intentions, the overly 

enthusiastic engineers of social change [black pastors] severed black Americans from 

their deeply rooted religious life (Faryna 1997).”  The indictment from black 

conservatives is that the civil rights movement fostered an ideology of victimization and 

that government, not individual responsibility is the solution. This explains black partisan 

identification with the Democratic Party because its’ mantra is dependence on the welfare 

state. Shelby Steele (1998) says victim-focused liberal politicians create grievance 

groups. These grievance groups retard real progress because they do not stress individual 

reliance.  

 Nevertheless, based on actual partisan identification and voting behavior it is clear 

that the black conservative movement fails to catch on with the black public. It is not for 

a lack of readily identifiable representative, as commentators Armstrong Williams, Larry 

Elders, Shelby Steele, and William Julius Wilson are relatively well known. The problem 

is the wrong community knows them if it is their goal to influence black public opinion. 

Walters and Smith (1999) observe 

 Black conservatives in America do not have a mass constituency in the Black 
 community or linkage with institutions indigenous to Black America. Nor have 
 they sought to build such a constituency or such linkages. Rather, their role is not 
 to lead Black people but to lead White opinion about Black people. 
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Looked at from this perspective, black conservatives are successful, but with the wrong 

constituency. This explains why many conservative blacks have not become black 

conservatives.  

 I assert that support for individual reliance is not absent from the black 

community and it is not absent from the message pastors send their congregants. 

However, black conservatives fail to recognize what most blacks recognize, the 

interconnectedness of their fate. That is why socioeconomic status, religiosity or ideology 

fails to predict black partisan identification or voting behavior. 

 Yet, we see only minimal levels of black support for the GOP, despite 

conservative congruence on issues such as abortion, school prayer, and school choice. 

Petrocik (1981) found an increased dealignment among all except black voters and 

Axelrod (1982) found increased support for the Democratic Party among blacks, the poor 

and urban residents. Wattenberg (1991, 424) wrote of an expectation that blacks would 

be Democratic partisans for their long haul, “…firm black support of the Democratic 

Party should prevent the South becoming as solidly Republican as it once was 

Democratic…”    

 Certain issues can serve as proxies for race. These might include affirmative 

action, support for welfare programs, food stamps, and capital punishment. I will test to 

see if on these issues, in particular, blacks favor the more liberal policy. I suspect that if 

there were a liberal bias at all for blacks it would most likely appear on these issues  

 Ralph Reed, Republican strategist, urges social issues as the key in turning blacks 

onto Republicanism. Minimizing race as an issue is the key to black votes. In fact, there 

is evidence of a shift in support toward conservative policy proposals among African 
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Americans, concluding, “First and most immediately, Blacks are very divided in opinion 

on most social and economic policy matters, more so than Black legislators. Secondly, 

Black opinion has become somewhat more conservatives over time (Tate 2002, 93).” 

This belief in a likelihood of future Republicanism rests in the knowledge that blacks are 

socially conservative. The next section, Black Partisanship and Religiosity will discuss 

this point further.  

Black Partisanship and Religiosity 

 Racial consciousness combined with Republican hostility is the basis of African 

American partisanship. As discussed earlier, race trumps class. Race also trumps religion 

even though religion is super-important in the lives of a majority of black Americans, 

Figure 3.28. Religion is a salient issue in American politics, especially because many. For 

purposes of this discussion, religion is salient in how it does, or does not inform, black 

partisanship. The relationship between partisanship and religion is important because it 

tells us the extent religiosity affects partisanship. It is reasonable to expect that religion 

might affect what policies a voter will prefer but religiosity itself does not necessarily 

clue us into what issues will be salient. For instance, while we might expect most 

Catholics to be pro-life, that is not the same as expecting Catholic voters to vote on the 

abortion issue. How does religiosity affect African American partisanship? 

Figure 3.27 
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 Since Reagan’s victory in 1980, the received wisdom is that religious voters are 

more likely to identify Republican. In referring to religious voters, we mean regular, or at 

least semi-regular, church attendees. Beyond regular church attendance, there is a 

denominational effect. Evangelical and Protestant denominations slant Republican while 

the Democrats’ New Deal edge with Catholic voters has all but dissipated. Even in 2004, 

Catholic candidate John Kerry had to work harder than he wished to secure the Catholic 

vote, often because of direct campaigning against him by the Catholic hierarchy. As 

Table 3.43 shows blacks are mainly Protestant, more Protestant than the white 

population.  

 Green and Guth’s (1991) innovative look at the impact of religion at the 

congressional level illustrates how religion affects politics locally. They found a clear 

relationship between denominational composition of district and the representatives’ 

voting record. Specifically, if there were representation of an area with a strong 

theologically conservative Protestant base, the representatives’ voting record would 

negatively correlate with liberalism. The conclusion was that the impact of conservative 

denomination rivaled the influence of blue-collar and black populations on congressional 

voting, operating in the opposite direction.  

Table 3.43 Religion 
 

 1960-
1968 

1969-
1976 

1977-
1980 

1981-
1992 

1993-
2002 

Blacks - Protestant 91.7 87 83.7 84.5 84.4 
Whites - Protestant 70.4 67.1 61.7 61.5 55.1 
Blacks - Catholic 6.1 7.2 7 7.3 6.6 
Whites - Catholic 22.5 23.9 24.6 24.2 26.5 
Blacks - Jewish 0 0 0.2 0.1 0.4 
Whites - Jewish 3.5 2.7 3.5 2.3 2.6 
Blacks - Other 2.2 5.8 9.1 8.2 8.7 
Whites - Other 3.6 6.4 10.2 12 15.7 
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 In effect, the new political cleavage on the religious dimension is between 

orthodox denominations and more secular, liberal denominations and non-attendees 

(Green et al. 1991). For both parties, this is significant because denominational 

membership is noteworthy due to its influence on religious beliefs (Kellstedt and Green 

1993), but also contributes to a political expression of those beliefs. In other words, many 

evangelical denominations that used to have an attitude of ‘social quietism’ in the 

political world are now much more assertive in expressing their political views. Likewise, 

the growing gap of individuals affiliated with no religious denomination has highly 

liberal moral and political outlooks (Hunter 1991) but application of this to blacks is 

limited because blacks attend church as much as anyone else does.  

 In a rigorous testing of the relationship between partisanship and denominational 

preference, using NES 1980-1994 data, Layman (1997) observed the trend of “members 

of evangelical denominations becoming more Republican relative to their counterparts in 

mainline denominations.” Writing of the religious-political conundrum facing many 

blacks, Reichley (1986, 24) says, “Many black Protestants are evangelical in their 

theological outlooks and their devotional practices and share many common social values 

with white evangelicals, but they have been for the most part separately organized and 

have followed different political paths.” My theory says this is because of the importance 

blacks put on their race. Race trumps religion, just as race trumps class.  

 While much was made of the growing divide between religious and secular 

America in the 2004 presidential election, it turns out the momentum for such a division 

has grown for quite some time. Democratic presidential candidate, Jimmy Carter, 

received substantial evangelical support in 1976 (Miller and Wattenberg 1984) although 
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Reagan siphoned off much of Carter’s evangelical support in 1980. Reichley (1986) 

hypothesizes that in the 1970s, evangelicals felt their way of life, “the American way of 

life” threatened and under attack.  

 Characterizing the anything-goes 70s were increasing crime rates, skyrocketing 

divorce rates, increased drug use, increased tolerance of pornography, and increased 

numbers of children born out of wedlock. Evangelicals blame this social decay on the 

policies of secular humanists, best exemplified by Roe v. Wade (1973). In 1980, 

fundamentalists began their rightward voting shift and by 1984, evangelical support for 

Republican candidates became institutionally ingrained, although scant mention was 

made of this fact due to Reagan’s landslide victory. Although, black voters are socially 

conservative they tend toward economic populism. This explains why, according to 

Reichley, we do not see black social conservatives go Republican. Race trumps 

religiously based social conservatism and blacks continue to identify Democrat. Perhaps, 

this is why black churches greet Republican speakers with such skepticism.   

 Bolce and DeMaio (1999) explore the political consequences of attitudes toward 

religion. In the early 1990s, nationally, there was strong antipathy towards religious 

conservatives. This antipathy was rooted among the highly educated and culturally 

progressive. There was a bias against fundamentalists that people are willing to openly 

admit to in ways that people would not admit to if it were an anti-Semitic or anti-black 

bias. Bolce and DeMaio suggest this might be because by 1992, people were beginning to 

see the political nature of fundamentalists and associating them with divisive cultural 

issues and partisan politics. In other words, for a period, most Americans did not readily 
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associate one religion, outside of Catholicism, with a particular party. Fundamentalists, 

however, with their dogmatic political principles changed this.  

 There is now a strong political dimension to religion, which is especially 

important because we know African Americans are more religious than the average 

American.  For African Americans, religious social conservatism creates a true 

crosscutting cleavage.  

Divided By Faith 

 In a certain sense, questions of black partisanship and religion are one and the 

same. It is a well-observed phenomenon that the most segregated time of all is Sunday 

morning at church. Why is it that blacks and whites, even of the same denomination, 

observe separately? Emerson and Smith’s (2000) Divided by Faith, takes a deep 

examination into race, religion and the important cultural differences between blacks and 

whites.19 At length the authors discuss how even among members of the same 

denomination, racial differences are still too much to overcome, in which deeds rarely 

live up to rhetoric. It is my conclusion that racial differences separating congregations are 

not unlike the differences, which keep blacks from practicing true political bipartisanship.  

 A common theme from Emerson and Smith’s interviews with white evangelicals 

was the concept of free-will determination. The idea is that all individuals make for 

themselves and do not or should not rely on others to help them out. Emerson and Smith 

wrote that it was very difficult to perceive anything akin to racism among the white 

respondents. There was a notable willingness to pursue a conservative political agenda. 

                                                 
19 Emerson and Smith investigate evangelical churches, which warrants a caveat in that their results might 
not be indicative of the entire American religious experience; nonetheless, their findings do point out an 
essential truth about black political and social life in America. There is a black/non-black political and 
cultural dichotomy.  
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Most were quite comfortable knowing their political prescriptions were at odds with 

fellow black worshippers.  

 More prayer was the prescribed antidote to inequality. When queried about what 

blacks needed to do to achieve equality with whites a very large number of white 

respondents expressed that blacks needed to pray for guidance and live in a “Christian 

manner” to achieve their goals. This is a perfectly reasonable response considering the 

source, but incomplete, from the black perspective.  

 African Americans were more likely to recognize structural obstacles in obtaining 

political, educational, and economic equality. In other words, blacks often felt it easy for 

whites to say that blacks need to improve upon their “lazy-butt” mentality, but there were 

and still are severe structural obstacles blacks must overcome that are often 

unrecognizable to the average white citizen. Even among whites and blacks with a 

common religious heritage there remain stark differences in how these groups approach 

politics.  

 The idea of structural obstacles as a barrier allows us to raise the question of 

whether religion enforces a linked fate. African Americans use religion as a focal point 

for knowing what is happening in their local community and the wider black community. 

We should also recognize the role of black pastors on community action. Since religion 

plays an abnormally large role in the black community it should not come as a surprise 

when pastors traditionally play an extra-important role in community life. Throughout 

Jim Crow, there were two careers worthy of pragmatic aspiration for African Americans, 

girls could be teachers, and boys could be preachers. That was it. Especially during the 

antebellum and Jim Crow years, the church served as the black community’s focal point. 
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Meaningful civic engagement within the larger community excluded blacks, so pastors 

stepped in as community leaders. It is instructive to remember that the Civil Rights 

movement was borne in southern churches with religious leaders often at the forefront 

agitating for change. Because church is the community center, it is highly likely that 

blacks pick up on the notion of shared fate and group consciousness through their church. 

 Emerson and Smith discuss the problems in sustaining integrated congregations, 

which brings up the second theme throughout Divided by Faith, the niche edge effect. 

Congregations are almost all predominately white or predominately black and efforts to 

integrate them rarely succeed. The niche edge effect is similar to what we see in 

residential housing patterns and what I suspect happened with the Democratic Party in 

the 1960s. Emerson and Smith write that whites, and to a certain extent blacks, but not to 

the same degree, only feel comfortable when surrounded by like members of their 

community as judged by similar standings in education, social standing, income, and of 

course race. When a congregation becomes “too” black, white members leave, just as 

with residential housing. For the large majority of whites, attempts to sustain membership 

at an ethnically diverse church are not worth it, and most whites simply fail to stay. The 

niche edge effect, whatever the logic, is a common theme throughout American 

employment, housing, religion and politics.  

Rival Hypothesis 3: Religiosity 

 A significant amount of authorship is devoted to the proposition that blacks are 

ideologically conservative. However, this conservatism generally manifests itself in 

cultural, rather than economic issues. If that is the case, we can test to see how much 

variance religiosity explains in African American partisanship. Component variables of 
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Religiosity include Abortion, School Prayer, Tolerance of Different Moral Standards, 

Emphasis on Traditional Values, and Importance of Religion and Guidance from 

Religion. The results for H4: Party Identification = Religiosity are as follows.  

Directions of coefficients are somewhat different with some of the religious 

variables. A positive sign indicates what we normally consider a liberal position. For 

instance, for blacks in the period 1960-1980, Abortion (.124) and Church Attendance 

(.274), Belief in the Bible (.106) and Religion (.201) all have a positive association with 

partisanship, Table 3.44. This means that with Republican partisanship there is a 

tendency towards a pro-choice mentality and that the less a respondent attended church 

there was a stronger association with Republican partisanship.  

Table 3.44 

Blacks: 1960-1980 Religiosity 
DV: 
Party 
ID 

Bible Abortion Church 
Attendance Religion 

Bible 0.106 1.000       
Abortion 0.124 0.289 1.000     
Church Attendance 0.274 0.224 0.177 1.000   
Religion 0.201 0.179 0.013 0.554 1.000 
Mean 2.30 1.61 2.66 3.03 1.39 
Std. Deviation 1.949 1.351 1.743 1.752 0.902 
N 161         

 

For whites, Table 3.45, Abortion (-.023), Church Attendance (-.062), and 

Religion (-.068) each have weak, negative associations with partisanship. Only Bible 

(.043) has a positive association with partisanship. That Abortion and Church Attendance 

moved in a different direction than for blacks actually shows what we would expect, 

which is regular church attendance and a pro-life issue position moving in a Republican 

direction.   
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Table 3.45 

Whites: 1960-1980: Religiosity 
Correlation Coefficients 

DV: 
Party 
ID 

Bible Abortion Church 
Attendance Religion 

Bible 0.043 1.000       
Abortion -0.023 0.200 1.000     
Church Attendance -0.062 0.285 0.277 1.000   
Religion -0.068 0.311 0.175 0.489 1.000 
Mean 3.900 1.920 2.820 3.320 1.620 
Std. Deviation 2.044 1.480 1.338 1.860 0.967 
N 1137         

 

For blacks in the period 1981-1992, Table 3.46, the following positively associate 

with partisanship: Church Attendance (.096), Religion (.065), Importance of Religion 

(.065), Guidance from Religion (.087), Emphasis on Traditional Values (.167), Newer 

Lifestyles Breakdown Society (.099) and School Prayer (.035). This is noteworthy 

because for each of these variables the movement is such that as GOP partisanship 

increases, blacks take liberal positions. Abortion (.001) was essentially insignificant 

possibly occurring because of a shift in black attitudes concerning abortion is a result of 

Roe v. Wade, which caused the abortion debate to enter the public conscience.  

Table 3.46 

Blacks: 1981-1992 Religiosity 
Correlation Coefficients 

DV: 
Party 
ID 

Religion Values Tolerance Lifestyles Imp. 
Religion Guidance Abortion Church 

Attendance 
School 
Prayer 

Religion 0.065 1.000                 
Emphasis on Traditional Values 0.167 0.046 1.000               
Tolerance of Different Moral 
Standards 0.044 -0.066 0.255 1.000             
Newer Lifestyles Breakdown Society 0.099 0.073 0.448 0.124 1.000           
Importance of Religion 0.139 0.438 0.116 -0.057 0.123 1.000         
Guidance from Religion 0.087 0.217 0.111 0.017 0.034 0.695 1.000       
Abortion 0.001 0.076 0.068 -0.062 0.138 0.086 -0.015 1.000     
Church Attendance 0.096 0.511 0.035 -0.087 0.106 0.354 0.051 0.133 1.000   
School Prayer 0.035 -0.050 0.147 0.139 0.070 -0.038 0.049 0.036 -0.086 1.000 
Mean 2.40 1.29 2.04 2.49 2.38 1.08 2.69 2.76 2.85 2.72 
Std. Deviation 1.716 0.796 1.443 1.554 1.578 0.265 0.954 1.437 1.569 1.384 
N 735                   
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For whites, Table 3.47, Tolerance (.146), School Prayer (.031) and Guidance from 

Religion (.002) positively associated with Republican partisanship. Religion (-.094), 

Church Attendance (-.051), Abortion (-.073), Importance of Religion (-.020), Emphasis 

on Traditional Values (-.095), and Newer Lifestyles Breakdown Society (-.116) each 

negatively correlated with partisanship. This is important because only on Religion, 

which is very weak, and Abortion do blacks and whites move in the same direction. For 

whites, these variables show Republican partisanship associated with conservative 

religious positions.  

Table 3.47 

Whites: 1981-1992 Religiosity 
Correlation Coefficients 

DV: 
Party 
ID 

Religion Values Tolerance Lifestyles Imp. 
Religion Guidance Abortion Church 

Attendance 
School 
Prayer 

Religion -0.094 1.000                 
Emphasis on Traditional Values -0.095 0.191 1.000               
Tolerance of Different Moral 
Standards 0.146 -0.162 -0.171 1.000             
Newer Lifestyles Breakdown Society -0.116 0.189 0.489 -0.227 1.000           
Importance of Religion -0.020 0.354 0.238 -0.183 0.212 1.000         
Guidance from Religion 0.002 0.260 0.135 -0.075 0.093 0.862 1.000       
Abortion -0.073 0.185 0.160 -0.180 0.195 0.224 0.102 1.000     
Church Attendance -0.051 0.438 0.234 -0.260 0.253 0.519 0.292 0.289 1.000   
School Prayer 0.031 -0.060 -0.073 0.103 -0.056 -0.113 -0.063 -0.038 -0.072 1.000 
Mean 4.07 1.66 1.79 2.64 2.18 1.24 2.82 3.02 3.23 2.53 
Std. Deviation 2.095 1.015 1.006 1.324 1.264 0.427 1.420 1.304 1.736 1.378 
N 4327                   

 

For blacks in the period 1993-2002, Table 3.48, Religion (.075), Church 

Attendance (.052), Emphasis on Traditional Values (.108), and Importance of Religion 

(.097) positively relate to partisanship. Abortion (-.098), Newer Lifestyles Breakdown 

Society (.033), Guidance from Religion (.040), Gays/Lesbians Thermometers (-.016), and 

Christian Fundamentalists Thermometer (-.059) each negatively associate with 

Republican partisanship. Religiosity might be a more salient effect on partisanship in the 

nineties.  Although there is a shift for blacks, and now more religious variables show 
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Republican partisanship associated with conservative religious positions, it is not quite 

enough to conclude how this affects partisanship, although compared to the Hostility-

Consciousness variables the relationships are not as strong.  

Table 3.48 

Blacks: 1993-2002 Religiosity 
Correlation Coefficients 

DV: Party 
ID Religion Values Tolerance Abortion Life  

styles 
Imp. 
Religion Guidance Gays 

Therm. 
Fundamentalists 
Thermometer 

Church 
Attend
ance 

Religion 0.075 1.000                   
Emphasis on Traditional Values 0.108 0.052 1.000                 
Tolerance of Different Moral 
Standards 0.118 -0.015 0.142 1.000               
Abortion -0.098 0.045 0.090 0.024 1.000             
Newer Lifestyles Breakdown 
Society 0.033 0.041 0.191 -0.112 0.050 1.000           
Importance of Religion 0.097 0.283 0.119 -0.019 0.070 0.107 1.000         
Guidance from Religion 0.040 0.147 0.018 0.014 -0.081 0.091 0.690 1.000       
Gays/Lesbians Thermometer -0.016 0.050 0.079 -0.266 0.187 0.189 0.154 0.098 1.000     
Christian Fundamentalists 
Thermometer -0.059 -0.131 -0.065 -0.090 -0.150 0.045 -0.053 0.027 0.079 1.000   
Church Attendance 0.052 0.332 0.063 -0.083 0.115 0.131 0.228 0.014 0.172 -0.089 1.000 
Mean 2.28 1.33 1.76 2.30 2.86 2.27 1.07 2.73 42.06 66.70 2.67 
Std. Deviation 1.560 0.876 1.077 1.239 1.419 1.288 0.260 0.925 28.471 22.656 1.635 

 

For whites, Table 3.49, the Christian Fundamentalists Thermometer variable 

(.195) and Tolerance of Different Moral Standards (.273) positively associates with 

partisanship. Abortion (-.138), Religion (-.153), Church Attendance (-.147), Emphasis on 

Traditional Values (-.202), Newer Lifestyles Breakdown Society (-.190), Importance of 

Religion (-.094), Guidance from Religion (-.044), and Gays/Lesbians Thermometer        

(-.243) negatively associate with partisanship. This is important because it again shows 

that for whites Republican partisanship associates with conservative religious positions. 
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Table 3.49 

Whites: 1993-2002 Religiosity 
Correlation Coefficients 

DV: 
Party 
ID 

Religion Values Tolerance Abortion Lifestyles Imp. 
Religion Guidance Gays 

Therm. 
Fundamentalists 
Thermometer 

Church 
Attendance 

Religion -0.153 1.000                   
Emphasis on Traditional Values -0.202 0.236 1.000                 
Tolerance of Different Moral 
Standards 0.273 -0.209 -0.255 1.000               
Abortion -0.138 0.168 0.222 -0.212 1.000             
Newer Lifestyles Breakdown Society -0.190 0.234 0.516 -0.302 0.202 1.000           
Importance of Religion -0.094 0.388 0.303 -0.180 0.234 0.248 1.000         
Guidance from Religion -0.044 0.278 0.199 -0.080 0.100 0.122 0.865 1.000       
Gays/Lesbians Thermometer -0.243 0.177 0.301 -0.356 0.283 0.324 0.158 0.081 1.000     
Christian Fundamentalists 
Thermometer 0.195 -0.284 -0.325 0.210 -0.318 -0.283 -0.299 -0.162 -0.254 1.000   
Church Attendance -0.147 0.406 0.271 -0.257 0.323 0.281 0.504 0.276 0.185 -0.275 1.000 
Mean 4.12 1.77 1.69 2.64 3.03 2.23 1.25 2.91 40.35 51.24 3.00 
Std. Deviation 2.144 1.070 0.983 1.286 1.329 1.255 0.433 1.394 27.651 24.147 1.814 
N 3201                     

 

Conclusion 

 The preceding discussion on black theories of partisanship reminds us that a 

proper explanation of black partisanship will rely on a model recognizing the uniqueness 

of the black political and social experiences. In particular, theories of racial 

consciousness make a compelling argument that blacks visualize politics in terms of 

group and act accordingly. Nevertheless, these theories do not fully operationalize the 

modern day political consequences of racial consciousness and partisan response.  

 I assert in the following chapters that in America there is a black/non-black 

political dichotomy based in a combination of racial consciousness and extensive GOP-

directed hostility toward African Americans. As a result, black voters continue to 

exceedingly identify and vote Democratic. The reason we do not see more blacks vote 

Republican is due to a deep-seated mistrust of the GOP occurring despite the fact that 

blacks are relatively conservative on a number of social issues and despite the fact racial 

issues are no longer the hot-button political issues they once were. This happens due to 
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historical reasons, which foster politically motivated group consciousness and a political 

sense of a linked fate. That is the black/non-black political dichotomy.  
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CHAPTER IV 

POLITICAL DIFFERENCES BETWEEN BLACKS AND WHITES 

 Chapter III discussed the ability of the Hostility-Consciousness hypothesis to 

explain the variance in black partisanship. The data demonstrated that this hypothesis was 

better able to explain variance in black partisanship better than the three rival hypotheses 

of Economics, SES and religiosity. This chapter looks specifically at the creation of black 

consciousness and official Republican reaction to black political participation; namely, 

the negative reaction as exemplified by the Southern Strategy. America’s legal disdain 

for African Americans gave rise to numerous black political organizations, which I 

briefly review in this chapter.  Although not as well known, there is more than one black 

political thought.  Black conservatism, vibrant, but small, is briefly covered in this 

chapter as well, simply to demonstrate that just because partisanship leans heavily 

Democratic, is not the same as ideology. After discussing these topics, I show the power 

of the Hostility-Consciousness by showing how much more variance it explains over the 

competing rival hypotheses and the difference for blacks and whites.   

The Creation of Black Consciousness 

 This dissertation aims to demonstrate the broad political differences between 

whites and blacks. Blacks and whites approach politics differently because racial the 

political effects of racial consciousness are a uniquely black experience. This chapter 

continues with a discussion of black consciousness. It concludes with data displaying the 

disparities in blacks and whites  

 The legacy of second-class citizenship for American blacks is as old as the 

country itself.  In colonial America, blacks certainly were not the only the class of 
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persons denied suffrage, but only American Indians were also denied citizenship. Yet, it 

was more than that. Blacks were barely “people” in the eyes of the Founding Fathers. So 

much so, that the Constitution even included a clause about the “importation” of such 

people and their worth was set as only three-fifths of others. Ironic, in a nation founded 

on the spirit of individualism and freedom from the state, that the founding political 

document would refer to blacks as objects controlled by the state. The framework was set 

for an America in which blacks would have to pursue political objectives collectively 

because the government itself saw blacks as a collectivity.  

 Africans did not have any special lineage linking them until they reached 

America. Only in America, did Africans realize their unique situation. Free blacks in the 

North began to think of their “brothers” and “sisters” in bondage in the South and what 

could be done to set them free. Thus began the abolitionist movement along with the 

Underground Railroad, as free blacks together with white, northern abolitionists worked 

to smuggle slaves out of the South. However, success of the abolition movement was 

limited. It was not until Lincoln’s 1863 Emancipation Proclamation that slaves were set 

free, and only following the Civil War did blacks have the opportunity to act freely on 

their political needs.  

 Immediately, blacks rallied around race as a focal point for their politics. Lincoln, 

a Republican, freed the slaves. In the halcyon days of Reconstruction, blacks set the 

precedent for future black political behavior by voting as a block. This proved beneficial 

in many areas of the South where blacks elected black state legislators and even a few 

Representatives and Senators. Nevertheless, southern Democrats rallied to sponsor state-

level legislation to circumvent the dictates of the final two Civil War amendments. The 



 135

14th guaranteed all citizens equal protection and due process and the 15th guaranteed 

black males the right to vote, but enforcement in the South never had a chance, especially 

once Reconstruction ended.  

 The good times ended when Jim Crow began. Seen as a group in the eyes of 

society and legislated against as a collective unit by Democratic-controlled state 

legislatures (in the South), black political liberty ended as almost as soon as it began. 

Blacks that could freely vote (mostly in the North) continued to support for Republican 

candidates due mainly to a lesser-of-two evils approach. Throughout the post-

Reconstruction- mid-1930s period, as long as American governments deliberately 

legislated with race at the forefront and with the intent to preclude black involvement in 

political, economic, and cultural America, the black response was collective political 

action, most commonly manifesting itself via identification and votes for Republicans.  

 In the late 1920s and into the 1930s collective black political action ebbed 

because there was confusion within the black community over which party was actually 

doing less for black America. Neither party would commit to substantive reform. There 

were long, serious debates among African American intelligentsia as to what action 

might possibly bring the most reform. This was the first time in African American 

political history there was a legitimate debate on how to best use utilize blacks’ limited 

political capital. One argument favored continued support for the Republican Party in the 

hopes that the party might one-day reward African Americans for their loyalty. The 

counter-argument then (and heard today concerning the Democratic Party) was that only 

bipartisan identification and support will force either major party to listen and act on 

important issues to blacks. However, what actually mattered most was that outside of a 
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few northern cities, blacks were not numerically significant enough to sway the outcomes 

in most major elections allowing both parties to continue to ignoring black voters.  

 Racial consciousness affecting black political behavior exploded in the 1950s and 

1960s during the Civil Rights movement. Intent on finally rectifying nearly one hundred 

years of post-Civil War repression brought blacks together in a collective effort not since 

duplicated by any of America’s numerous disadvantaged groups (Chong 1991). This 

collective action, based in racial consciousness originally was protest oriented. As the 

civil rights movement gained momentum through two spectacular legislative successes 

(i.e. the Civil Rights Act of 1964 and the Voting Rights Act of 1965), protest turned to 

electoral politics. At this point, as in all previous epochs of African American political 

history, racial consciousness served as a guide, a cue to the next step.  

 Martin Luther King urged American society to become more integrated and 

united. Instead, since the civil rights struggle, society has actually witnessed a 

retrenchment of racial comity. This is a bitter pill to swallow for many, especially those 

claiming racism is on the decline and that policy needs to return to a state of color-

blindness. Bonilla-Silva and Lewis (1997) suggest that racial practices that reproduce 

racial divisions are “invisible to most whites.” Because there is so little social integration 

between whites and blacks, especially at the housing level, most white contact with 

blacks is relatively minimal. This diminishes the opportunities for whites to have a true 

understanding of the remaining structural obstacles in society. 

 Spatial isolation separates African Americans from common cultural, economic, 

and political experiences of most Americans. Due to this isolation, blacks developed their 

own solutions to problems within their community. The black cultural experience is so 
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unique to American society that even when performing common tasks and typical social 

rules blacks tend to have unique experiences. It is a fallacy to assume that the majority of 

blacks would seek a color-blind solution to cultural, economic, and political distinctions 

because nothing about the African American experience is color-blind. To expect African 

Americans to seek a neutral, individualistic solution to political shortcomings is to ignore 

the entirety of the African American political experience. 

 At a broader, sociological level, a significant black/non-black dichotomy alienates 

blacks from mainstream American life (Yancey 2003). Yancey explains that because of 

alienation “blacks are unable to undergo the process of assimilation generally 

experienced by other racial groups. Because their ability to become part of the 

mainstream society has been retarded, the alienation thesis implies that African 

Americans are destined to remain an outcast race.” This non-pluralist perspective applies 

to social, cultural, and political life.20 Brooks and Manza (1997) comment that of 

America’s social cleavages - race, class, religion, and gender – race was clearly the 

largest cleavage, and the magnitude of the cleavage has actually increased since 1960.  

 In addition to structural barriers not being obvious to many whites, most whites 

have strong attitudes on questions of race. A critical policy dimension here helps explain 

why white attitudes are so important on race-related issues. Kinder and Mendelberg 

                                                 
20 Pluralism suggests all Americans eventually integrate equally into the political system. America is a 
nation of immigrants and initially treats all new groups as outsiders. Gradually, immigrants join the 
economic and political systems as equals, provided there is equality of opportunity. While this classically 
liberal interpretation works well in explaining the assimilation of ethnic immigrant groups from Europe it 
fails in adequately addressing the experiences of nonwhite immigrant groups, and of course, it does not 
cover well those groups that did not come to America of their own volition. In this instance, pluralism is 
incomplete because it does not account for the unique historical obstacles blacks overcame to integrate into 
the American political system. While blacks integrated into the political system, this happened in a manner 
completely inconsistent with other immigrant groups. It is evident that the black struggle to achieve 
political inclusion was different from the typical non-black immigrant.  
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(1995) observe, “The white public’s views on racial policy appear to shape what the 

national government actually does.” Unfortunately, much of the white public still holds 

on to disappointing stereotypes, such as blacks not measuring up to the standards of 

economic individualism, or an apparent failure of self-reliance to take hold in African 

American communities. Moreover, most whites still view African Americans as less 

patriotic, less self-supporting, less intelligent, and less hard working. Those results might 

not even qualify as the most depressing. Kinder and Mendelberg also found that as late as 

1990, 20% of the white public supported anti-miscegenation laws and were generally 

supportive of laws designed to end housing segregation.  This separation in black and 

white preferences is not trivial.  

 An argument can be made that race continues to trump class because of lingering 

racism.21 Most overt signs of racism no longer exist: almost all laws are neutral in regards 

to race and ethnicity, there is no de jure segregation of schools and public 

accommodations and we are not likely to hear many stories of job applicants openly told 

of denial solely because of race.22 In a revealing study, however, Feagin (1991) found 

that class status could not insulate middle-class blacks from racism and Kirschenman and 

Neckerman (1991) find that perception is reality: 

 Race for most whites is implied because when they see blacks they see poor, 
 uneducated, and high crime. If you tell them that the neighborhood is all black 
 with no poor, uneducated, and low crime they will still see poor, uneducated, and 
 high crime. 
 

 The moral of the story is that “blacks are at a perpetual disadvantage and class 

separation exacerbates racial problems for the black community.” Massey and Denton 
                                                 
21 Racial prejudice remains high in the South and “markedly higher in the South than non-South and this 
prejudice is concentrated among white southern men” (Kuklinski and Cobb 1997).21 
22 Allegations levied at Abercrombie and Fitch is a prominent example of this more overt discrimination.   
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(1993, 10) recognize that the fundamental problems for the black community are racial in 

nature and the effects of class act to entrench further these differences but race is the root 

foundation of the problems for the black community, not class. The authors conclude 

that: 

 By itself, racial segregation concentrates poverty in black neighborhoods, but the 
 addition of class segregation concentrates poverty primarily in poor black 
 neighborhoods. By adding class segregation to the simulation exercise, we 
 exacerbate the degree of poverty concentration that is imposed on poor blacks 
 because of racial segregation. 
 

 Due to the lengthy and unique history of discrimination and racism endured by 

blacks it is not surprising that a different mentality than other ethnic groups fuels the 

political attitudes of blacks.23 Economic segregation is still the root source of many 

problems in the black community (Farley and Allen 1987). Massey and Denton (1993) 

write that the large majority of the today’s black population is stuck in a circular pattern 

of underclass dependence, created, and sustained by state racism. For instance, residential 

segregation has the compounding domino effect of reducing educational attainment and 

thus inhibiting social mobility.24 Despite the fact that residential segregation today is de 

facto, not de jure “continuing segregation is not a choice blacks freely make; rather, it is a 

social condition that results from racial steering, redlining, hostile white attitudes, and 

lender discrimination” (Feagin and Sikes 1994).25 Importantly, “banks, insurance 

companies, and other financial institutions calculate risk factors in such a way as to 

“induce impersonal decisions that reinforce segregated patterns” (Franklin 1991).  

                                                 
23 Racism is a belief in the inherent inferiority of one race in relation to another (Oliver and Shapiro 1995). 
24 For instance, Massey and Denton discuss the 30 percent threshold. Once a given community becomes 
30%, black remaining white residents seek refuge in a less black community.   
25 One examples of residential discrimination, which is rather prevalent, include fewer approved loans, and 
then higher interest rates for the fewer approved loans.   
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 Discrimination includes much more than residential segregation. Average 

earnings by educational attainment are just as unfavorable. Dworkin and Dworkin (1999) 

cite a U.S. Department of Education report, The Condition of Education, 1995, which 

reported that low-income minority students in inner-city schools are more likely to be 

taught science and math by a teacher not certified in those subject areas and did not major 

or minor in those subject areas in college.26 Intentional or not the effect of such state-

sponsored policies is to reinforce the cyclical patterns of minority underdevelopment. 

 Hajnal and Lee (2003) admit that the economic link to black consciousness may 

not be as clear as Massey and Denton propose because while the number of poor blacks 

has increased, the proportion of blacks in middle class has doubled. Hochschild and 

Rogers (1999) point out that this growing intra-race economic gap is significant because 

the disparity between the top and bottom fifth of blacks is greater than the same gap 

between whites. Hutchings (1998) says this leads to two conflicts for the black 

community. The first is the traditional black-white conflict while the second is an intra-

black economic conflict. Arguably, if an economic conflict materialized, one way in 

which it would manifest would be through voting. Higher-income blacks would vote their 

class interests. Yet, I intend to show that this is not the case. We rarely see strong 

pocketbook or class-based voting among blacks, especially higher-income blacks, those 

that would most benefit by supporting tax-cutting Republicans. This can only lead to the 

conclusion that something else is driving the black vote.   

 Whether state-sponsored, or emanating from the private sector, blacks, as a group, 

more than all others in American society, (possibly excepting American Indians) face 

                                                 
26 United States Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, The Condition of 
Education, 1995. Washington, D.C. 
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discrimination.  This makes it perfectly reasonable that blacks would seek political 

redress with the political party that recognized and attempted to alleviate de jure 

oppressive restrictions. My theory addresses this by recognizing the dual impact of racial 

consciousness and partisan response.  

 Another example of the black/non-black dichotomy is the effect of education on 

partisan identification. For white voters, there is a considerably stronger correlation with 

educational attainment and Republican identification, and this is not the case with black 

voters. Glaser (1995, 164) elaborated on this non-link with black voters, “Education has a 

huge impact on seeing partisan differences for whites, but not for blacks.” This goes far 

in helping to explain why blacks of all income and educational stripes overwhelmingly 

support the Democratic Party. Referring to perceptions, Glaser adds, “Blacks at all levels 

of education perceive a large difference between the parties on specific issues” and, “Less 

educated blacks have acquired the idea that the parties represent quite different choices.” 

Blacks see larger differences between the parties than whites do, although they are less 

able to give specific differences. Glaser hypothesizes this is because of the tendency to 

exaggerate the differences between one’s favored party and the opposition.  

 Thomas and Hughes (1986) write, “…the fact that African Americans still lag far 

behind whites on most measures of well-being and the belief that prejudice and racial 

discrimination persist should both lead to ongoing political unity among African 

Americans.” The black community recognizes that race profoundly affects black life 

chances and as a result identifying Democratic is symbolic of their vision of a shared fate. 

Accordingly, feelings of a racially linked destiny should govern African American 

decision-making (Dawson 1994).  
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 The cue of racial consciousness is long lasting and entrenched. America is still 

very far from race not playing a role in black America’s political, economic, and cultural 

life.  Therefore, race-related issues need not list at the top of the most important issues in 

order for race to play an important role in African American partisan identification and 

voting behavior.  This research contributes the idea that race for blacks, is the strongest 

motivation behind their partisan identification and we will continue to see overwhelming 

black identification with the Democratic Party and black votes for Democratic 

candidates. For African Americans, socioeconomic variables, ideology, and religion will 

not explain partisan identification as much as racial consciousness and hostility from the 

Republican Party. I will demonstrate that in terms of voting behavior the effect of race is 

so strong on black voters, as to have permanently alienated the black voting block from 

the GOP. 

Partisan Consequences of Black Consciousness 

 Miller and Shanks (1996) note the black-white cleavage in American politics is 

unequaled by any cleavage in any other contemporary Western democracy. The 

differences in political preferences of black and white Americans are more pronounced 

than the religious or linguistic cleavages found in Canada, Belgium, or Switzerland. For 

other minority groups, such as Hispanics, the issue of ethnicity is not as salient in 

determining the efficacy of a collective voting block.  

 Consider Giles and Hertz’s (1994) application of Power Theory, which views 

relationships between groups as a function of their competitive positions in social, 

political, and economic arenas. Power Theory posits that the majority group is likely to 

be more hostile and heavy-handed in areas where the minority group poses a strong and 
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distinct threat. This, according to Giles and Hertz, explains why Jim Crow was more 

punitive in high-density black population areas such as Mississippi and South Carolina. 

Giles and Hertz’s application of Power Theory is useful in helping us understand the 

behavior of a majority group in the face of a perceived threat from the minority 

community, yet there is not a corresponding political application of Power Theory. This 

is a step in the right direction because it recognizes the role race plays in white and black 

partisanship but it neglects the partisan hostility of the Republican Party aimed at black 

America.   

 Black consciousness is an attitude. It need not dominate the day-to-day actions 

and thoughts of black citizens. Even when the perception of an issue is not race-related, 

for many blacks race remains omnipresent. Walton (1985, 67) notes, “A sense of 

community is always a latent opinion in the black community. It can become a manifest 

opinion in times of crisis and great tension. Normally, racial consciousness does not 

manifest itself, for not all issues facing the black community are racial.” In other words, a 

firmly entrenched esprit de corps always exists within the black community and in 

moments of tension or crisis, race comes to the forefront as a rallying point. I contend 

that elections also serve as moments of tension because it is at then that black America 

rallies together to elect candidates that will most benefit their race. It just so happens to 

be that black America identifies with the Democratic Party. Throughout Reconstruction 

and the following years, the Republican Party was the beneficiary of black group 

consciousness. As long as today’s Republican Party does not take significant and critical 

steps deliberately aimed at recapturing the black vote, this will not change.  



 144

 It is important to remember that politics today does not reside in a vacuum 

separated from events of yesteryear. Because group consciousness is a powerful factor on 

black politics, we must recognize there is an incredibly strong historical dimension 

pushing on black politics today. We must recognize that the civil rights movement of the 

1960s continues to play a large role in African American partisan identification today. 

This is similar to Reconstruction-era politics informing black partisanship into the 1920s. 

Forced black separation from the dominant social, economic and political machinations 

engendered political group think among African American leaders and the polity.  

 Racial consciousness helps to explain collective voting by blacks. During the 

1960s, black Democrats were likely to conceptualize politics in terms of group benefits 

(Hagner and Pierce 1984) because there were twin dynamics at work. First, most 

politically active blacks viewed the political environment through the lens of black 

consciousness. Second, at the individual level, the personal characteristics of race 

combined with the political environment served to polarize the black electorate. Group 

consciousness took primacy among the black electorate. Since blacks view the political 

world as a black/non-black dichotomy, they are more likely to feel the need to draw 

distinctions among the political parties that correspond to their black/non-black 

worldview (Yancey 2003).  In fact, blacks maintain separate cultural and political 

ideologies (Dawson 2001) requiring blacks to build political, social, and economic 

institutions based on their group interests. This value system necessitates blacks voting as 

a group to further their political and economic goals. Directly related to economic 

growth, or lack thereof, is race; blacks persistently have higher proportions that are 

unemployed, underemployed, and in poverty; economic success of the black population 
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is linked to race (Oliver and Shapiro 1995). Blacks feel that race makes a difference in 

their chances of obtaining upward economic mobility, and Oliver and Shapiro (1995) 

demonstrate that “wealth, a prime determinant of life chances, is structured by racial 

inequalities.” Marable (1983) says the political effects become obvious, economic 

inequities lead to an “attenuation of black political consciousness.” 

 Consistent with The American Voter, is the idea that voters are not ideologues 

guided by a since of duty to liberalism or conservatism. Rather, “mass beliefs tend to be 

structured on the basis of partisanship and perceptions of group interests” (Nie, Verba 

and Petrocik 1976). Echoing earlier findings (Campbell et al. 1960, Dawson 1994a, Tate 

1993) about the relationship between racial concerns and candidate choice, Dawson 

(2001) suggests, “Racial concerns shape not only political perceptions and attitudes but 

candidate choice and participation.” Petrocik (1981) says partisanship and minority status 

are linked, “Virtually every available history…have documented that these groups [ethnic 

minorities] represented a clientele for the Democratic party, and that they had usually 

supported Democrats over Republicans, when they voted.” This is significant as people 

that specifically identify themselves as belonging to a particular niche group (Uhlaner 

1989) are more likely to see the Democratic Party as the party best supportive of group 

interests. Pierce and Hagner (1982) insist group consciousness is important to partisan 

identification because individual Democratic identifiers, more than Republican 

identifiers, are likely to view politics in terms of group benefits. Finally, Miller et al. 

(1991, 497) suggest, “the types of groups voters themselves associate with and the extent 

to which these groups are connected with the parties or particular candidates has 
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important implications for structuring voters’ political decisions.” In other words, group 

membership makes a difference in how voters view the political world. 

 Even though minority groups tend to be a clientele group for Democrats (Petrocik 

1981) this clientelism is typically temporary. As minority groups assimilate into 

American culture, their partisanship evolves from clear affinity with the Democratic 

Party to bipartisan competition. Blacks, however, chart a different course. Originally, 

blacks were Republican during Reconstruction and the years following. Only after 

Republicans thoroughly repudiated black political advancement did blacks identify as 

Democrats.  

 Turnout also demonstrates the effects of group consciousness. Low 

socioeconomic indicators should depress turnout. For blacks, this is not the case. 

Wolfinger and Rosenstone (1980) observe, “Blacks participate in politics in numbers 

greater than one might expect given their socioeconomic disadvantage.” Those blacks 

politically identifying with the black cause, besides voting at higher rates, were also more 

likely to discuss politics, become involved in political campaigns, and make 

governmental contacts more frequently than were other blacks during the 1960s (Olsen 

1970).  

 In discussing political party perception, Glaser (1995, 155) observes that race 

skews the perception of blacks toward the political parties. Glaser writes that individual 

blacks include in their voting calculus a function of which party is most likely to benefit 

blacks as a group. The argument is that blacks continue to support overwhelmingly 

Democrats because “strength of partisanship, and to a lesser degree, racial consciousness, 

appears to be largely responsible for blacks perceiving such stark party differences.” 
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Glaser suggests that because blacks perceive a large difference in the parties they express 

it through their strength of partisan support of the Democratic Party. Critical is Glaser’s 

contention that racial consciousness drive perceptions of party differences. There is an 

inextricable link for blacks connecting race and the Democratic Party. The GOP, for 

reasons discussed in more depth later, lacks a positive connection with black voters. If the 

GOP had a positive link with black voters in earlier epochs of American electoral history, 

it is now lost. 

 Maggiotto and Piereson (1977) declare that high levels of social hostility mitigate 

the possibility of realignment. The degree of hostility inversely felt toward the opposition 

party relates to the likelihood of partisan defection.  In other words, black migration to 

the Republican Party is only possible where black voters pass a threshold of acceptance 

by actual Republicans. This will take time because as Kernell (1977) suggests, negative 

evaluations of an object tend to carry more weight than positive evaluations in the 

formation of impressions. Gibson and Gouws (2000) claim that a strong group or social 

identity leads to intolerance. This is not to suggest that blacks are completely and 

positively satisfied with the performance of the Democratic Party, it is just that 

movement away from the Democratic Party is unlikely within an atmosphere permeated 

by negative attitudes toward the GOP. 

 Marable’s (1985) Marxist critique contends that the very nature of black politics 

exists only as a collaborative, conscious effort. As a result, “… no ‘politics’ are possible 

unless a class or social fraction is first conscious of its economic exploitation or political 

and cultural oppression: that is, all manifestations of Black politics assume a particular 

point of view which is antithetical to the prevailing cultural, political, ideological and 
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economic order.” Marable claims the basis of black American politics is blacks 

recognizing their cultural, economic, or political oppression directly relates to their race. 

Blacks engaged in politics, by definition, must recognize how tied together is their 

history and fate.   

 Dawson (1994) writes strongly of how today a variety of social ills encourage 

African Americans to join forces for a common political effort even when largely 

differing as individuals. The legacy of enslavement followed by generations of second-

class citizenship and persistent racism creates a mindset strongly in support of African 

American collective political action. For blacks then, the “primary imperative is to 

advance the political interests of African Americans as a group.”  

 The ills Dawson speaks of festered for generations. Walton (1985, 65) recognizes 

that group awareness and group identity are not new to black America, “Since colonial 

America, blacks have sought consciously through communication to produce not only a 

group awareness but also an internalization or active sharing of interests within the group 

strong enough to encourage them to coordinate their behavior in pursuit of common 

interests.” Recognizing that group behavior is not a recent phenomenon should help us 

understand the current identification by most blacks with the Democratic Party is simply 

the latest example of many indicating common political actions is the rule and not the 

exception among African Americans.  

 Following the Civil War, if not for the force of Reconstruction, black inclusion in 

the southern political system did not have a chance. Even during Reconstruction, efforts 

to include blacks in the political system divided by partisanship. Republicans sought the 

support of blacks and blacks mostly sought elective office as Republicans (Hahn 2003). 
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In a historical survey of black politics from the post-Civil War era up to the 1920s Hahn 

(2003) reports it was Democratic efforts to reduce black political equality that launched 

state-sponsored establishment of social and racial hierarchies. In other words, the legacy 

of Jim Crow was in itself a partisan effort. Blacks, unlike any other racial or ethnic 

minority America, had to contend with generations of partisanship aimed directly against 

its’ well-being. The group awareness Walton (1985) discusses solidified during 

Reconstruction and hardened even more after 1877.  

 St. Clair Drake (1966) believes African American political cohesion is largely a 

result of living oppressed lives in a society too used to racism. Rather rich or poor, all 

African Americans benefited from a shared political goal of greater equality. A common 

cause enabled the group effort necessary to sustain the effort required to achieve greater 

equality. Drake contends “spatial isolation of Negroes from whites [which] created Negro 

communities and increased consciousness of their separate subordinate positions.” Spatial 

separation gave rise to distinct black politics.  

 The centrality of race is crucial to understanding the partisan identification of 

African Americans; however, GOP hostility is plausible only if I demonstrate that blacks 

view race as the central point in determining their partisanship. Allen et al. (1989) 

observe, “Race has been a major determinant of African Americans’ life chances. The 

predominance of race as a factor in black life is such that to a very large degree blacks 

and whites exist in two separate worlds.” This separateness leads the authors to 

conceptualize black consciousness as “black awareness of their rational group interest.” 

In order for black consciousness to foster, a sense of group pride and positive effect 

toward the black community must exist. This leads to African Americans using group 
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utility as a “low-cost” proxy for individual utility suggesting blacks view the political 

needs of the group as synonymous as their own individual needs. The implication is that 

black voters will not resort to pocketbook or issue voting specifically, but more generally, 

that a proper theory of black partisanship must have race at its core in order to account 

for this group interest. 

 Allen and Hatchett (1986) write that racial group closeness is comprised of two 

separate dimensions but only one is relevant to our discussion.27 In order for 

“consciousness” to occur blacks must identify with the mass of black people. I will test 

Allen and Hatchett’s argument that blacks must identify with the mass of black people. I 

feel it is important because Allen and Hatchett, like Dawson (1994a) recognize there is a 

sense of linked fate among blacks.  

 The political environment plays an important role in the development of racial 

consciousness. An example of this occurred during the 1960s “as national party elites 

took increasingly distinct stands on racial issues, black voters moved overwhelmingly 

into the Democratic column, while white southerners defected to conservative 

Republican presidential candidates” but only gradually shed their Democratic 

identification (Bartels 2000). Race, during the 1960s was the issue. The very nature of 

being black served as a rallying point for the black electorate during this period. This has 

real electoral consequences for America’s political coalitions.  

 I support a view of black partisanship, which argues that since there is a 

black/non-black political dichotomy to racial issues racial solidarity helps to explain 

                                                 
27 The second requirement is blacks should identify with potential black leaders. I believe Allen and 
Hatchett’s second qualification is more a relic of Jesse Jackson’s candidacy. I do not know how significant 
identification with black leaders is today, because, in 2004, there is no acknowledged leader of the black 
community, although several probably desire that title, Jesse Jackson, Kwasi Mfume, and Al Sharpton 
included. 
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impressive African American support of the Democratic Party (Dawson 1994). Political 

unity of African Americans is no accident and I believe it is more than just an extension 

of a common African American ideology. We know that consciousness leads to greater 

political awareness and increased participation because, “Black consciousness contributes 

to political mistrust and a sense of internal political efficacy which in turn encourages 

policy-related participation (Shingles 1981, 77).” In determining partisan attachments, 

consciousness forces blacks to ask which party will do right for blacks. Jacoby (1988) 

wrote that personal attachments cause people in help developing their own position on 

individual issues. In contrast, Dawson says black voters do not necessarily look to the 

party to form policy preferences because it just does not terribly matter for black voters if 

there are disagreements about substantive issues. Locked into voting Democratic are 

African Americans until Republicans provide a reason to do otherwise. Finally, Tate 

(1993) says “…strong racial identifiers are more likely to identify strongly with the 

Democratic Party than weak racial identifiers.”  

 The early and continued existence of these black political organizations points to 

the separate and unique nature of African American politics. These organizations all had 

at their heart a desire to increase and improve the political reality for African Americans. 

That the struggle for equality, on paper at least, points to a dichotomy unrivaled in 

America’s political history.  

Black Political Organizations 

 One example of a distinct black politics, which characterize the black/non-black 

American political dichotomy, was the annual elections in Bronzeville. Throughout the 

darkest days of Jim Crow, Bronzeville was the name given to the black sections of town, 
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mostly in the South, but in some northern locales too. Elections in Bronzeville would take 

place at the same time as the white side of town conducted their own elections (Bunche 

1973). Voting booths were set up in barbershops, salons, and churches. The Mayor of 

Bronzeville would become the black community’s chosen representative with the white 

community. This “elected” official would handle grievances and “constituent services.”  

The elections of course, were not for a real official with official governmental 

responsibilities, but in the eyes of the citizens of Bronzeville, it was as close to real power 

as they could expect. Elections in Bronzeville help explain deeply embedded black 

consciousness and why achieving positive political results has long been a group effort in 

the black community.  

The legacy of Bronzeville is with us today. Following Reconstruction, long-

standing group consciousness developed in the African American community because 

there was no other realistic political alternative. America has a long history of its 

immigrant groups behaving in this manner. Yet, over time, as these groups assimilate into 

American culture, we see less and less group voting. This is not the situation with African 

Americans. We cannot discount the uniqueness of black circumstances in this country 

and the long struggle to political equality in explaining African American partisan 

identification today. America’s blacks have always worked as a collective unit to achieve 

their political goals. Once blacks identified completely with the Democratic Party in the 

1960s and the Republican Party deliberately and consciously pursued a racially 

conservative strategy to attract white voters, black support for the Democratic Party was 

firmly entrenched. 
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Throughout the Jim Crow and into the civil rights movement in the 1960s 

numerous political and social organizations started with the express purpose of forging 

common community and political feelings. Four civic groups have had a sustained impact 

on the African American political community: NAACP, Rainbow/PUSH, National Urban 

League, CORE and the SCLC. The NAACP, founded in 1909, by a group of leaders who 

answered the call to form “a powerful body of citizens” to come to the aid of black 

citizens who were in the midst of a “race war.” Created to advance the interests of 

America’s largest minority group, in the early years, this primarily meant an emphasis on 

pointing out inequities and racist demagoguery, such as the racist film, Birth of a Nation 

(1915) and protesting the segregationist policies of Woodrow Wilson. This eventually 

turned to lobbying, first in the legislative arena, and finally onto a more successful 

judicial tract. Ostensibly, the organization is nonpartisan, all presidents from FDR to 

Clinton addressed the group, but lately it has openly advocated for Democratic nominees 

for president. The advocacy has become so strong that President George W. Bush refused 

to speak at the NAACP’s national convention claiming that it was a hostile organization. 

Instead, Bush chose to speak at the National Urban League.  

Outside of the NAACP, the Rainbow/PUSH Coalition is the most political of the 

large African American civic organizations. Their website openly advocates the need for 

every person to vote in order “to protect disenfranchised voters.” A press release on their 

website suggests, “The Bush administration’s evident hostility to African American 

interests adds urgency to the upcoming election.”  

Founded in 1910, the National Urban League is arguably the most influential 

community based movement for racial equality. It has also been an interracial 
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organization since its inception. As previously mentioned, President Bush chose to speak 

at the Urban League’s national conference rather than the NAACP’s. This might be 

because the Urban League has a three-pronged attack to rectifying the ills that plague 

African American society: education, economic self-sufficiency, and a continuing 

commitment to protecting civil rights.  

 The Committee on Racial Equality’s purpose was to fight racial discrimination 

and segregation by supporting and staging sit-ins and boycotts. CORE remains 

nonpartisan and keeps to its strategic civil rights mission. The Southern Christian 

Leadership Conference, created in the 1950s in Montgomery, was Martin Luther King’s 

vehicle for organizing protests, boycotts, and sit-ins in the South. To this day, the SCLC 

remains nonpartisan and committed to its civil rights mission. Other large African 

American civic organizations, the Links, Jack & Jill, and the Boulee, by charter, all 

remain nonpartisan. 

Black Conservatives and Black Consciousness 

  Black conservatives feel a halo effect of group consciousness precludes many 

blacks from openly admitting their conservatism for fear of backlash from the African 

American community. This code of silence prevents meaningful dialogue within the 

community. Black conservatives reckon the predictability in black partisan identification 

and voting behavior is because dissent within the black community is stifled. That fear is 

probably well founded. Witness the criticism Bill Cosby received for his well-intentioned 

remarks regarding urban black culture (Dyson 2005). Black conservatives argue there is a 

moral vacuum in the black community and when dissenting voices try to fill the void they 

find their opinions are not welcome.  
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 Black conservatives reserve special criticism for the black press. The black 

community in general works hard to develop and enforce a sense of community among 

blacks (Walton 1985). The black press in particular is instrumental in fostering 

groupthink and rallying black public opinion behind a common agenda. Political cartoons 

are a unique form of political communication and in the Jim Crow era, the black press 

effectively used cartoons to illustrate who or who was not working to further the black 

agenda. Walton (1985, 65) discusses how: 

 Political cartoons have employed stereotypes to attack those operating against 
 racial unity.  For example, one widely used cartoon of the NAACP showed a 
 small skinny man (labeled “those who contribute”) carrying a large fat man 
 smoking a cigar (labeled “those blacks who fail to give”) across a deep canyon on 
 a small creaky plank.   
 

 This is just one example of the black press castigating with contempt those blacks 

it feels are race traitors and cowards.  Walton (1985, 65) notes that the sanctions in the 

black press tend to rise in times of “heightened racial consciousness.” Kelly (2004) 

echoes this sentiment in observing “…a problem is that black political culture has a 

tendency not to tolerate or foster ‘loyal opposition’ criticism as a means of self-correction 

on either side of the political spectrum.”  

 Black conservatives feel this pressure represses black political independence due 

to intellectual intimidation within the black community.  This behavior forces blacks to 

turn time and again to the same cadre of liberals and civil rights activists. Dann (1971) 

claims, “By stressing the primacy of racial pride and thus forming ethnic solidarity, the 

black press becomes along with the church, a central institution in the black community.”  

 Walton (1985) explains that in the 1960s black public opinion was firmly center-

left on most policy issues. However, on issues of race, blacks were decidedly liberal. This 
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gave a rise to a racial consciousness because race was clearly the most salient issue to the 

black community. No doubt, as long as race is the most important issue to blacks we 

would expect black consciousness-dominated group voting to continue. However, NES 

data indicates that blacks no longer consider racial issues the most important issues. Even 

though racial issues do not dominate per se, the legacy of race still separates the two 

political parties and for that reason, blacks continue to overwhelmingly identify and vote 

Democratic.  

The Southern Strategy 

 The political ramifications of racial consciousness are pivotal in understanding 

black partisanship. This is because political action for blacks is a group endeavor. Since 

at least Reconstruction, blacks have worked as a united front in attempting to achieve 

their political goals. In recent years, what keeps blacks and whites in America from 

sharing the same political experiences is the disparate treatment received from the 

political parties.   

 That blacks do not support the Republican Party today is the result of a decades-

long approach by the Republican Party to distance itself from black voters while 

attracting white conservatives. A popular phrase for GOP efforts designed to draw clear 

distinctions between it and the Democratic Party is the Southern Strategy. This Southern 

Strategy was an unmistakable attempt to distinguish the two parties on racial issues. Its 

aim, in the words of Klinker (1992) was to transform the reputation of the Republican 

Party from that of “Lincoln, Yankees, and carpetbaggers,” into one that protects white 

interests. While technically a separate phenomenon, the 1948 quixotic presidential 

candidacy of Strom Thurmond on the Dixiecrat ticket shook the core of the Solid South 
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and was a strong precursor to a future Democratic split over racial issues. That Thurmond 

carried four Deep South states (Louisiana, Mississippi, Alabama, and South Carolina) 

indicates there was a large and receptive audience to a states’ right message.  

 The Goldwater wing of the Republican Party began to assert control over the 

Republican National Committee in the late 1950s and early 1960s with Operation Dixie 

(Klinker 1992). Operation Dixie’s goal was to openly promote a states’ rights agenda and 

recruit candidates willing to run on that platform. Dixie dovetailed perfectly with 

Goldwater’s mantra of individualism, reduced federal government bureaucracy and more 

local government control. In fact, even in 1963 the Republican National Committee did 

not have a single written word in support of the civil rights movement (Aistrup 1996). In 

1964, Goldwater’s team surreptitiously encouraged African American voters to write-in 

Martin Luther King for president. Goldwater knew blacks were not supporting his 

candidacy but his campaign attempted to get blacks to spoil their ballots with a futile 

write-in effort.  

 There was a guiding philosophy behind the Southern Strategy involving more 

than just electoral calculations. The South changed demographically in the post-war era. 

Migration from the Midwest and the Northeast changed the South. There was a mix of 

New South and Old South. Borrowing from Elazar (1972) the South was a strong cultural 

mix of Old South traditionalism with New South individualism. The Southern Strategy 

was an attempt to supplement the Republican Party’s natural southern base of 

individualism with Old South traditionalists. This was doable because the Republican 

Party of the Old South opposed the federal government intervening on racial issues. The 

Old South distinctly did not like the federal government meddling in what southerners 
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considered a local or state affair. Even whites in the North that agreed with the civil 

rights movement in theory rebelled when the federal government put “social engineering” 

into practice.  

 Appealing to states’ rights was perfect for Old South traditionalists. Combined 

with limited government, low tax rhetoric suitable to the New South, Republicans 

married distinct strands of conservatism and by simultaneously appealing to both groups 

become a formidable power. Democrats tried to counteract this growing Republican 

juggernaut with a coalition of white moderates and blacks but as Giles and Herz (1994) 

illustrate, whites do not like coalescing with blacks thus shunting Democratic power. 

Republicans learned first what Democrats learned later, which is that racial conservatism 

is dominant in the Deep South.   

 The South was receptive to Thurmond in 1948 and Wallace’s 1968 Independent 

campaign. Wallace’s economic populism couples with a strong states’ right message was 

popular among lower-class whites (Black and Black 2002). Thurmond and Wallace 

successfully linked whites across all income lines in a futile but united front against 

blacks. The rhetoric of states’ rights and limited federal government intervention was a 

strong signal to blacks that Thurmond/Wallace Independents and later, Republicans were 

not hospitable to black interests. Racial conservatism and deep hostility to federally 

mandated change linked Thurmond, Goldwater and Wallace.  

 In later years, Republicans under Nixon and Reagan would successfully 

implement this strategy for the national Republican Party in such a manner that the 

Republican Party hardly needs any black votes at all to be successful. As a Republican 

cynic noted in 1963, “It’s not like South Africa. Here, the white man outnumbers the 
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Negro nine to one (Aistrup 1996).” Republican strategist Kevin Phillips (1969, 110) 

while asserting the ascendancy of the Republican Party acknowledged, “…the political 

future of Negroes is likely to be nearly unanimously Democratic, an allegiance which 

will in turn ingrain Republicanism in conservative groups.” Phillips concluded that 

Republicans could win without black votes.  

Nixon 

 Richard Nixon, while publicly saying the right things and professing support for 

the ideals of the civil rights movement deliberately used rhetoric and coded messages in 

order to appeal to racial conservatives. Six years of the Nixon presidency further 

entrenched racial conservatives in the Republican Party and further alienated blacks away 

from the GOP. This happened because Nixon attacked the civil rights movement through 

the executive branch and courts rather than fighting a Democratic Congress mostly intent 

on not eroding recently won civil rights gains.  

 For instance, Nixon used the same language as outspoken racial conservatives. 

Nixon gave a nationally televised speech in which he said the civil rights movement was 

turning from a “symbol of hope” into a “symbol of social engineering” by “pencil-

necked” bureaucrats bent on achieving a “proper racial mix in the schools.” Referring to 

busing, Nixon argued that local school districts should set the pace of integration, not the 

federal government. Nixon effectively used the language of local control and states’ 

rights that so appealed to both the New and Old South.  

 Nixon did more to institutionalize Goldwater’s rhetoric and further entrench in the 

public’s mind which party was still racially conservative. Nixon nominated two 

advocates of judicial restraint to the Supreme Court, Clement Haynesworth and Harold 
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Carswell. White supremacy allegations doomed Carswell’s nomination. Judicial restraint 

is just another way of saying these two disagreed with many of the decisions of the 

“activist, liberal” Warren court. The Senate, controlled by more moderate Democrats, 

defeated the nomination of these two but an important electoral connection was made 

between Nixon and racial conservatives: The Republican Party can be counted on to 

protect white interests while the Democratic Party is more concerned with radical social 

engineering.  

Reagan 

 Reagan refused to endorse the Civil Rights Act. Reagan did say he “was in 

sympathy with the goals of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 and Voting Rights Act of 1965” 

but opposed enactment because of legislative flaws (Dugger 1982). Reagan’s electoral 

strategy was to lock up the white racial conservative vote while trying to keep black 

voters from mobilizing against him. In 1968, Reagan was one of the few non-southern 

Republicans who refused publicly to criticize Wallace for his segregationist rhetoric 

(Cannon 1991).  While campaigning for the presidency in 1980, Reagan went to 

Philadelphia, Mississippi, the site of the slaying of three civil rights workers, to give a 

campaign speech about states’ rights.  

 In Reagan’s 1976 and 1980 presidential campaigns, his favorite targets of attack 

were “greedy welfare queens.” While not an explicitly racial attack, perception is that 

blacks are a majority of welfare recipients, so in attacking welfare queens, Reagan 

implicitly attacked poor blacks.28 Aistrup (1996) writes that Reagan’s message was that 

                                                 
28 Gilens (2003) illustrates how the perception of poverty and who is impoverished changed dramatically in 
the 1960s. In his study, Gilens analyzed decade’s worth of media portrayals of the poor. Statistically, black 
poverty did not substantially increase over his period of analysis, but until the mid-1960s, poverty appeared 
as a white problem. However, in 1965 media portrayals of poverty shifted “as news stories about the poor 
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the enemy (i.e. blacks) cheated taxpayers (i.e. whites). Reagan’s attacks on the poor were 

significant because we know public policy in someway is shaped by public opinion.  

 While Nixon used busing as a metaphor for attacking the civil rights agenda, 

Reagan used affirmative action (Aistrup 1996). Reagan was determined not to help the 

“non-victims of discrimination,” so his Justice Department attacked affirmative action, 

race-based quotes, goals and timetables, minority set-asides, race-norming (race-based 

scoring) in employment testing, and race-based university admissions policies (Edsall 

and Edsall 1991). Affirmative action was a perfectly suitable vehicle for telling racial 

conservatives that Democrats supported affirmative action and sided with special 

interests (i.e. blacks) and the Republicans opposed these efforts to social engineer. The 

Southern Strategy is unmistakable. This presidential behavior appealed to the traditional 

values of the Old South that did not want the federal government telling locals how to run 

their businesses or schools and it appealed to the New South’s need for individualism. 

Affirmative action was a slap in the face to the South and Reagan opposed it at every 

turn.  

 Reagan did not stop at demonizing recipients of welfare or affirmative action he 

took proactive steps to turn his rhetoric into action. In 1983, Reagan reorganized the Civil 

Rights Commission in order to correct a perceived liberal bias on the panel and to 

encourage racially conservative policies. Reagan’s Justice Department allowed some 

                                                                                                                                                 
became less sympathetic, the images of poor blacks in the news swelled.” Gilens claims that media 
portrayals bolstered by partisan attacks on welfare programs shapes white citizens’ preferences because 
“media portrayals… exaggerate the extent to which poverty is a “black” problem and that systematically 
associate African Americans with the least sympathetic subgroups of the poor.” For instance, during the 
recession of the early-1980s sympathetic stories of the “newly” poor featured more whites. Television 
exaggerated portrayals of poverty even more than print media.  
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select localities to bail out on provisions of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 to the 

consternation of many civil rights activists.  

 To be certain more than just race baiting built Reagan’s coalition. There was a 

strong anti-communist, low taxes, and religious right element to his electoral success. His 

successor, George H. W. Bush initially played well to most of these elements. Bush’s 

infamous Willie Horton ad in his 1988 presidential campaign was typical of Southern 

Strategy rhetoric. In just this one commercial, Bush portrayed himself as strong on crime 

while smearing his candidate as weak on crime, dispassionate and beholden to minority 

interests.  

 Bush later vetoed the 1990 extension of the Civil Rights Act because it was a 

“quota” bill. Despite the Berlin Wall falling during his term in office, Bush was unable to 

parlay his racial conservatism and anti-communist credentials into a second term. The 

religious right did not solidly support his credentials and economic conservatives felt 

abandoned when he reneged on his “no new taxes” pledge. Bush’s ironic use of 

affirmative action in nominating Clarence Thomas to the Supreme Court did not seem to 

win him many votes either. 

 In the 1980s, Republicans more stridently affixed the liberal label to Democrats. 

Haley Barbour, Republican National Committee Chairman in 1988, sought to label the 

Democratic presidential primary as a fight between blacks and white liberals.29 This 

pushed the ideological Democratic image further to the liberal left in an effort to create a 

clear division between southern Republicans and southern Democrats. In other words, 

white southern Democrats pander to their black base, while southern Republicans remain 

                                                 
29 Barbour’s hard work for the GOP paid off with substantial establishment support in his victorious bid for 
governor of Mississippi in 2004.  
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racially conservative. The electoral fight was not just simply ideological. The RNC 

supported “ballot integrity” efforts in 1986 as a response to DNC efforts to register and 

turnout many more black voters. The purpose of course was “to keep the black vote down 

considerably.” In 1986, then EEOC employee-Clarence Thomas admitted that for the 

GOP, blacks were an interest group not worth fighting for against the Democrats.  

 Republican imagery in the mass media took a big hit when Louisiana state 

representative David Duke made two strong runs for the U. S. Senate and Louisiana 

governorship in 1990 and 1991. The fact that he was an ex-Grand Wizard of the Ku Klux 

Klan did not endear him to the national Republican Party but that could not prohibit Duke 

from using the exact same language and rhetoric as more mainstream Republican 

candidates. Even more embarrassing was that Duke made it to the runoff in Louisiana’s 

unique primary arrangement in both of his statewide runs for office. Even though he lost, 

Duke’s candidacies fed the image to African Americans that the Republican Party openly 

fielded candidates hostile to racial tolerance and inclusion. Memories can last a long 

time.  

 As Kelly (2004) notes, perhaps this is why “Senator Trent Lott’s exuberant 

nostalgia for Senator Strom Thurmond’s discredited segregationist platform merely 

underscored how the Republicans have been in denial about their neo-racist political 

shenanigans for the past thirty years or more.” Only someone that sincerely believes in 

those misbegotten policies of the past makes statements such as the Senator. That 

Mississippi’s junior senator did not realize how African Americans would receive his 

statements are indicative of either disdain for blacks or naiveté of the highest order.  
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 The Southern Strategy helps to explain how the black/non-black political 

dichotomy manifested politically. In the 1960s, as an institution, the GOP took deliberate 

pains first to resist black efforts at political inclusion and then fought to move 

ideologically rightward in a pointed effort to capture the votes of white conservatives. 

Again, no other demographic group was subject to as much political maneuvering and 

scheming as African Americans thus contributing to the black/non-black political 

dichotomy.   

Republican Rhetoric and Policy 

 Republican policy following the 1994-midterm elections was not conducive to 

gaining African American support. Speaker Newt Gingrich’s Contract with America, 

which some considered a more sinister version of the War on Poverty, “Amounts to 

ending social safety net as we have known it. Insofar as one-thirds of African Americans 

and one-half of African American children live in poverty, a war against the poor is a war 

against the well-being of the Black community and its children (Steele 1997, 49).” The 

Contract, of course, did not advertise a war on poverty, but as good government 

measures and initiatives, aimed at improving government by getting it do less. Despite 

the improving economic fortunes of the black middle-class in the 1990s, this still did not 

resonate with black voters because blacks disproportionately rely on these programs. 

Thus, there was no rush to identify with or vote for the Republican Party. In fact, Speaker 

Gingrich’s thermometer ranking from African Americans was nearly lower than Richard 

Nixon’s.  

 Not only did Republican attacks on busing in the 1970s, affirmative action in the 

1980s and welfare reform in the 1990s dissuade blacks from supporting the Republican 
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Party, it had the added benefit of attracting white voters that did not benefit from 

Republican economic policies. Republicans were successful at playing an “us” against 

“them” form of politics. Reagan-era tax cuts primarily benefited the upper-classes, yet as 

Steele (1997, 49) observes 

 White middle-income Americans seems to be particularly vulnerable to the 
 demagogy surrounding the alleged interconnection between their tax burden, on 
 the one hand, and civil rights, social entitlements, and affirmative action, on the 
 other hand. Racial resentments become heavily embedded in this issue as many 
 White, middle-class, and working-class voters come to reason that “we” are being 
 taxed to pay for programs for “them,” then “they” turn around and use affirmative 
 action to take “our” jobs.30 
 

Racial resentment worked for the Republican Party as it successfully tied the Democratic 

Party with the politics of “them” versus the Republicans and the politics of “us.” 

Unsurprising then that in 1995 the National Women’s Political Caucus found the “race 

gap” – the difference in the percentages of Blacks and Whites who voted for Democrats 

was immense and growing (Chideya 1997). The race gap, much more so than the gender 

gap, was a divisive political factor.  

 It was because of race that southern Republicans made gains (Brownstein 1986) 

even though Carmines and Stimson (1989) say racial issues were not as polarizing 

anymore. They are both right. To support Carmines and Stimson, in 1980s NES blacks 

                                                 
30 Take a strictly local issue as an example of the “us” versus “them” mentality permeating American 
politics. Education is a strong valence issue – nearly everyone agrees that good schools are a good thing – 
but who finances public schools is very much a position issue. New Orleans, a city that is 65% black had a 
bond election for it’s’ public schools, which are 93% black. The bond passed with 90% support in black 
areas of town but only gained 25% support in white areas of town (Steele 1997). Of course, there could be 
several reasons why the bond received so little support in the white areas of town, but the stark difference 
in support in different racial areas, indicates that race did play a substantial factor in citizens’ voting 
calculus. The most immediate and plausible rationale is that most white students are in private parochial 
schools and do not benefit from the public school system. Even though we all benefit from education, in 
New Orleans the perception is “us” versus “them.”  
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did not rank race as a pressing public policy issue. However, as Brownstein was well 

aware, race permeated many policy issues, such as taxes, welfare, and Medicaid.  

 Republicans learned that talking about social policy issues couched in the 

language and tone of “us” versus “them” would help to establish certain issues as race 

issues. Once an issue became a race issue in the minds of white voters, Republicans 

benefited, by picking up white voters with little personal economic reason to vote 

Republican. When the GOP establishes a “black/non-black issue dichotomy it erodes any 

sense of common self-interest between blacks and whites because issues labeled as 

“black” have negative connotation with the white public (Chideya 1997). Continuing, 

Chideya asserts, “The foil of the black underclass keeps the white working class from 

objectively judging their status and being too demanding of their political figureheads.”31  

 After the election of additional Republican state legislators via a top-down 

approach (Aistrup 1996), it became possible to send more Republicans to Congress via 

congressional redistricting. Interestingly an ironic alliance with black Democrats aided 

Republican efforts at redistricting. A provision of the Voting Rights Act of 1982 required 

that the effects of redrawing congressional district lines could not weaken the effects of 

minority voting power. Many black Democrats felt descriptive representation was as 

important as Democratic majority control so they sacrificed Democratic majority control 

in order to elect more black members of Congress. Republicans gladly went along with 

this bargain, and were more than happy to concentrate minorities into majority-minority 

                                                 
31 How strong is the foil of the black underclass? Chideya (1997) reports on the following. In 1985, the 
Michigan Democratic Party conducted a survey and found distressing attitudes among white blue-collar 
citizens. These white voters, “express a profound distaste for Blacks, a sentiment that pervades almost 
everything they think about government and politics…Blacks constitute the explanation for their 
vulnerability and for almost everything that has gone wrong in their lives; not being Black is what 
constitutes being middle-class; not living with Blacks is what makes a neighborhood a decent place to 
live.”  
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districts and in the process create more Republican-friendly conservative districts (Hill 

1995).  

 Affirmative racial gerrymandering had deleterious effects on the overall health of 

the Democratic Party. Following redistricting of the 1990 Census the number of 

congressional districts with more than 25% minority voters went from 56 to 46 (Aistrup 

1996) and 46% of districts had less than a 15% black population compared to 60% of 

southern House districts in the 1990s. This alliance between black Democrats and 

Republicans created more districts friendly to electing minorities but at the cost of 

increasing the number of conservative districts elsewhere. This shift in district 

composition in the early-1990s allowed the GOP to pursue a more conservative 

ideological trajectory further alienating most black voters. The GOP did not design all 

policy efforts to alienate black voters. 

 Because of years of hostile Republican action towards the black community, we 

should expect blacks to hold less than stellar opinions of Republicans and Republican-

policy. We have already seen black Thermometer scores of Republicans earlier in 

Chapter III. When it comes to specific policies, we also see a difference in how blacks 

and whites perceive the Republican Party. When asked if there are “Important Party 

Differences,” both whites and blacks agreed that there were important differences, Table 

4.1, whites more likely to take this position.   

Table 4.1 

      
Any Important 
Party Differences 

1960-
1968 

1969-
1976 

1977-
1980 

1981-
1992 

1993-
2002 

Blacks - No 40.3 23.8 25.9 34.4 42.1 
Whites - No 47.5 44.8 34.5 37.5 35.2 
Blacks - Yes 55.1 63.9 60.8 57.7 53.4 
Blacks - No 49.2 45.3 58.4 56.7 61.4 
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The reason behind the black-white difference is the number of blacks the NES 

classifies as most politically efficacious has slipped over the years, Table 4.2. Since the 

Civil Rights movement, black political activism has declined and now more blacks are in 

the “Least Efficacious” category than in the sixties. In that sense, black political progress 

has regressed over time.  

Table 4.2 

External Efficacy 
Index  

1960-
1968 

1969-
1976 

1977-
1980 

1981-
1992 

1993-
2002 

Least Efficacious 
- Blacks 32.4 41.6 41.7 49.6 50.6 

Least Efficacious 
- Whites 22.5 30.1 32.6 37.7 46.1 

Efficacious - 
Blacks 27.5 32 28.6 20.7 27.4 

Efficacious - 
Whites 22.7 27.4 29.3 21.5 24.8 

Most Efficacious 
- Blacks 40 26.3 29.7 29.7 22 

Most Efficacious 
- Whites 54.9 42.5 38.1 40.9 29.1 

 

When we look at specific policies, we see a noted difference in how blacks and 

whites perceive the parties. When asked about the party’s positions on Aid to Blacks, 

blacks and whites view the Democratic Party as much more helpful to blacks as the 

Republican Party, Table 4.3 and 4.4. Importantly, over time, the results did not change 

for blacks. Blacks in the nineties, as blacks in the sixties, were as likely to perceive the 

Republican Party as not supporting government aid to blacks.  Whites, in the nineties, 

viewed things differently than whites in sixties, now they see the Republican Party in a 

manner similar to blacks, with many more now seeing the Republican Party not 

supporting government help for blacks.   
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Table 4.3 

 1969-
1976 

1977-
1980 

1981-
1992 

1993-
2002 

Government 
Should Help 
Minority Groups 

22.4 19 18 14.3 

2 22 15.9 16.2 9.8 
3 23.4 23.2 17.7 22 
4 20.9 22.1 23.9 31.4 
5 6.6 10.4 13.8 9.1 
6 2.3 4.8 5.6 5.2 

Minority Groups 
Should Help 
Themselves 

2.3 4.5 4.9 8.4 

 

Table 4.4 

         

 1969-
1976 

1977-
1980 

1981-
1992 

1993-
2002 

Government 
Should Help 
Minority Groups 

14 13.8 9.6 11.2 

2 21.3 24.6 22.4 23 
3 24.8 27.4 26.4 26.2 
4 25.8 20.6 24.1 24.7 
5 7.9 8.4 10.6 8.6 
6 3.6 3.4 4.2 3.8 

Minority Groups 
Should Help 
Themselves 

2.6 1.7 2.6 2.5 

 

It is not surprising that blacks see a large difference in the party’s on support of 

government aid to blacks. In essence, that is the purpose of this dissertation, to illustrate 

that blacks, because of race, view the parties so differently. This is why blacks’ party 

identification and vote choice is so one-sided.  

 It is important to point out that not all activity affecting partisanship was 

Republican-induces. The Democratic Party underwent its own transformation in the 

1960s. Following passage of the Civil Rights Act in 1964 and Voting Rights Act in 1965, 
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the Democratic Party started to moderate its image and message. Blacks, new to the polls, 

correctly tied the national Democratic Party with efforts to include them in the political 

process. While obstructionist and segregationist legislators were still re-elected for a 

number of years, they found it increasingly difficult to reconcile segregationist attitudes 

and Democratic Party identification. Passage of those two acts kick-started a long process 

of southern Democratic legislators either moderating their viewpoints on racial issues or 

switching allegiances to the Republican Party (Bullock 1981). 

 This should not imply that all Democratic legislators moderated their stances 

purely out of goodness of the heart. For many legislators change was a sincere decision. 

However, for many others, since re-election is their number one priority (Mayhew 1973), 

change on race issues was purely a rational decision on how best to stay in office. In the 

early and mid-70s, Democratic candidates formed biracial coalitions with blacks and 

remaining white racial moderates. These legislators could see the future.  

 Switching parties by segregationist old-school legislators did not mean the end of 

racial issues as an electoral tool to gain votes. If anything, as the Republican Party 

became more conservative in the 1970s and 1980s and the Democratic Party moderated, 

racial issues took on a much more nuanced tone. Lamis (1988) shows that segregationist 

policies simply became more abstract but they did not disappear. For instance, an issue 

seemingly as innocuous as a tax cut would have the added benefit (detraction) of making 

blacks worse off because social programs that benefited blacks had funding reduced. 
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Positive Republican Efforts? 

 This dissertation has spent much time commenting on rhetoric, policies, and 

attitudes of the GOP designed to stifle black support for the GOP.  There was limited 

activity designed to garner black support for the GOP.  In the late 1960s and 1970s, the 

national GOP embarked on a sustained effort to bring blacks into the Republican tent. 

The results were not fantastic but it was a start. President Nixon created the Office of 

Minority Business Enterprise (OMBE) in 1969 and brought in as protected categories 

Hispanics, Asians, American Indians, and women in 1972.32  The GOP created a Negro 

Advisory Committee in the 1960s and in 1968 the party created the Heritage Groups 

Division and in 1971, the National Heritage Council, both aimed at recruiting minorities 

into the party. George H. W. Bush started the National Black Republican Council in 

1972, which eventually had members in 31 states.  

 Recently, Republicans admitted their party used race as a wedge to split the 

Democrats’ black-white coalition. At the 2005 NAACP convention, RNC Chair Ken 

Mehlman admitted, “Some Republicans gave up on winning the African American vote, 

looking the other way or trying to benefit politically from racial polarization. I am here 

today as the Republican chairman to tell you we were wrong.” In essence, Mehlman 

apologized for the Republicans Southern strategy. Mehlman received a tepid, lukewarm 

reception. This was because Mehlman’s boss, President George W. Bush, has refused for 

five years to address the NAACP’s annual convention, the first president to do since 

Hoover.  

                                                 
32 A counter-argument is that these efforts were merely cosmetic. Nixon publicly opposed busing as a 
method of school integration and “he tried but failed to weaken the Voting Rights Act” (Carr 1997).  
Eastland (1996) hypothesizes that Nixon’s memoirs indicate his electoral goal was to “drive a wedge” 
between African Americans, and unions and so decimate the Democratic Party.  
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 Nevertheless, President George W. Bush has done as much as any Republican 

president to try and attract black voters. Bush’s goal for his Faith-Based Initiative was to 

allow the religious community more access to federal dollars to carry out their charitable 

missions.  However, the Faith-Based Initiative had zero Congressional Black Caucus 

support and gained little traction in the black community despite Republican efforts to the 

contrary. The plan quickly stuck in political quicksand. Black et al.. (2004) report 

 Republican efforts to woo black leaders - Bush’s meetings with select black 
 clergy, an exclusively Republican faith-based summit on Capitol Hill [chaired by 
 non-CBC member Rep. J.C. Watts] attended primarily by black religious leaders 
 [from GOP districts] - appeared to many Democrats to be a blatant effort to use 
 the Faith-Based Initiative for political gains in the most solid of Democratic 
 voting block. 
 
 Despite these efforts, in terms of partisan identification and actual votes, the GOP 

has little to show for its efforts. Republican policy means more to blacks than Republican 

rhetoric.  

Test 

This chapter focused on the power of black consciousness and the hostile 

Republican reaction to black political participation. Now, I view the earlier data from a 

different perspective. This time I combine all variables for the main Hostility-

Consciousness hypothesis along with the variables for the rival Economic, SES, and 

Religiosity variables. In this test, I will examine the coefficients of all variables in each 

time-period. As always, the dependent variable is Partisan Identification.  

First, we examine the 1960-1969 time-period in Table 4.5. The first five variables 

are variables representing Hostility-Consciousness. They are each significant at the .01 

level. Mother’s Party ID has similar results for blacks and whites. However, the Care 

about Presidential Race and Important Party Differences variables have noticeable 
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differences. The presidential race variable is much more significant to blacks than it is to 

whites as is the Party Differences variable. This indicates that in this period, blacks felt 

more was at stake in the presidential election, likely because partisan differences were so 

stark. It could be because perceptions of the party’s were so different, as seen in the 

Which Party is More Conservative variable, which shows blacks and whites moving in 

different directions.  

Table 4.5 also shows the differences in SES. On the Education and Income 

variables, blacks and whites move in separate directions. This is an indicator that in 

explaining African American partisanship we should not rely on Education and Income. 

Urbanism also is significant for blacks, but overall the Hostility-Consciousness variables 

are more significant for black than any other set of variables.  For whites, Table 4.5 is 

somewhat inconclusive when compared to blacks. SES appears to be as significant for 

whites as any other set of variables.   

Table 4.5 

1960-1968 Correlations Blacks   Whites   

  
Party 
Identification N 

Party 
Identification N 

Mother's Party ID **.343 230 **.388 2359 
Presidential Race **-.383 388 -.004 3735 
Party Differences **.163 493 .015 4589 
Which Party is More 
Conservative? **.256 355 **-.046 3448 
Open Housing **.179 434 *.032 3877 
Social Class .003 266 **.125 2433 
Government - Healthcare -.002 507 **.063 4964 
Government - Jobs -.02 396 .026 3816 
Personal Finances - Next Year .05 369 .021 3429 
Personal Finances - Past year *.104 530 .014 5344 
Age .071 637 **.043 6092 
Gender .024 642 *.025 6115 
Education **-.127 639 **.131 6092 
Urbanism **.201 642 .014 6115 
Region .058 642 **-.078 6115 
Income **-.174 616 **.046 5915 
Bible .08 293 .018 2636 
Religion .05 629 **-.160 6029 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). *. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
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For blacks, Table 4.6, showing the period 1969-1976, again shows Hostility-

Consciousness variables (listed first) as more significant than the rival hypotheses.  GOP 

Guaranteed Jobs (-.239) is significant at the .01 level and more significant for blacks than 

for whites. Importantly, Care Who Wins Presidential Race (-.312) is more significant and 

moves in a different direction for blacks than for whites. This indicates that hostility 

exists towards the GOP because of its lack of compassion for black job seekers and 

blacks reward Democratic presidential candidates. Mother’s Party ID (.303) is 

moderately strong, yet it moves in the same direction as whites, showing that familial 

influence is strong for blacks and whites, but because black partisanship is already 

Democratic, this indicates that partisanship remains stable for blacks from one generation 

to the next. SES variables are not as significant to blacks as are Economic variables but 

both fail to achieve the significance of Hostility-Consciousness variables.  

Table 4.6 

1969-1976 Correlations Blacks   Whites   

  
Party 
Identification N 

Party 
Identification N 

Mother's Party ID **.303 436 **.401 4616 
Presidential Race **-.312 486 **.057 4182 
Important Party Differences .05520701 328 **-.054 2844 
GOP - Jobs **-.239 417 **-.082 3628 
GOP - Aid to Blacks *-.096 550 -.01369397 4364 
Social Class .040574379 731 **.113 6684 
Government Economic Policy **.165 379 **.145 3693 
Personal Finances - Next Year **-.106 587 **-.046 4715 
Personal Finances - Past year -.02500889 492 **-.065 4284 
Age **-.094 758 *.026 6882 
Gender -.01995604 774 .001288541 6925 
Education -.05681894 769 **.118 6894 
Urbanism **.094 774 .020137531 6925 
Region *-.084 774 -.0197452 6925 
Income -.0009602 737 **.073 6587 
Religion **.099 771 **-.132 6891 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
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For the period 1977-1980, in Table 4.7, Mother’s Party ID again moves in the 

same positive direction for blacks and whites. More noticeable is that Care Who Wins 

Presidential Race moves in opposite directions for blacks (-.399) and significant at the 

.01 level, whiles for whites it is .016 and not significant. That this occurs in this particular 

time-period is noteworthy because President Carter had declining popular support 

throughout his term, but it appears that for blacks partisanship outweighs economic 

concerns. The Consciousness-level variables are low, GOP Aid-to-Blacks (-.113), GOP 

Presidential Candidate Aid-to-Blacks (-.061).  For whites and blacks, Party that can 

Handle Most Important Problem is positive .275 and .349 respectively and significant at 

the .01 level. It is hard to read too much into just one variable in one given time-period, 

but this might be an indication that even among black Republican identifiers, there is not 

as strong a belief in the GOP as among white Republican identifiers.  

Among Economic variables, Which Party Can Best Handle Inflation (.330) and 

(.475) and Unemployment (.364) and (.423) are both positively significant for blacks and 

whites respectively. However, because the direction is positive for blacks and whites, this 

indicates that Overall, SES and Religiosity variables are not as significant for blacks as 

they are for whites.  
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Table 4.7 

  Blacks   Whites   

1977-1980 Correlations 
Party 
Identification N 

Party 
Identification N 

Mother's Party ID **.265 315 **.351 2790 
Presidential Race **-.399 169 .016 1301 
Party Differences .087 166 .030 1165 
GOP - Jobs **-.198 242 -.040 2027 
GOP - Aid to Blacks -.112 275 -.007 2127 
GOP Pres. Candidate Aid to 
Blacks -.061 107 -.051 834 
Party - Important Problem **.275 355 **.349 2973 
Party - Inflation **.330 376 **.475 3062 
Party - Unemployment **.364 379 **.423 3072 
Personal Finances - Next Year -.015 406 .0128 3237 
Personal Finances - Past Year -.055 355 .013 3020 
Social Class *.110 379 **.114 3140 
Age *-.124 414 **-.048 3275 
Gender .002 415 .006 3285 
Education *-.101 414 **.122 3274 
Urbanism .063 415 **.073 3285 
Region .008 415 -.004 3285 
Income **-.161 340 **.093 2897 
Religion *.125 410 **-.116 3258 
Church Attendance **.172 407 -.032 3241 
Authority of the Bible .106 165 .050 1155 
Abortion **.192 391 .007 3097 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
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Table 4.8 

1981-1992 Correlations Blacks   Whites   

  
Party 
Identification   

Party 
Identification   

Mother's Party ID **.346 466 **.346 2850 
Presidential Race **-.318 833 .006 5153 
Important Party Differences **.162 899 *.034 5391 
GOP - Jobs **-.214 681 **-.147 4617 
GOP - Aid to Blacks **-.157 698 **-.103 4358 
GOP Pres. Candidate Aid to 
Blacks **-.178 400 **-.082 2467 
Conditions Make it Difficult for 
Blacks .039526876 768 **.075 4576 
President Aid to Blacks **-.164 732 **-.089 4482 
Government Aid to Blacks **-.137 719 **-.126 4580 
Civil Rights Leaders 
Thermometer **-.079 1569 **-.072 9492 
Food Stamp Spending .007 1309 **.193 7629 
State of the Country *-.093 668 **-.256 4076 
Family Income/Costs *-.082 985 **-.179 5897 
Better/Worse Off Summary **-.081 1398 **-.152 8237 
Personal Finances - Next Year **-.087 1546 **-.145 9422 
Personal Finances - Past Year -.027 1297 **-.117 8310 
Evaluation of Economy - Past 
Year **-.133 1474 **-.213 9267 
Evaluation of Economy - Next 
Year -.033 1416 **-.140 8928 
Presidential Performance **-.251 1456 **-.506 9039 
Worried About Losing Job -.011 1185 **.070 6861 
Social Class .004 1189 **.103 7581 
Age **-.159 1564 **-.078 9473 
Gender -.033 1569 **-.043 9492 
Education *-.050 1549 **.093 9357 
Urbanism **.123 1569 **.052 9492 
Region .027 1569 .018 9492 
Income **-.087 1403 **.119 8592 
Religion **.116 1553 **-.096 9440 
Church Attendance **.105 1553 **-.039 9397 
Abortion .019 1551 **-.044 9433 
Importance of Religion **.096 1135 -.011 6873 
Guidance from Religion *.063 1127 .007 6864 
New Lifestyles breakdown 
Society *.071 953 **-.093 5434 
Emphasis on Traditional Values **.177 953 **-.082 5438 
Tolerance of Different Moral 
Standards .059 953 **.140 5433 
School Prayer *.067 934 .020 5287 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 

 

For the period 1981-1992, in Table 4.8, Mother’s Party ID again moves in a 

positive direction for blacks and whites, .346 for both blacks and whites at the .01 level. 

As with the previous time frames, for blacks, Care Who Wins Presidential Race    (-.318) 
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moves in a direction opposite that of whites. Although the significance for the Hostility-

Consciousness variables is not super-strong, it is relatively stronger than the rival 

hypotheses. The Consciousness-level variables Conditions (.040) is weak, the GOP Aid-

to-Blacks (-.157), GOP Presidential Candidate Aid-to-Blacks (-.178) and Government 

Aid-to-Blacks (-.137) each are significant at the .01 level. Note also that the direction is 

same for the Consciousness-level variables for blacks and whites. This might indicate 

that blacks and whites both recognize that GOP policies are not hospitable to the interests 

of black America. Outside of Hostility-Consciousness variables, Economic variables are 

next most significant, especially President’s Economic Performance, which, for blacks, is 

significant at the .01 level at -.251, and for whites -.506. I think this indicates the 

important role of the president as a vanguard for partisanship and attitudes on a whole 

host of issues. Nevertheless, I think this indicates that for blacks, in general, specific 

issues are not as significant as party-based variables dealing with perceptions of how 

Republican policies affect African Americans.   

For the period 1993-2002, the Hostility-Consciousness variables are not as strong 

as in the previous time frames, however, no other set of variables jumps out as 

particularly more significant than any other hypotheses. In some ways, these variables are 

stronger for whites, but I believe there is a simple explanation. Take for instance the 

President Aid-to-Blacks variables. For blacks, a coefficient of .069 is insignificant, but 

for whites the coefficient is -.252, significant at the .01 level. Consider that this time 

frame encompasses the Bill Clinton administration. As Republicanism increases among 

whites, there is a tendency to associate Bill Clinton with aiding blacks. It is almost as if 

the more Clinton, or any president for that matter, helps blacks, the stronger the 
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Republican identification. The same goes for the We Should Worry Less about Equality 

variable. I believe black America feels it gets a collective cold-shoulder from 

Republicans and responds by identifying and voting Democratic.  

Table 4.9 

1993-2002 Correlations Blacks   Whites   

  
Party 
Identification N 

Party 
Identification N 

GOP - Jobs *-.122 277 -.018 1740 
GOP Aid to Blacks **0.168 282 -.028 1699 
GOP Pres. Candidate Aid to 
Blacks *-.137 310 *-.055 1630 
Conditions Make it Difficult for 
Blacks -.016 351 **.155 2533 
President Aid to Blacks .069 497 **-.252 2852 
Worry Less About Equality *-.085 532 **-.205 3706 
Blacks Should Not Have 
Special Favors *-.090 504 **-.176 3475 
Blacks Must Try Harder **-.195 350 **-.129 2533 
Blacks Received Less Than 
Deserved .038 501 **.169 3461 
Social Class .055 397 **.135 2641 
Worried About Losing Job .045 492 *.035 3160 
Presidential Performance **.262 758 **.556 4772 
Evaluation of Economy - Past 
Year **.166 761 **.188 4877 
Evaluation of Economy - Next 
Year .066 747 **.104 4819 
Personal Finances - Past Year .0474 757 **.081 4855 
Personal Finances - Next Year -.023 739 -.004 4781 
Better/Worse Off Summary .045 757 **.081 4851 
Food Stamp Spending **.121 609 **.213 3895 
Age **-.176 775 **-.08 4927 
Gender **-.098 780 **-.091 4945 
Education **-.119 774 **.113 4908 
Urbanism *.086 702 .0193 4333 
Region .052 780 .016 4945 
Income **-.111 695 **.148 4475 
Religion *.078 772 **-.142 4889 
Church Attendance **0.96 774 **-.145 4906 
Gay/Lesbian Thermometer -.058 652 **-.202 4486 
Christian Fundamentalists 
Thermometer -.055 474 **.197 3341 
Abortion -.064 775 **-.125 4913 
Importance of Religion *.084 774 **-.071 4906 
Guidance from Religion .05 774 -.0253 4899 
New Lifestyles breakdown 
Society .033 686 **-.183 4665 
Emphasis on Traditional Values *.087 686 **-.183 4666 
Tolerance of Different Moral 
Standards **.110 687 **.232 4664 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
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Conclusion 

There is a noticeable black/non-black dichotomy in the results. Blacks respond to 

certain variables stronger than whites respond to them. In examining the data it appears 

blacks are most responsive to variables, which are have party at its root, but allows blacks 

to infer race into the question.  The black/non-black political dichotomy suggests the 

development of black partisan identification should not surprise us. Thompson (1974) 

notes, “From the very beginning of this nation until the present, blacks have undergone a 

whole set of personal and socio-cultural experiences entirely their own.” The entirety of 

the black experience in America is unique, why should we expect voting behavior to be 

different. In fact, the U.S. Constitution mentions only one racial group in a negative 

fashion and because of blacks was the 15th amendment required.  

 My theory considers more than just the effects of racial consciousness on African- 

American partisan identification. This chapter and the next discuss the specific role of the 

Republican Party in cementing African American identification with the Democratic 

Party. The GOP has not made a sustained and deliberate effort to capture the 

identification of black Americans. In the past, the GOP has shown it will make occasional 

passes at the black vote, but these efforts are typically fleeting. More importantly, actual 

legislation and rhetoric supersedes cosmetic attempts at election year outreach towards 

the black community. As long as the Republican Party treats blacks as a superfluous 

member of the voting public and race continues to drive African American partisan 

identification, blacks will overwhelmingly identify with the Democratic Party.   
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CHAPTER V 

POLITICAL DIFFERENCES OVER TIME BETWEEN BLACKS AND WHITES 

 Chapter IV examined political differences between blacks and whites. Chapter V 

will look at political differences between blacks and whites over time.  By focusing on 

how black partisanship moves as a very large block, it creates a unique dynamic within 

the political system. First, I discuss black political behavior during Reconstruction when 

blacks were Republican identifiers. Next, I discuss how black partisanship evolved over 

time to support Democrats, took a brief spin back towards Republicanism during the 

Eisenhower administration, and then returned to Democratic identification where it 

remains today.  

A Pattern of Common Partisan Identification of African Americans 

 The political differences between blacks and whites are not static. The differences 

are large and persistent. Since at least the 1960s, the black-white partisan gap remains as 

large as any other gap in American society. This chapter shows how at one point blacks 

were actually Republicans, but the parties, and therefore blacks, charted a different 

course.  Beginning in the 1930s and concluding in the 1960s blacks left the Republican 

Party after it left them. From that time, we see only solid black support for the 

Democratic Party. While Republicans, especially conservative blacks engage in typical 

criticism of this behavior, we gain little without a thorough understanding of the root of 

this behavior. As I argue elsewhere in this dissertation, due to racial consciousness and 

outward hostility from the GOP, blacks practice one-sided partisanship.  

Today’s African American partisan identification vote merely continues a longer 

pattern of blacks voting together as a cohesive block because of racial consciousness. In 
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the Reconstruction-era south when black males first received suffrage, they experienced a 

political renaissance that saw many seek and hold elective office. Blacks enjoyed 

unprecedented access to power, in stark contrast to the years of slavery. Blacks, finally, 

had some, albeit limited, measures of political and economic power. During this period, 

black voters, and there were many, in the South and North, supported Republicans. It was 

a Republican, Lincoln, that freed the slaves and, it was the Democratic Party in the South, 

which resisted efforts to include blacks in the political system. In due course, black voters 

and representatives were uniformly Republicans. Reconstruction, of course, did not last 

forever.  

Partisanship: Blacks as Republicans 

 The beginning of the end of black political participation in the South occurred 

with the Hayes-Tilden Bargain of 1877. This compromise, ending Union occupation of 

the South, following the Civil War, allowed the Democratic Party to regain political 

supremacy of the South. For a time being, as Republicans, it was still possible for blacks 

to vote and run for office. As Reconstruction ended, Jim Crow began - a series of legal 

and economic machinations for the express purpose of limiting the progress of blacks - 

and black political participation effectively ended in the South. These nefarious Jim Crow 

laws eliminated meaningful chances at political participation by blacks in the South, and 

by 1901, there were no blacks serving in the U.S. House. No more were to serve until 

Oscar DePriest, an Illinois Republican in 1929.   

 When discussing black political participation in the first half of the twentieth 

century, it is with the caveat that it was limited political participation – limited to blacks 

in the North and a few lucky souls in the South. Those blacks that did get to vote 
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supported Republican candidates and introduced the pattern of group voting among 

blacks. Blacks, rural or urban, Northern or Southern, saw their interests intertwined and 

recognized that collectively supporting the same candidates and parties was their most 

effective legal tool. An early school of thought concerning black voting argued that 

blacks, by solidly supporting one party, could play a larger role within that party. If the 

party supported by a large majority of blacks were to win, then that party would “owe” its 

victory to black support from whence blacks could extract policy concessions.  

 Nonetheless, many black activists stridently argued that the black vote would be 

more meaningful if both major parties did not know with certainty, which candidates, 

blacks supported. This required the parties to court the black vote, and from that, the 

argument went, blacks could extract policy concessions from both parties. This implied a 

strategic, balance of power aspect to black voting.  

 Booker T. Washington argued blacks could further their interests best by showing 

just one political party it could rely on the black vote.  This way, at some point in the 

future, when white America was ready to embrace progressive stances on important 

issues, blacks would be able to benefit. It was foolish and headstrong, activists like 

Washington would argue, to try and create an independent black party, or to split the 

black vote among multiple parties. Doing so only minimizes and loses the black vote.  

 Black support for the Republican Party was the de facto position during this 

period, although this position was not without its critics. As late as 1924, activist James 

Weldon Johnson remarked that the black vote was a “political nonentity,” scorned by 

Democrats, taken for granted by Republicans, and belittled by both. The solution, 

according to Johnson was to keep politicians uncertain as to how blacks will vote, 
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“serving notice that the way his [blacks] vote will be cast depends upon certain pledges 

and performances.” Nonetheless, the political reality for blacks at this time was that while 

both parties liked receiving black votes there was no quid pro quo relationship.  

 This question over strategic voting would become the longest running debate 

within the African American community especially in presidential election years with 

persuasive arguments made to support just the Republican Party or both parties during 

this period. Not until Woodrow Wilson’s 1912 election did a meaningful percentage of 

the black vote go Democratic, although that was mainly because Teddy Roosevelt’s Bull 

Moose Party split the Republican vote. The Democratic Party was tied too closely to the 

Ku Klux Klan and restrictive Jim Crow laws, especially in the South, where the large 

majority of blacks resided, to receive much black support. Wilson, however, did make 

back-channel appeals to black voters. Disappointingly, once in office, Wilson expanded 

racial segregation in federal employment, and his minimal black support quickly 

evaporated.  

 When Hoover sought reelection in 1932, the political winds were blowing in a 

different direction. To keep the political support of blacks, President Hoover hosted a 

meeting at the White House of 200 black leaders. The effort was too little too late and 

could not overcome Hoover’s desultory performance during the early years of the 

Depression and keep him in office. First inaction, based on laissez-faire economic 

principles, and then minimal action, did little to endear him to the working-class.  While 

Hoover secured the majority of the black vote, it was insufficient to make up the large 

margin by which Hoover would lose. 

 



 185

Partisanship: Blacks as Democrats 

 Significant support by blacks for Democratic candidates began in the mid 1930s. 

FDR, in 1932, won just 23 percent of the black vote against the incumbent Hoover 33 

despite blacks being among the hardest hit in the early years of the Depression, support 

continued for Hoover. Even though the intervening four years were harder on blacks by 

1936, 70 percent of black voters supported Roosevelt’s re-election bid helping blacks to 

become solid, but not quite overwhelming supporters in Roosevelt’s New Deal 

coalition.34 The process of black realignment had begun.  

 This did not happen by accident. Since Roosevelt geared his policies toward 

assisting the working-class and the black population was by definition almost completely 

working-class, much of the black electorate supported Roosevelt’s efforts to bring relief 

to the working-class.  It was at this stage that black voters recognized that the Democratic 

Party, despite its Jim Crow legacy, was beginning to change. The Democratic Party was 

clearly associated, and not just by blacks, as the party that was closest to the great body 

of common people, much more so than the Republican Party and so in 1936, FDR 

received the solid support of blacks, based primarily on the performance of his relief 

programs. Interestingly, while white unemployment hovered around 20% throughout the 

Depression black unemployment remained much higher at around 50%. Blacks seemed to 

appreciate the effort, even if Roosevelt’s efforts did not lead to immediate economic 

gains (Levine 1996). 

 While Roosevelt was able to garner the support of black voters, this does not 

mean black voters had completely repudiated the Republican Party. Roosevelt received 

                                                 
33 Figures from this period are unreliable. These figures come courtesy of: http://slate.msn.com/id/87868/ 
34 http://www.softcom.net/webnews/wed/bl/Acampaign-black-vote.R2AM_EM7.html 
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the support of black voters because blacks prized his appeal to the needs of America’s 

less well off. FDR recognized that blacks were not crucial to his coalition even though 

some in his administration (including Eleanor Roosevelt) were supportive of increased 

civil rights for blacks (Lasch 1972). With minimal enforcement, FDR’s administration 

did pass nondiscrimination clauses governing New Deal agencies. Lackluster support for 

nondiscrimination policies was possible because the national Democratic Party had such 

broad based support it was not dependent upon black voters for electoral success. 

 In this period, many blacks still did not identify as Democrats. There was still a 

mindset of Republican identification and independence. Influential scholar and activist, 

Ralph Bunche, in 1940, proclaimed, “…the Negro vote will assume larger significance 

than ever because of the great importance now attached to the independent vote, which is 

expected to swing the election (Walters and Smith 1999).” Many black politicians and 

activists still advocated that the best mechanism for real and substantive policy change 

could only occur through true bipartisan voting habits. The argument was that black 

support for FDR was not evidence of a new pattern of partisan identification, but instead 

proof that blacks could and would support whichever candidate proved most amenable to 

the black agenda. By this late stage, however, Bunche’s viewpoint was in the minority, 

although he later pointed out that even though he did not advocate voting as a block, “the 

Negro vote assumes its greatest importance when it is voted as a single block and is able 

to hold the balance of power between opposing factions or parties.”   
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Truman 

 Truman shored up long-term black support for the Democratic Party. Throughout 

World War II black soldiers complained of the hypocrisy of serving in the fight for 

freedom abroad when they would return to discrimination at home. Southern control over 

many of the important congressional committees hindered FDR’s efforts to enact change. 

Truman faced the same dilemma, but with the war not an immediate threat, he was in a 

better position to take executive action. In 1946, Truman created the President’s 

Commission on Civil Rights. This commission would set the groundwork for a generation 

of change in civil rights protections for America’s minority communities. The 

Commission observed that blacks faced numerous obstacles in terms of employment, 

housing, and transportation and put forth several options to address these problems 

including the permanent creation of a Fair Employment Practices Commission, the repeal 

of the poll tax and a federal anti-lynching law. Congress balked when Truman asked it to 

implement the Commission’s recommendations, so he moved to implement much of it 

via executive fiat. Truman’s most important act in this policy domain came in 1948 with 

Executive Order 9981, which abolished segregation in the armed forces and required 

integration throughout the federal government. Truman also appointed the first black to 

the federal bench and strengthened the Civil Rights division within the Justice 

Department.  

 For doing this, Truman further consolidated black support for Democrats but he 

also began the process of ending Southern one-partyism. Conservative southerners would 

remain Democrats for a while longer but the divisions within the Democratic Party soon 

became intractable. The 1948 Dixiecrat campaign of Strom Thurmond perfectly 
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illustrates these divisions. The sole purpose of Thurmond’s campaign was racial 

segregation.35  

 Following WWII, the national parties began to develop more structural stability 

on race questions and issues of particular concern to black citizens. Walters (1988) 

writes, “…The parties themselves have over time manifested periods of ideological 

stability in their orientation toward national issues and specifically Black progress, a fact 

which has helped to shape the basis of Black party allegiance.” The national parties took 

policy positions that would change the relationship between parties, and not just blacks, 

but southern whites. The Democratic Party went from the party that expanded 

segregation in federal government employment (Wilson), to the party that desegregated 

the armed forces and federal government (Truman). Over time, this shift signaled to 

whites and blacks alike that, at the national level, policy positions on racial issues would 

be under review.  

Uncertainty in Partisanship: The Eisenhower Years 

 Despite Truman’s efforts at establishing a positive link between blacks and the 

Democratic Party, many of the gains were lost by 1956. Thirty-nine percent of blacks 

voted to re-elect Eisenhower in 1956 and his 1957 intervention in Little Rock on behalf 

of black students and against a states’ rights governor would endear him to black voters 

although Eisenhower intervened in Little Rock only because of Faubus’s bungling.36 

Later, the 1957 Civil Rights Act, aimed to increase the population of black voters. The 

Republican Party had a wonderful opportunity to capitalize on the moment and capture 

                                                 
35 The fourth plank of the States Right Democratic Party stated, “We stand for the segregation of the races 
and the racial integrity of each race…” 
36 While Eisenhower did take decisive action, it was widely known that he believed it was not the federal 
government’s place to force change. Change, Eisenhower believed, had to come from the heart.  
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black voters. There was bipartisan voting among blacks because there was genuine 

confusion as to which party was most supportive of black political advancement. In this 

brief period, blacks were supporters of neither party and it was because of race. Race 

moved many blacks to support Eisenhower in the 50s but it did not last.   

 In the end, Eisenhower let slip an opportunity to attract more black parties to the 

GOP. Eisenhower never actively campaigned for racial equality and never sought to draw 

a link between his party and the promotion of civil rights (Peltason 1961). In fact, his 

inaction in response to the 1954 Brown decision is perhaps more typical of his position 

on the question of race.  

Common Identification: Democrats to Stay 

 By the 1960s, black political leadership recognized the benefits of a pragmatic 

political strategy: strong support for whichever party was most amenable to black policy 

demands, by now, the Democratic Party. Nevertheless, there was now more stridency in 

calls for action. Bayard Rustin, a confidant and colleague of Martin Luther King, 

believed blacks needed to join a “coalition of progressive forces which [would] become 

the effective political majority in the U.S. (Morris 1984)” Rustin realized the country was 

delineating into progressive factions supporting substantive civil rights changes versus a 

more conservative faction, led by southerners that fought new civil right legislation. 

Rustin saw the future of black politics was with the Democratic Party.  

 Lingering African American support for the GOP effectively ended with 

Johnson’s signing on July 2nd of the Civil Right Act of 1964 and Voting Rights Act of 

1965 (Miller et al. 1991).37 LBJ predicted the end of the Democratic Party in the South 

                                                 
37 The Civil Rights Act of 1964 expressly forbade discrimination against persons in places of public 
accommodation and in employment, and allowed federal courts to offer injunctive relief, extended the 



 190

when he signed the Civil Rights Act of 1964 into law following an 82-hour Republican-

led Senate filibuster, the longest on record. Edsall and Edsall (1991) argue that the non-

southern wing of the Democratic Party’s vocal and public push to support black inclusion 

in the political system over the objections of its southern wing contributed to the decline 

of the Democratic Party in the South. The perception from white southerners that 

converted to the Republican Party was that in providing rights and protections to minority 

groups, civil rights groups captured the Democratic Party and dominated its' agenda 

(Huckfeldt and Kohfeld 1989). 

 For African American voters the impact of the Voting Rights Act of 1965 was 

immediate and immense. Within three years of passage of the VRA, black voter 

registration rates increased to within ten percent of white registration rates. An incredible 

mobilization occurred as a mostly disenfranchised community soon was able to make a 

substantive and credible impact on the American electoral system. While the VRA 

eliminated barriers to registration and participation, it was up to blacks themselves to 

actually register and vote. Kleppner (1982) noted that turnout for blacks increased in the 

1960s and 1970s. Institutional change can best explain the increase in black turnout but 

there were also sociological reasons. Kleppner writes that increased turnout was 

“propelled by a strong sense of racial identity that was shaped and solidified during the 

                                                                                                                                                 
Commission on Civil Rights, established a Commission on Equal Employment Opportunity, and forbade 
discrimination in federally assisted programs. The Voting Rights Act of 1965 temporarily suspended 
literacy tests, provided for the appointment of federal examiners, and applied a prohibition (much like the 
15th Amendment) on the denial of the right to vote because of race or color. This Act later led to the 
unconstitutionality of the poll tax in Harper v. Virginia State Board of Elections (1966). According to 
Department of Justice figures, the effects of the Voting Rights Act remain evident. In 1965, there was a 
49.9% voter registration gap between blacks (19.3%) and whites (69.2%) in Alabama. In 1988, that gap had 
closed to 6.6%, with 68.4% of blacks registered to vote and 75% of whites registered. In Mississippi, the 
gap declined from 63.2% (6.7% and 69.9% for blacks and whites respectively) to 6.3% (74.2% and 80.5%). 
Figures like this can justify the claim that the Voting Rights Act is perhaps the single most effective piece 
of civil rights legislation ever passed by Congress.  
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group’s struggle for civil and voting rights.” This resulted in higher participation than 

their age, education, and income characteristics would have predicted. In recent years 

data suggest a somewhat predictable difference in turnout by race with blacks 

participating about ten percent less than whites but this is largely due to differences in 

socioeconomic status (Leighley and Nagler 1992; Tate 1991, 1993) although 

psychological involvement might explain lower turnout (Mangum 1996).   

 The national Democratic Party was able to increase its appeals to African 

Americans because its party leaders were willing to endorse policies opposed by racially 

conservative Southern whites. At the 1965 commencement address at Howard University, 

Johnson spoke "You do not take a person who for years has been hobbled by chains and 

liberate him, bring him up to the starting line of a race, then say, you're free to compete 

with all the others.” Black Americans appreciated that these words were part of a 

continuing effort aimed at eliminating the vestiges of Jim Crow and not empty rhetoric.  

 LBJ did even more for black America. The oft neglected Civil Rights Act of 

1968, which addressed discrimination in housing, and the more encompassing War on 

Poverty. One particular racial group was not the aim of the War on Poverty; instead, an 

entire segment, the poor was the target recipient. Because a disproportionate number of 

African Americans were poor, the War on Poverty resonated particularly well among 

African Americans. It was as if Johnson said to black America, “First, I am going to help 

you participate in the political process, and second I will help you economically.” 

Programs like Medicare, and especially Medicaid, provided funds to struggling African 

Americans that many states, especially in the South, probably never would have 

provided.  
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 Further movement of blacks into the Democratic Party was a reaction to the 

efforts of congressional Republicans, during the crucial Civil Rights years of the mid-

1960s to move to perpetuate a system in which government (i.e., institutional) racism 

ensured blacks remained at the bottom economically (resisting educational integration) 

and politically (resisting political inclusion). Of course, this was a period of transition.     

I cannot say that absolutely Democrats were in favor of integration and Republicans 

supported continued segregation. Substantively, it was a matter of racial liberals and 

moderates supporting integrative policies and racial conservatives opposing these 

policies. However, the perception, over time borne out to be true, was that Democrats 

represented racial moderation while Republicans were synonymous with racial 

intolerance. Importantly, Barker et al. (1999, 20) assert, “the quest for economic 

empowerment [of blacks] through political pressure threatened the self-interest of some 

whites and was interpreted by many of them as a movement to secure preferential 

treatment for black Americans.” White flight to the GOP, for many whites, was as much 

about excluding blacks politically as seen as a way to fight the economic mobilization of 

blacks, found by many whites, to threaten their own interests.  

 Nineteen sixty-four serves as the critical election for firmly establishing blacks as 

a core part of the Democratic coalition. That year’s presidential campaign pitted a 

Democrat who firmly believed in the politics of social welfare against a Republican, 

Goldwater, who unabashedly used race as a divisive tactic. Senator Goldwater 

maintained that he voted against the 1964 Civil Rights Act because certain provisions 

would turn America into a “police state.” Goldwater was a man “who was firmly on 

record in opposition to any extension of federal efforts to secure equal rights for blacks” 



 193

(Huckfeldt and Kohfeld 1989). The result was that just 6 percent of blacks gave their 

support to the GOP standard-bearer and since then no Republican has gained more than 

15 percent in any election.  

 The year 1964 was important because an indelible link developed between 

Republicanism and anti-civil rights. It was easy for blacks, especially in the South – who 

were just then beginning to participate in politics in numbers correspondent with their 

population, to associate the Democratic Party with the extension of civil rights and the 

GOP as the party opposing inclusion of blacks into the political system. After 1964, there 

was a “clear distinction to the electorate in the difference of the two parties in terms of 

race” (Carmines et al. 1984). The net effect was to mobilize blacks as Democrats and 

send moderate and conservative white southerners to the GOP.  Both blacks and whites 

saw differences between the parties over the race issue, but the qualitative difference is 

that now blacks only had one legitimate party to support (assuming blacks were for 

inclusion of blacks in the political sphere), whereas whites could still choose between the 

two parties depending on their racial views.  

 Following the 1964 elections, the GOP moved to capitalize on the racial fissures 

of the Democratic Party. Republicans developed a conservative neo-populist appeal, 

which was not terribly appealing to black voters. This ushered in the era of the socially 

progressive eastern wing of the Republican Party losing out to the lower middle-class, 

socially and racially conservative, southern faction. Southern whites began to desert the 

Democratic Party in the 1960s, and by the time of Reagan’s election, the white South had 

gone from one-party Democratic domination to competitive two-party status. Beyond the 

realignment of southern whites, a critical sectional divide also characterized this turbulent 
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political period. Carmines and Stimson (1982) provide strong empirical evidence that 

race-related issues were crucial in weakening the New Deal coalition. In passing the Civil 

Rights Act of 1964 and Voting Rights Act of 1965, Johnson linked the northern wings of 

the Democratic Party and northern wings of the Republican Party (Black 1998). 

 Huckfeldt and Kohfeld (1989) argue the 1964 election was so critical because it 

exposed the unpredictability within the Democratic Party, “Volatility among the white 

population is the price the Democratic Party pays for the consistent and durable 

attachment of black voters.” While the effect of the 1964 election on the black population 

was to shore up black support of the Democratic Party, the election of 1964 had notable 

effects on white support of the Democratic Party too. A realignment based on race began. 

Huckfeldt and Kohfeld make the argument that many white voters felt uneasy at 

membership in a party whose electoral success depends on the support of black voters on 

the logic that any party dependent upon black voters for its success would necessarily 

cater to the interests of those black voters, and other issues will suffer in the process. This 

explains why the socially progressive wing of the Republican Party lost control in the 

1960s; the GOP was quickly inundated with socially conservative expatriates from the 

Democratic Party. In the South, this movement from the Democratic Party to the GOP 

revitalized a once dormant party. Even better, for the GOP, its own growth came at the 

direct expense of the fortunes of the Democrats. Of course, not all Democrats strayed to 

the GOP, there was dealignment as well, but a significant decrease in Democratic 

partisan identification coupled with increased GOP support by whites, especially males, 

had the cumulative effect of ending Democratic hegemony in the South. 
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 I believe my theory positing high levels of negative attitudes of blacks toward the 

GOP best explains continued one-sided support by blacks of the Democratic Party. It 

helps, from the Democratic perspective that the Republican Party continues to engage in 

practices punitive to most black interests. Even black conservatives like Dr. Pearl 

Robinson have conceded, “On the whole, the Republicans approach to economic problem 

solving restricted the party’s potential black supporters to a very narrow constituency 

(Robinson 1982, 221).” In 1986, the National Urban League issued a scathing review of 

the impact of the first four years of Reagan’s economic policies on black America. The 

League’s findings did not mince words, “…in almost every category the Black 

community has lost ground since 1988…the average black family lost $2,000 in income 

annually when the cumulative effect of Reagan’s policies were calculated.   

 Northern Democratic support for civil rights coupled with the juxtaposition of 

white flight to the suburbs and a southern white realignment with the GOP only served to 

solidify black support for the Democratic Party. The perceived threat of increased black 

involvement and control of the Party apparatus gives credibility to Giles and Hertz’s 

(1994) racial threat hypothesis, which argues that whites, especially Southerners, felt 

threatened by black involvement in the party and as a result left the Democratic Party. 

Cosman (1966) accurately predicted that as blacks became more involved with the 

Democratic Party, southern whites would inevitably find another party to support. As 

expected, large swaths of white voters, especially in the South, abandoned the 

Democratic Party as it became associated with liberal causes like civil rights and equal 

rights (Miller et al. 1991). Abramowitz (1994) demonstrates that many whites continued 

to leave the Democratic Party in the 1980s because of the perception the Democratic 
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Party had become too concerned with the promotion of a welfare state, a synonym of 

race. 38 Therefore, an effect of the racialization of politics is that while blacks have not 

actively sought support from merely one political party or actively sought to vote as a 

block, that has been the de facto result.  

Partisanship in the Modern Era 

 That there is a high level of enmity between blacks and the GOP is the basis of 

this dissertation. Of course, the root of this enmity was the policies pursued by the 

Republican Party, which led to the defection of white southerners from the Democratic 

Party to the GOP beginning in the 1960s. Many white voters left the GOP primarily 

because they did not support Democratic efforts to make America’s political system 

inclusive to all citizens. Hostility between black voters and the GOP remains high 

because the GOP immediately sought to capitalize on the racial fissures of the country, 

especially in the South. The Republican message to the South was that the Democratic 

Party believed in the rightness of the black struggle for equality and it was opposed to 

that effort. Necessarily, politicians opposed to this effort could not expect black support.   

 During the Reagan administration, according to at least one national poll 

questioning partisan sentiment, “black voters viewed the Republican party as being 

increasingly hostile,” and a majority of blacks perceived Reagan to be a racist (Barker et 

al. 1999, 50). Why were black attitudes toward Reagan so negative? The short answer is 

that to fund increased expenditures in defense and a large tax cut, Reagan needed social 

welfare reductions, which hurt lower-income citizens and many in the black community 

the most. Reagan cut spending on AFDC, school lunches, subsidized housing. This 

                                                 
38 The impact of race on southern Anglo voters spreads to a variety of issues, even those not directly related 
to race. Gilens (1995) found that white racial attitudes affect the support whites have on welfare, education 
and health care. 
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largely magnified the perception that Reagan was unsympathetic to the plight of lower-

income Americans in general and blacks in particular. Reagan also earned the inference 

that he was unsupportive in enforcing civil rights legislation.39 During the 1980 

campaign, Reagan claimed the Voting Rights Act of 1965 was “humiliating to the 

South.” Pandering to southern voters, Reagan claimed his words were not politically or 

racially motivated (Cannon 1991). The Congressional Black Caucus led the fight to pass 

the Civil Rights Restoration Act over Reagan’s veto. Reagan believed states were best 

equipped for this type of legislation, anathema to the black community. Tate (1991) says, 

“Reagan created a climate that stimulated the black vote. The Reagan budget cuts, his 

opposition to existing social programs, and the legislation commemorating Martin Luther 

King’s birthday as a national holiday made Reagan an extremely unpopular political 

figure within the black community.”                                                                                           

 The first Bush administration experienced mixed relations with African 

Americans. A racially divisive campaign gave the notion to blacks that Bush was more 

interested in praise from his conservative base than real amity with minority groups. 

Edsall and Edsall (1991) note that the issue of race during the Bush administration helped 

the Republicans drive an effective wedge into the Democrats’ coalition between lower 

middle-class whites that identify with the Democrats’ economic package, and the party’s 

minority supporters. Most remembered from Bush’s single term was the nomination of 

Clarence Thomas to replace Thurgood Marshall on the Supreme Court. Ironically, Bush 

claimed not to support affirmative action. The NAACP vociferously opposed Thomas’ 

                                                 
39 Reagan’s Justice Department sided with Bob Jones University against the Internal Revenue Service. The 
IRS denied tax-exempt status to Bob Jones University because it practiced a form of racial discrimination 
but the Reagan administration sided with Bob Jones University on the grounds separation of church and 
state. 
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nomination because it felt Thomas’ views were so unrepresentative of mainstream black 

America. Bush reluctantly signed into law the Civil Rights Act of 1991 after he vetoed a 

previous incarnation.   

 Most recently, President George W. Bush’s spokesperson used the term “hostile” 

to describe the NAACP when explaining why the president would not address the civil 

rights group at their 2004 annual conference. Bush’s spokesperson claimed that since the 

NAACP openly campaigned against Bush in 2000, the president did not see the point in 

addressing an obviously antagonistic organization.  

 Black hostility toward the Republican Party is about public policy and symbolism. 

Kinder and Sears (1981) refer to symbolic racism as representing “resistance to change in 

the racial status quo…” Arguably, there is no greater symbol of racial differences than 

the Confederate flag, or more accurately, the Confederate battle flag as it has appeared on 

numerous southern state flags.40  

The Confederate flag is symbolic because of its ambiguity as a racial symbol, 

although even that is debatable. Most blacks see the Confederate flag as an out-and-out 

symbol of racism, while others merely see it as either an anachronism or a symbol for 

traditionalism. In other words, the flag’s ambiguity is in the eyes-of-the-beholder, making 

the flag a perfect example of Kinder and Sears’ symbolic racism.  According to Lublin 

(2004), “the most strident advocates of keeping the Confederate flag are usually 

Republicans.” The result is that “the stances of many prominent members of the 

Republican party on the flag and similar racial issues make it highly difficult for 

conservative African Americans to consider joining or voting for Republicans. The net 

effect is to make blacks feel completely unwelcome within the GOP.”  
                                                 
40 Mississippi retains part of the Stars and Bars emblem on its state flag.  
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 Why is it that Republican candidates can so readily take anti-black positions? 

Black (1998) says it is because, at least in the South, most Republican House candidates 

are so secure that they do not need to form biracial coalitions to succeed. This is all a 

function of district composition. African American Democrats tend to represent majority-

minority districts making it possible to win with few white votes. Southern House 

Republicans tend to represent suburban districts with relatively few minority voters. 

According to Black’s calculations, only 1 percent of their total vote comes from black 

voters. This is unlike southern white Democrats that, if election is the goal, must form 

strong biracial coalitions, due to racially diverse districts.  

 On the other side of the ledger, the Democratic Party contacts blacks more than 

the GOP (Wielhouwer 2000) meaning blacks commonly enter politics via the Democratic 

Party. A strong argument is possible that the Republican Party puts more effort into 

rhetoric than actual deeds regarding contacting African American voters for pure 

strategic reasons. The GOP knows as well as anyone the consequences of the black vote. 

If the GOP actively courted the black vote, it might endanger its hold on socially 

conservative lower class white voters. Black voters ask themselves why Bush and the 

Republicans never made such a resolute effort to secure their support. A strong argument 

is probably that the GOP would prefer blacks not support Republicans at all because 

significant black involvement in the party might additionally dealign the electorate, 

compromising Republicans’ tenuous grasp on power.   

 Another scenario sees the GOP increasing their courting efforts aimed at Hispanic 

and Latino voters much more seriously. George W. Bush has demonstrated that 

Republican candidates can have success with what is now America’s largest minority 
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group but the GOP does not want to run the risk of being the new minority-party so it 

likely will limit real efforts to recruit black voters. While President Bush did not score the 

majority of the Hispanic vote, he gained more than previous Republican candidates did.    

 Importantly, in 2000, President Bush campaigned as a compassionate 

conservative, a deliberate effort to attract independent and moderate voters, but this 

stylistic labeling did not succeed in selling his campaign to black voters. How have 

moderate or liberal Republicans done in attracting black voters? For instance, among 

black New Yorkers attitudes towards former New York City Mayor Rudolph Giulani are 

not encouraging.41  This evidence indicates partisan label and identification sways more 

blacks than candidate quality or specific issues.  

 Contrast Bush’s approach with the NAACP to Clinton’s 1997 National 

Conversation on Race. Although Clinton’s initiative on race did not conclude with 

substantive new findings, the effort was informative as to efforts that a president could 

make in forging a dialogue on race. Cynics suggest Clinton’s efforts were merely a 

cover-up for compromising with Republicans in 1996 over welfare reform. At the time, 

many on the left pilloried Clinton for allowing what some would call draconian 

requirements into the welfare system. Nevertheless, it serves as a prime example of a 

Democratic president reaching out to one of his core constituency groups. Despite liberal 

critics of Clinton’s plan “to end welfare as we know it,” his standing among the African 

American community remained strong. This might partly be due to the economy.  

                                                 
41 Mayor Giuliani received the least amount of support from black New Yorkers of any recent mayor. 
Additionally, numerous allegations of police misconduct occurred under his watch and he was criticized 
often for allowing heavy-handed police tactics in Harlem. It did not help that once when referring to 
African Americans and Latinos, Giuliani told a Washington Post reporter, "They’re alive, aren’t they?" 
(Nation 9/29/97). 
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Many blacks felt that conditions improved for the black community throughout Clinton’s 

eight years in office.  

 Barker et al. (1999) make the argument that Clinton’s popularity among blacks 

partly rests in the fact that blacks were becoming more conservative; a slim majority of 

blacks actually supported the 1996 welfare reform bill, perhaps because of Clinton’s 

support for the measure after two strenuous vetoes. Clinton also took advantage of the 

Gingrich-led Republican Congress’s rightward shift that “reinforced the view among 

blacks that the GOP remains hostile to blacks and their interests (Barker et al. 1999, 

231).” The GOP has led efforts to restructure reform or remove many remaining social 

welfare elements begun during the New Deal. These programs, Social Security and 

Medicaid chiefly, serving as safety nets for retirees and the poor are especially beneficial 

to African Americans. Continued black support rewards Democratic efforts to protect or 

expand these programs and antipathy greets Republican attempts to erode the benefits of 

these programs.   

 Today, the black vote is nontrivial as it represents roughly one-ninth of the voting 

electorate. Concentrated black voting in the Democratic coalition in the 1960s made 

sense as black voters rallied around Democrats to increase the chances of passage of 

important civil and voting rights legislation. However, more than a generation has passed 

since the civil rights era, and we still see strong antipathy among black voters toward the 

GOP even though racial issues do not have the high salience as during the Civil Rights 

era. Race resonates even thought it is not the most important issue. Racial consciousness 

encourages block voting and GOP hostility towards blacks leads to overwhelming 

support of the African American community to the Democratic Party.  
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 Recent election results demonstrate the link between partisan identification and 

actual votes casts remains strong for African Americans. Evidence shows black voters 

especially at the presidential level overwhelmingly support Democrats.  Yet, there is the 

existence of a small minority of blacks that vote Republican. In a March 1990 poll, 

President George Bush had a 56 percent approval rating among blacks; however, as with 

much of Bush’s pre-election support, it fizzled by election time (Bolce et al. 1992). Bush 

finished with a majority of votes among blacks who either self-identified as Republican, 

74 percent-24 percent (6 percent of all black voters) and Bush did receive 29 percent of 

the votes of black conservatives (who comprise 18 percent of black voters).  

 Of the black vote in 1996, Perot received 4 percent, Dole received 12 percent 

while Clinton received a commanding 84 percent.42 The results were even more lopsided 

in 2000.  President George H. W. Bush received 8 percent of the black vote while Gore 

claimed an impressive 90 percent.43 Critics of this approach to black partisanship say that 

African Americans compromise their political power because the Republican Party 

ignores them while the Democratic Party neglects them. 44 

 In 2000, Green Party candidate Nader received a paltry 1 percent, which is extra 

surprising considering he ran to the left of Gore; however, his campaign message of 

labeling the two major parties as corporate guineas did little to appeal to black voters. 

Additionally, many of the issues Nader raised were of a post-materialist nature that 

seemed not to resonate with black voters although Figures 3.26 and 3.27 (Chapter III) 

                                                 
42 According to 1996 National Election Study data, 97 percent of black voters supported Clinton over Dole 
while only 48 percent of white voters supported Clinton. Voter News Service exit polls found 84 percent of 
black respondents voted for Clinton with only 43 percent of Anglo voters supported Clinton. 
43 1996 and 2000 election statistics are from the 2002 Joint Center for Political and Economic Studies 
National Opinion Poll. 
44 If the Democratic Party is neglecting black voters, abstention from the voting booth might be a painful 
tool wielded by the black voting public.   
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illustrate which issues blacks give the most weight. This might also indicate that there is 

more than liberal ideology driving the black vote. It could also be that black devotion to 

the Democratic Party (or fear of Bush) caused blacks not to risk “wasting” their ballot for 

Nader.    

 Tables 5.1, 5.2 and 5.3 show Party of Presidential, House, and Senate vote for 

blacks and whites over the standard time ranges. For blacks, the vote totals for president, 

are as expected, at least 90% since 1960. For whites, the vote totals also conform to 

expectations with much more variability and considerably fewer whites voting Democrat 

than Republican.  

Table 5.1 

 1960-1968 1969-1976 1977-1980 1981-1992 1993-2002 

Democrat - Blacks 93.7 90.5 92.5 91.2 95.1 
Democrat - Whites 50.1 37.4 33.1 38.7 47.1 
Republican - Blacks 6.3 9.5 6.6 7.9 4 

Republican - Whites 45.8 62.6 57.5 53 48.8 

Other - Blacks 0 0 0.9 0.9 0.9 
Other Whites 4.1 0 9.4 8.3 4.1 

 

Table 5.2 

 1960-1968 1969-1976 1977-1980 1981-1992 1993-2002 

Democrat - Blacks 90.3 92.6 93.5 90.5 84.2 
Democrat- Whites 55.2 53.8 52.7 53.8 43.6 

Republican - Blacks 9.7 7.4 6.5 9.5 15.8 

Republican - Whites 44.8 46.2 47.3 46.2 56.4 
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Table 5.3 

 1960-1968 1969-1976 1977-1980 1981-1992 1993-2002 

Democrat – Blacks 90.3 90.2 82.3 88.4 83.3 
Democrat- Whites 53.1 53.7 49 49.7 47.5 

Republican - Blacks 9.7 9.8 17.7 11.6 16.7 

Republican - Whites 46.9 46.3 51 50.3 52.5 

 

What is most interesting though is the party of vote for Senate and House for 

blacks. To be certain, these are very high Democratic numbers, but also lower in the most 

recent time frame. Likely, it is a function of the 1994 mid-term elections when the GOP 

regained majority status in both Houses of Congress. Therefore, it is important to 

remember that there were concurrent drops among white voters supporting the 

Democratic Party during this period too. Even with the higher Republican totals among 

blacks in the last time range, Democrats still get more than 80% of the black vote, which 

is still well above the norm for any other demographic group.  

 Nevertheless, what illustrates best the depth of black one-sided Democratic 

partisanship is the lack of ticket splitting, or the amount of straight ticket Democratic 

voting, depending on your perspective. Tables 5.4 and 5.5 demonstrate that the level of 

straight ticket congressional voting is consistent throughout our forty-year period of 

review. Table 5.4 shows an amazingly little 1.2 percent of blacks in the 1990s voted for a 

Republican House member and a Republican president. Contrast this with 43.6 percent of 

whites taking that path and it is easy to why the black/non-black cleavage in American 

politics is as big as ever. Table 5.5 shows similar results for the Senate. In the 1990s, only 

4.5 percent of blacks vote Republican for both Senate and House compared to 42.8 of 

whites doing so.  
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Table 5.4 

 1960-
1968 

1969-
1976 

1977-
1980 

1981-
1992 

1993-
2002 

Dem Pres - Dem House: Blacks 88 89.1 92.6 83.6 88 

Dem Pres - Dem House: Whites 46.1 30 27.5 34.9 37.2 

Dem Pres - Rep House: Blacks 7.3 3.4 2.5 8.7 9.6 

Dem Pres - Rep House: Whites 7 7 8.4 7.5 12.1 

Rep Pres - Dem House: Blacks 2 6.3 2.5 5.9 1.2 

Rep Pres - Dem House: Whites 9.1 22.2 21.4 17.8 7.1 

Rep Pres - Rep House: Blacks 2.7 1.1 2.5 1.9 1.2 

Rep Pres - Rep House: Whites 37.9 40.8 42.7 39.8 43.6 

 

Table 5.5 

 1960-
1968 

1969-
1976 

1977-
1980 

1981-
1992 

1993-
2002 

Dem Pres - Dem Senate: Blacks 87.1 83.9 78.4 82 90 

Dem Pres - Dem Senate: Whites 45.2 31.3 29.8 34.2 42 

Dem Pres - Rep Senate: Blacks 7.9 7.6 11.8 11 5.5 

Dem Pres - Rep Senate: Whites 8.2 7.7 6.2 7.4 8 

Rep Pres - Dem Senate: Blacks 1 5.1 3.9 5.9 0 

Rep Pres - Dem Senate: Whites 9 19.7 18.3 15.5 7.3 

Rep Pres - Rep Senate: Blacks 4 3.4 5.9 1.2 4.5 

Rep Pres - Rep Senate: Whites 37.6 41.4 45.7 42.8 42.8 
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Additionally, in the post-WWII era, surprisingly few blacks have served as 

Republicans in Congress. In fact, since the 86th Congress, only three African Americans 

called the GOP home, Edward Brooke, of Massachusetts (1967-1979), Gary Franks, of 

Connecticut (1991-1996), and J.C.Watts, of Oklahoma (1995-2002).45 This is perhaps the 

truest measure of support of one group’s support for a political party. Candidates, we 

expect, share the same broad principles and general ideological agreements with their 

chosen party. That, in the modern era, so few blacks have voluntarily labeled themselves 

as Republicans is perhaps the most exacting measure of rejection one can find. Of course, 

others possibly did run for office and lost in either their primary or general election. 

However, since blacks with a legitimate chance at success primarily seek office in 

majority-minority districts indicates black voters generally reject African American 

Republican candidates.46  

 According to Dawson, “since the election of Ronald Reagan, black conservatism 

has come [back] into prominence…[they] attack the state as a set of institutions that 

retard societal progress in general and black progress in particular…” (Dawson 2001, 

293) remarks that black conservatives argue the state “provides a seductive but ultimately 

destructive avenue for black progress…and the cultural pathologies found in the black 

community are best addressed through nongovernmental avenues.” This political 

ideology has not taken root among most black voters. “Black conservative ideology has 

little grassroots support.” In fact, using National Black Political Survey data Dawson 

(1994a) argues that only 1 percent of blacks were true conservative believers. How is this 

                                                 
45 CRS Report for Congress, Black Members of the United States Congress: 1789-2001.  
46 This raises an interesting research question. Will blacks vote for an African American regardless of 
political party? Intuitively, I say no, but doing a comparative analysis with Latinos would help clarify the 
issue. 
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case? Dawson suggests, “Black focus on a strong state derives not only from justifiable 

fear of subnational governments and white citizen hostility, but also from a positive 

outlook which demands that we take collective responsibility for our fellow citizens.” In 

other words, mass black political ideology is conducive to strong state support – 

anathema to conservative tenets. Dawson (1997) advocates that African Americans' trust 

of markets is considerably less than their trust of the national state and whites with 

differing “social experiences” than blacks tend to view it the other way around.  

 Black conservative Star Parker (1997) concedes “…the early history of GOP 

opposition to civil rights and black concerns a generation ago was a ‘tactical blunder,’ 

which gave Democrats an opening and made it more difficult for the right to make 

headway within the black community.” Other black conservatives, such as Loury (1995) 

will admit some actions of the Reagan administration, which were “hostile to the black 

community.”  Martin Luther King even “lived long enough to see capable rightists such 

as Ronald Reagan and former racial moderates such as Richard Nixon (re)-build political 

careers [in the Republican Party] by capitalizing on white racial resentment” Dawson 

(2001, 278). In the end, “Black supporters of the Republican Party are disdained by most 

African Americans with the same level of frigidity as the Republican Party itself 

(Dawson 1994a). 

 None of this implies the Democratic Party has a lock on the black vote because its 

policies are exactly what black America needs. Tate (1993) discusses the well-known 

struggles of Jesse Jackson to obtain political capital during his 1984 presidential 

campaign. Rev. Jesse Jackson’s delegates received an inhospitable welcome at the 1984 
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nominating convention and neglected and minimized were Jackson’s calls for reform of 

the nominating process by the national party apparatus.  

 I should also mention that black non-voting remains a problem. Given 

socioeconomic status, black voting is on par with whites it is nonetheless too low, as is all 

voting in this country. Might non-voting be construed as a signal to both parties? It is 

difficult to measure the intended message of non-voters. Is it apathy or could it signal 

frustration with Democrats and hostility toward the GOP? 

Test 

 This chapter covered the numerous political differences over time between blacks 

and whites by focusing on the black pattern of partisan identification. For more than one-

hundred years, when granted the franchise blacks vote as a solid block. This is a result of 

racial consciousness and as a reaction to unique political circumstances. Starting in the 

Reconstruction era blacks voted solidly Republican. Only with the advent of the New 

Deal did blacks vote Democrat in significant numbers. Conversion to Democratic 

identification hardened in the 1960s and ever since black partisanship and Democratic 

identification are synonymous terms.   

To illustrate the partisan differences in time between blacks and whites, I examine 

the differences in variance explained of each variable within the Hostility-Consciousness 

hypothesis and the three rival hypotheses. Table 5.6 shows the difference in variance 

explained for the Hostility-Consciousness variables in the period 1960-1968. We see a 

noticeable difference in three variables: Care Who Wins Presidential Race, Important 

Party Differences and Mother’s Party ID. Moving in the same direction for blacks and 

whites, the effect of Care Who Wins Presidential Race is much larger for blacks than it is 
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for whites, while the direction is different for blacks and whites on the Important Party 

Differences variables. I believe that this indicates that something intangible is affecting 

black partisanship.  

Table 5.6 

  Blacks   Whites       

1960-1968: Hostility-Consciousness B Std. 
Error B Std. 

Error 
Black-White 
Difference Difference SE 

Care Who Wins Pres. Race -1.611 .271 -.187 .095 -1.424 .29 
Important Party Differences -.187 .099 .070 .036 -.257 .11 
Open Housing .098 .066 -.007 .018 .105 .07 
More Conservative Party .076 .033 -.048 .014 .124 .04 
Mother's Party ID .485 .094 .731 .040 -.246 .10 

  N 201 N 2059     

 

Continuing in the period 1960-1968, we now look at the three rival hypotheses for 

comparative balance. In Table 5.7 we see relatively small differences between blacks and 

whites with the exception of one variable, Personal Finances/Next Year. This indicates 

that on an individual level, in this time frame, there was a disparity in pocketbook issues. 

I can only hypothesize that blacks, more likely to live paycheck-by-paycheck, expressed 

more concern about their ability to make ends meet in the up-coming year.  

Table 5.7 

  Blacks   Whites       

1960-1968: Economic Issues B Std. 
Error B Std. 

Error 
Black-White 
Difference Difference SE 

Personal Finances/Past Yr .142 .241 .062 .096 .080 .259 

Personal Finances/Next Yr .418 .285 -.183 .110 .601 .305 

Should Govt. Support Health Care -.013 .072 .069 .021 -.082 .075 

Should Govt. Guarantee Jobs .036 .058 .004 .021 .032 .062 

Social Class .054 .116 .017 .038 .037 .122 

  N 95 N 992     

 

Table 5.8 shows black-white differences for Rival Hypothesis 2: SES. Here, we 

see two variables with large black-white differences, Education and Urbanism. As noted 
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previously, black-white differences in Education indicated that blacks with higher 

education are actually less likely to vote Republican. Likewise, blacks are a largely urban 

community, so the concentration of blacks in cities is going to have a more pronounced 

effect on their partisanship.   

Table 5.8 

  Blacks   Whites       

1960-1968: SES B Std. 
Error B Std. 

Error 

Black-
White 

Difference 

Difference 
SE 

Age -.002 .007 .012 .000 -.014 .007 

Gender .076 .198 .141 .014 -.065 .198 

Education -.156 .139 .391 .000 -.547 .139 

Urbanism .515 .124 .106 .004 .409 .124 

Region -.073 .116 -.182 .000 .109 .116 

Income .187 .099 .031 .267 .156 .285 

  N 611 N 5881     

 

In the period 1969-1976, Table 5.9, we observe a much smaller difference 

between blacks and whites on Important Party Differences than in the previous time-

period. However, the difference in Mother’s Party ID and GOP-Guaranteed Jobs do stand 

out. Interestingly, the variance in GOP Aid-to-Blacks is minimal. I believe this indicates 

that both blacks and whites recognize that GOP policy does not generally promote aid-to-

blacks.  

Table 5.9 

  Blacks   Whites       

1969-1976: Hostility-Consciousness B Std. 
Error B Std. 

Error 
Black-White 
Difference 

Difference 
SE 

Care Who Wins Pres. Race -.872 .221 .221 .105 -1.093 .245 

Important Party Differences -.095 .056 -.086 .036 -.009 .067 

GOP -Guaranteed Jobs -.231 .060 -.081 .035 -.150 .069 

Mother's Party ID .330 .102 .859 .050 -.529 .114 

GOP - Aid to Blacks -.013 .059 -.012 .038 -.001 .070 

  N 167 N 1359     
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In examining Table 5.10, we see a less difference between blacks and whites on 

the Personal Finances/Next Year variable than in the previous time-period. However, 

blacks and whites move in different directions on Personal Finances/Past Year, 

illustrating that pocketbook voting was a concern for blacks. However, because we know 

that actual black voting was solidly Democratic in this period (see Tables 5.1, 5.2 and 

5.3) this informs us that pocketbook voting likely did not actually affect the black voting 

behavior or partisanship. I believe this indicates that something else besides economic 

issues affects black partisanship.  

Table 5.10 

  Blacks   Whites       

1969-1976: Economic Issues B Std. 
Error B Std. 

Error 
Black-White 
Difference Difference SE 

Personal Finances/Past Yr -.224 .112 .006 .047 -.230 .121 

Personal Finances/Next Yr .071 .126 -.100 .056 .171 .138 

Social Class .094 .064 .144 .021 -.050 .067 

Rating of Govt. Economic Policy .226 .148 .489 .058 -.263 .159 

  N 305 N 3207     

 

When we look at Table 5.11, we see relatively consistency among blacks 

and whites. The black-white differences, outside of Education, are not that large. I 

find this interesting because we know that black-white voting cleavage in 

America is as large a cleavage as found in any western country, yet we have a 

difficult time quantitatively explaining why. That Education is so different for 

blacks and whites only shows that the political effects of Education are quite 

disparate for blacks and whites. We do not know why this is case, but it is by now 

rather evident that standard SES models miss something in explaining black 

partisanship.  
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Table 5.11 

  Blacks   Whites       

1969-1976: SES                                   B Std. 
Error B Std. 

Error 
Black-White 
Difference Difference SE 

Age Group -.014 .004 .009 .002 -.023 .004 

Gender -.129 .129 .049 .051 -.178 .139 

Education -.187 .091 .294 .030 -.481 .096 

Urbanism .272 .075 .125 .033 .147 .082 

Region -.237 .077 -.050 .025 -.187 .081 

Income -.010 .066 .097 .025 -.107 .071 

  N 722 N 6543     

 

 When we look at Main Hypothesis: Hostility-Consciousness, for the period 1977-

-1980, Table 5.12, three variables stand out: Care Who Wins Presidential Race, GOP 

Aid-to-Blacks, Party that can Handle Most Important Problem, and GOP Presidential 

Candidate Aid-to-Blacks. In this time-period, we know that economic issues were the 

most important to blacks and whites. This data appears to indicate that even though many 

blacks felt the GOP could best handle that issue, it does not seem to affect their voting 

behavior or partisanship.   

The presidential race variable consistently shows strong black-white differences, 

indicating, I believe, the importance of this variable to black Americans. We also see the 

Consciousness-level, Aid-to-Blacks variables as expressing differences, likely because of 

the importance of this issue to black America.  

 Table 5.13 examines Rival Hypothesis 1: Economic Issues for the period 1977-

1980. Here we see a large difference in the Party/Inflation variable, with blacks and 

whites moving in the same direction. I believe that, as with Table 5.12, blacks feel the 

GOP might actually be the best party to whip inflation, yet it does not translate into a 

change in voting behavior. This is not proof of anything, but I believe it indicates that 

something else affects black partisanship other than Economic Issues.  
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Table 5.12 

  Blacks   Whites       

1977-1980: Hostility-Consciousness B Std. 
Error B Std. 

Error 
Black-White 
Difference Difference SE 

Care Who Wins Pres. Race -.885 .372 .159 .154 -1.044 .403 

Important Party Differences -.089 .066 -.034 .073 -.055 .098 

GOP -Guaranteed Jobs -.085 .112 -.161 .065 .076 .129 

Mother's Party ID .345 .198 .573 .069 -.228 .210 

GOP - Aid to Blacks -.319 .149 .026 .082 -.345 .170 

Party/Most Important Problem .156 .072 .550 .055 -.394 .091 

GOP Pres. Candidate/Aid to Blacks .239 .147 -.073 .077 .312 .166 

  N 62 N 553     

 

Table 5.13 

  Blacks   Whites       

1977-1980: Economic Issues B Std. 
Error B Std. 

Error 
Black-White 
Difference Difference SE 

Personal Finances/Past Yr .103 .101 .000 .041 .103 .109 

Personal Finances/Next Yr -.210 .125 .017 .049 -.227 .134 

Social Class .153 .059 .059 .019 .094 .062 

Party/Inflation .231 .095 .600 .033 -.369 .101 

Party/Unemployment .391 .092 .413 .034 -.022 .098 

  N 305 N 2660     

 

 Table 5.14 shows that only two variables, Education and Income have noticeable 

black-white differences. As stated earlier, blacks move in a negative direction and whites 

move in a positive direction, indicating that the effects of Education and Income on 

partisanship are quite different for blacks and whites.  In general, the SES hypothesis is 

rather inconclusive, however, we do know that the effects Education and Income have on 

black partisanship are contrary to conventional wisdom.  
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Table 5.14 

  Blacks   Whites       

1977-1980: SES B Std. 
Error B Std. 

Error 
Black-White 
Difference Difference SE 

Age -.022 .006 -.002 .002 -.020 .006 

Gender .072 .202 .049 .076 .023 .216 

Education -.250 .142 .273 .046 -.523 .149 

Urbanism .108 .124 .240 .051 -.132 .134 

Region -.031 .115 -.036 .036 .005 .120 

Income -.259 .098 .089 .035 -.348 .104 

  N 340 N 2889     

 

 Table 5.15 shows that two variables, Church Attendance and Religion have 

noticeable black-white differences. We typically associate frequent church-attenders with 

the GOP, although in the sixties and seventies that might not apply.  

Table 5.15 

  Blacks   Whites       

1960-1980: Religiosity B Std. 
Error B Std. 

Error 
Black-White 
Difference Difference SE 

Bible .031 .118 .110 .044 -.079 .126 

Abortion .089 .091 -.021 .047 .110 .102 

Church Attendance .235 .105 -.053 .039 .288 .112 

Religion .171 .201 -.142 .073 .313 .214 

  N 161 N 1137     

 

 When we look at Main Hypothesis: Hostility-Consciousness, for the period 1981-

1992, Table 5.16, three variables stand out: Presidential Aid-to-Blacks, GOP Aid-to-

Black and GOP Guaranteed Jobs. However, Important Party Differences no longer 

expresses a wide black-white difference. This is an interesting result, which deserves 

additional study. Nonetheless, that the Jobs and Aid-to-Blacks variables have larger 

differences, I believe, shows that these issues might be what drives black partisanship.  
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Table 5.16 

  Blacks   Whites       

1981-1992: Hostility-Consciousness B Std. 
Error B Std. 

Error 
Black-White 
Difference Difference SE 

Important Party Differences -.071 .065 -.026 .060 -0.045 0.088 

GOP -Guaranteed Jobs .051 .092 -.182 0.068 0.233 0.114 

Mother's Party ID .344 .111 .520 0.064 -0.176 0.128 

GOP - Aid to Blacks .281 .112 .047 0.099 0.234 0.149 

Conditions Make It Difficult for Blacks .126 .088 .067 0.057 0.059 0.105 

GOP Pres. Candidate/Aid to Blacks -.263 .085 -.060 0.079 -0.203 0.116 

CR Leaders Thermometer -.242 .065 -.145 0.035 -0.097 0.074 

Pres. Aid to Blacks -.090 .097 .232 0.084 -0.322 0.128 

Govt. Aid to Blacks -.265 .099 -.227 -0.147 -0.038 0.177 

  N 132 N 772     

 

 When examining Table 5.17, one variable in particular stands out, Food Stamp 

Spending. I coded Food Stamp Spending an economic issue because it involves spending 

and is a proxy issue for spending on the poor a group with which many blacks are 

intimately familiar.  Table 5.18 shows that only Education and Income are the only two 

variables with significant black-white differences.  

Table 5.17 

  Blacks   Whites       

1981-1992: Economic Issues B Std. 
Error B Std. 

Error 

Black-
White 

Difference 

Difference 
SE 

Personal Finances/Past Yr -.017 .277 -.129 .137 .112 .309 

Personal Finances/Next Yr .057 .153 -.055 .066 .112 .167 

Social Class .031 .070 .051 .023 -.020 .074 

Worried About Losing Job -.109 .067 .045 .034 -.154 .075 

Economic Evaluation/Past -.053 .078 -.034 .030 -.019 .084 

Economic Evaluation/Next -.072 .068 -.019 .031 -.053 .075 

Better/Worse Off -.070 .202 .049 .105 -.119 .228 

Pres. Econ Performance -.361 .080 -.627 .030 .266 .085 

Food Stamps $ -.099 .150 .284 .056 -.383 .160 

General State of the Country -.038 .085 -.062 .041 .024 .094 

Family Income/Costs -.134 .105 -.063 .044 -.071 .114 

  N 280 N 2094     
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Table 5.18 

  Blacks   Whites       

1981-1992: SES B Std. 
Error B Std. 

Error 

Black-
White 

Difference 

Difference 
SE 

Age -.018 .003 -.006 .001 -.012 .003 

Gender -.170 .095 -.099 .046 -.071 .106 

Education -.089 .062 .130 .028 -.219 .068 

Urbanism .252 .055 .194 .032 .058 .064 

Region .041 .055 .028 .022 .013 .059 

Income -.110 .046 .173 .023 -.283 .051 

  N 1389 N 8472     

 

 Table 5.19 shows that Importance of Religion is more significant to blacks than it 

is to whites. This lets us know that religion is important to blacks, but it does not appear 

that anything in their faith leads blacks to Republicanism.  Emphasis on Traditional 

Values shows a notable black-white difference and blacks move in a positive direction, 

while whites move in a negative direction, but overall religiosity variables do not 

demonstrable remarkable differences between blacks and whites.  

Table 5.19 

  Blacks   Whites       

1981-1992: Religiosity B Std. 
Error B Std. 

Error 

Black-
White 

Difference 

Difference 
SE 

Abortion -.035 .044 -.059 .026 .024 .051 

Church Attendance .071 .049 .028 .024 .043 .055 

Religion -.047 .096 -.155 .035 .108 .102 

Emphasis on Traditional Values .169 .050 -.083 .036 .252 .062 
Tolerance of Different Moral 
Standards .013 .042 .191 .025 -.178 .049 

Newer Lifestyles Breakdown 
Society .018 .045 -.106 .029 .124 .054 

Importance of Religion .783 .379 .285 .170 .498 .415 

Guidance from Religion -.025 .096 -.015 .046 -.010 .106 

School Prayer .027 .046 .020 .023 .007 .051 

  N 735 N 4327     

 

 In the time-period 1993-2002, Table 5.20, we see several black-white differences 

among the Consciousness-level variables. On the variables: GOP Aid-to-Blacks, 
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Government Aid-to-Blacks, Blacks Must Try Harder, and Blacks Deserve More, blacks 

and whites move in opposing directions and in sum, the difference is larger than for the 

Rival Hypotheses. I believe this indicates that a few variables, such as Education, 

Income, Religion, Personal Evaluations of the Economy, do affect black partisanship. 

However, I believe the evidence presented here indicates that there is more to black 

partisanship than just those issues. I believe that the issues that cause blacks to 

consistently identify and vote Democratic are those, which are both party-based and 

racial.  

Table 5.20 

  Blacks   Whites       

1993-2002: Hostility-
Consciousness B Std. 

Error B Std. 
Error 

Black-
White 

Difference 

Difference 
SE 

GOP -Guaranteed Jobs .358 .149 .116 .085 .242 .172 

GOP - Aid to Blacks -.317 .155 .008 .118 -.325 .195 
Conditions Make It Difficult for 
Blacks .054 .117 .031 .083 .023 .143 

GOP Pres. Candidate/Aid to Blacks -.219 .156 -.198 .109 -.021 .190 

Pres. Aid to Blacks -.104 .100 -.319 .068 .215 .121 

Worry Less About Equality .122 .115 -.131 .082 .253 .141 

Govt. Aid to Blacks -.128 .068 .169 .064 -.297 .093 

Blacks/Favors -.103 .126 -.289 .103 .186 .163 

Blacks/Harder -.287 .118 .119 .102 -.406 .156 

Blacks/Deserve -.031 .135 .250 .098 -.281 .167 

  N 85 N 443     

 

 In the time-period 1993-2002, Table 5.21 we see a particularly high black-

white differences of the variable Personal Finances/Past Year, the Better/Worse Off 

Summary and President’s Economic Performance. I believe that in the nineties, a good 

economy and a Democratic president allowed blacks to have a positive impression of the 

ability of a Democrat to manage the economy.  In all, in this time-period, pocketbook 

evaluations appear to have a notable effect on black partisanship, although pocketbook 
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issues have not consistently had a strong effect on black partisanship.  Table 5.22 also 

shows Education and Income as having a large black-white gap and Table 5.23 shows 

Importance of Religion, and Emphasis on Traditional Values as having a large black-

white gap. 

Table 5.21 

  Blacks   Whites       

1993-2002: Economic Issues B Std. 
Error B Std. 

Error 

Black-
White 

Difference 

Difference 
SE 

Personal Finances/Past Yr -.627 .465 .148 .219 -.775 .514 

Personal Finances/Next Yr -.105 .213 -.145 .101 .040 .236 

Social Class .231 .093 .153 .033 .078 .099 

Worried About Losing Job .079 .091 .013 .041 .066 .100 

Economic Evaluation/Past .137 .089 -.008 .046 .145 .100 

Economic Evaluation/Next -.126 .341 -.008 .172 -.118 .382 

Better/Worse Off .242 .100 -.044 .040 .286 .108 

Pres. Econ Performance .167 .200 .586 .096 -.419 .222 

Food Stamps $ .397 .096 .551 .049 -.154 .108 

  N 139 N 1034     

 

Table 5.22 

  Blacks   Whites       

1992-2002: SES B Std. 
Error B Std. 

Error 

Black-
White 

Difference 

Difference 
SE 

Age -.021 .004 -.005 .002 -.016 .004 

Gender -.274 .129 -.289 .067 .015 .145 

Education -.313 .088 .121 .041 -.434 .097 

Urbanism .162 .081 .131 .045 .031 .093 

Region .061 .072 .044 .034 .017 .080 

Income -.091 .065 .221 .033 -.312 .073 

  N 626 N 3924     
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Table 5.23 

  Blacks   Whites       

1993-2002: Religiosity B Std. 
Error B Std. 

Error 

Black-
White 

Difference 

Difference 
SE 

Abortion -.152 .054 -.022 .030 -.130 .062 

Church Attendance .021 .049 -.040 .026 .061 .055 

Religion .069 .090 -.107 .038 .176 .098 

Emphasis on Traditional Values .111 .070 -.156 .044 .267 .083 
Tolerance of Different Moral 
Standards .149 .062 .290 .031 -.141 .069 

Newer Lifestyles Breakdown 
Society .032 .059 -.047 .035 .079 .069 

Importance of Religion .730 .417 .387 .206 .343 .465 

Guidance from Religion -.113 .113 -.048 .056 -.065 .126 

Gays/Lesbians Thermometer .001 .003 -.009 .001 .010 .003 
Christian Fundamentalists 
Thermometer -.004 .003 .008 .002 -.012 .004 

  N 452 N 3201     

 

CONCLUSION 

The preceding data demonstrates that blacks and whites gauge the parties 

differently. This is critical in recognizing there is a black/non-black political dichotomy 

in American politics. Much of the previous literature (Carmines and Stimson 1981, 

Kellstedt and Green 1993, and Shingles 1981) correctly notes that blacks take a different 

approach to politics, but do not correctly operationalize how this difference affects 

African American politics. This work illustrates the uniqueness in African American 

politics enabling me to proceed with the claim that the black/non-black political 

dichotomy manifests itself through one-sided black partisanship.  

 On a variety of Economic issues, Socioeconomic Status variables and on 

measures of Religiosity, there is a clear distinction in preferences of blacks and whites. 

This existence of a black/non-black political dichotomy helps to explain the continuing 

significance of race in American politics. Blacks vote Democratic because that party 

made a sustained commitment to blacks in the 1960s. Even though many in the African 
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American community find the Democratic Party lagging, it still is far superior to the 

alternative. The alternative is a Republican Party that resisted efforts at black inclusion in 

the 1960s, and spent political capital under Nixon and Reagan ratcheting up racial 

rhetoric to polarize racially the electorate. Republican efforts at driving a racial wedge 

through the electorate succeeded. Republican efforts at “us” versus “them” politics were 

especially successful at getting working-class whites to vote against their class interests.  

This theory is viable because it opens up the possibility that we need more robust 

explanations of black partisanship. Standard explanations, which rely on SES,  Economic 

issues or religiosity miss key intangibles, which inform black partisanship. I certainly 

cannot definitely claim that Hostility-Consciousness is the missing link, but I do believe 

that future investigations of black partisanship should be cognizant of the efficacy of 

including hostility and consciousness into their calculations. I hope that better methods of 

operationalizing consciousness and hostility, will develop and allow us more accurate 

insight into black partisanship.   

Of the four potential findings mentioned in Chapter II, we confirm the first three.  

However, I was not able to confirm through the analysis in Chapter IV that higher 

attachment to the black community equals higher attachment to the Democratic Party. 

However, the frequency analysis detailed in Chapter III does show a strong likelihood 

that racial consciousness and partisanship for blacks correlate.  

The Hostility-Consciousness hypothesis does a better job than the three rival 

models in explaining African American partisanship. When it comes to understanding 

African American partisanship, we will not get very far concentrating on specific issues. 

That SES does such a relatively poor job in explaining black partisanship indicates that a 
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deeper factor affects partisanship. The frequency data also indicates that SES is not likely 

to play a significant role in African American partisanship anytime soon. There appears 

no significant movement in partisanship among younger African Americans.  

Variables such as Important Party Differences, GOP Aid-to-Blacks, and Care 

Who Wins Presidential Race show that an internal thought process that supports a black 

consciousness view of politics influences black partisanship considerably. Because there 

is a black/non-black political dichotomy, blacks determine their partisanship based on a 

partisan analysis of what is best for blacks.  

The attitudes of whites during this period are important, but perhaps for reasons 

not expected. This dissertation contends that blacks resolutely moved to the Democratic 

Party because of hostility from the Republican Party. Black movement to the Democratic 

Party was the result of official Republican Party policy and rhetoric, the result of elite-

behavior. This demonstrates the value of rhetoric and policy. Since there was not a 

substantive difference between partisan white attitudes on a whole host of important 

racial issues, black movement to the Democratic Party could not have been because of a 

backlash to white mass behavior. Instead, it was a backlash to elite Republican Party 

rhetoric and policy.    

The black/non-black political dichotomy will exist as long as black partisan 

identification remains one-sided and as long as the Republican Party continues engaging 

in policies and rhetoric amenable to the vast majority of African Americans. The GOP 

has to do something amazing to overcome decades of African American mistrust. 

Something along the lines of leading the charge on voting reform (e.g. eliminating voter 

intimidation or at the federal level passing a law granting all ex-felons suffrage).  
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The nature of the dichotomy suggests that because the Republican Party reacted to 

blacks in a different manner than it treated other ethnic groups, these other 

ethnic/immigrant groups have viable political options not available to African Americans.  

In general, attitudes toward the party system affect all voters, although for African 

Americans negative views of the GOP drive their attitudes in conjunction with the 

Republican Party’s own policies, actions and rhetoric towards African Americans.  
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