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Group Size, Turnout, and Political Alignments
and the Development of U.S. Party Coalitions,
1960-1992

Jeff Mantua and Clem Brooks

We propose an approach for analysing trends in the contributions of social groups to electoral
coalitions, and apply this approach to an analysis of the impact of changes in the race, religion,
class, and gender cleavages on coalitions in U.S. Presidential elections between 1960 and 1992. We
improve on existing studies of party coalitions by developing a multivariate model that measures
group-specific political alignments while also correcting for changes in group size and turnout
rates. Our analyses show that there have been significant changes in the contributions of different
social groups to major party coalitions: the Democrats now receive more votes from professionals
(and to a lesser extent, managers), blacks, and non-religious persons, and fewer votes from
working-class voters; the Republican coalition has gained among managers (and to a lesser
extent, professionals), while losing out significantly among liberal Protestants, blacks, and
non-working voters. The analyses provide evidence of a slight convergence amidst a larger
pattern of enduring group-based differences within the Democratic and Republican coalitions.
The approach developed here can readily be extended to study electoral coalitions in other
national contexts.

Introduction

It has long been theorized that electoral coalitions in
capitalist democracies have distinctive socio-
demographic profiles, and that those profiles influ-
ence the political strategies and policy agendas of
political parties (Tingsten, 1937; Lipset and Rokkan,
1967; Przeworski and Sprague, 1986). Indeed, a
central topic in the classical political sociology of
the postwar era was the relationship between mem-
bership in socio-demographic groups and voting
behaviour (Lipset, 1981 [1960] and Lipset and Rok-
kan, 1967; Alford 1963). This line of research
explored how social divisions came to be translated
into support for political parties, and whether the
alignment of particular groups with particular par-
ties was changing over time.

After the 1960s the sociological tradition of vot-
ing behaviour research largely disappeared
(Franklin et al., \992a; Dalton and Wattenberg,
1993). Voting studies increasingly turned to exam-
inations of the more proximate sources of voting
behaviour, such as partisanship, policy attitudes,
or values (for a review, see Dalton, 1996). Recently,
however, a number of researchers have begun to
re-examine the inter-relationship of social group
memberships and political behaviour. The resur-
gence of interest in social cleavages as a source
of vote choice (e.g. Brooks and Manza, 1997a;
Heath et al., 1985; Heath et al., 1991; Nieuwbeerta,
1996; Evans, 1999) has made use of new theo-
retical concepts and powerful statistical
techniques that significantly improve over the ear-
lier generation of scholarship (for a review, see
Manza et al., 1995).
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Recent research1 has not for the most part sought
to examine the actual impact of social group mem-
bership on the shape of the electoral coalitions of
political parties.2 This is due to their focus on the
structural association of group membership with
voting behaviour, rather than the consequences of
social group alignments for election outcomes.
This distinction reflects two different ways that
social cleavages can be translated into political out-
comes. The primary question examined in most
recent studies is whether membership in a particular
social group disposes one to favour a particular par-
ty's candidates. This is a structural question about
group-specific political alignments, and it can be
answered using margin-independent measures that
do not take into account the relative size of a sub-
group or its turnout rate. However, researchers also
have an interest in knowing the extent to which a
group's political behaviour has an impact on a party's
chances in an election. Such questions about group
impacts on party coalitions must be answered using
margin-dependent measures (which do take into
account sub-group size and turnout rates).3 Investi-
gating the causal impact of social group
membership on party coalitions requires that we
analyse not only the political alignment of specific
social groups, but also - as the title of this paper
indicate — the size of these groups within the elec-
torate and their turnout rates.

In this paper we introduce an approach to measur-
ing the impact of social group membership on party
coalitions, and apply it to a study of presidential elec-
tions in the United States between 1960 and 1992.4

Although our empirical focus is on U.S. national
politics, the approach we develop here can readily
be adopted for studying party coalitions in other
democratic polities.5 The paper is in four sections.
In the first part of the paper we review existing
research on party coalitions, and examine some of
the methodological limitations of past studies of
U.S. parties. The second part discusses problems
relating to the impact of social group membership
on party coalitions. Next we discuss the data and
new measures used in the analyses, while the results
of the analysis are presented in part four. The con-
cluding section discusses the significance of our
findings for understanding the social bases of U.S.
party coalitions and the 'sociological' approach to
political behaviour.

Past Research on Party Coalitions
Studies of social cleavages in American politics, as in
other national contexts, have centred mostly on the
structural association between group membership
and voter alignments. When researchers have exam-
ined the impact on party coalitions, it has mostly
been in studies of party identification, not voting
(e.g. Knoke, 1976; Petrocik, 1981, 1987; Carmines
and Stanley, 1992; Stanley and Niemi, 1993,1995; Fla-
nigan and Zingale, 1994: chap. 5). While informative
in their own right, studies of the social bases of
party identification have important limits for under-
standing group contributions to election outcomes
(and defacto electoral coalitions).6 The regular surveys
by Axelrod (e.g. 1972,1986) and Abramson, etal. (e.g.
1994: chap. 5) have provided the most comprehen-
sive portraits of social group contributions to party
coalitions in presidential elections. Axelrod's ana-
lyses found declining support among Catholics,
Southerners, and union households for Democratic
presidential candidates from the 1950s to the 1970s,
while Abramson etal. argue that with the exception
of race, political divisions among all of the social
groups they examine (class, religion, region, and
union membership) have narrowed over the same
period. However, both Axelrod and Abramson etal.
use bivariate measures that do not permit them to
assess the consequences of particular group member-
ships net of other group memberships. This
methodological limitation reflects a flawed
conceptualization of the nature of social cleavages,
given the multiple group memberships of all
voters and also the overlapping nature of many
cleavages (see Brooks and Manza, 1997a). Equally
important, Abramson et al. do not evaluate the
impact of over-time changes in the size or turnout
rates of the relevant groups. Finally, their bivariate
measures do not distinguish changes in voting
patterns that affect all groups equally from those
that reflect group-specific consequences (see
Manza et al., 1995).

The only studies of which we are aware that
employ a multivariate approach to examining social
group voting alignments over an extended historical
period are those of Erikson, et al. (1989),7 who
develop an analysis of social groups and presidential
voting in the United States between 1952 and 1984.
Their key innovation is to use a statistical model that
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distinguishes group-specific from electorate-wide
shifts. They also control for the size of the different
groups they examine. Their results suggest that with
the exception of Southern whites, the decline in
Democratic fortunes can best be understood not as
a decay of the old coalition, but as a general decline
in Democratic voting among all groups (Erikson et
al., 1989: 344).

However, Erikson et al. employ dichotomous (or
in the case of religion, trichotomous) measures of
key social cleavages. We argue (in more detail
below) that such measures are inadequate because
they conceal much of the over-time changes in the
size of the groups comprising each of the major
social cleavages in American politics. Moreover,
when making calculations about the impact of sub-
group size, almost all existing research has relied
entirely on sample proportions derived from the
American National Election Study (ANES) surveys.
The ANES sample proportions, however, reflect the
over-representation of some social groups, making
it advantageous to introduce Corrections based on
national census data to develop more accurate esti-
mates of the impact of changes in group size on
party coalitions. Finally, few studies (including
those of Erikson etal) have adjusted their estimates
to take into account group differences in voter turn-
out rates (and changes over-time). For a polity
characterized by widely divergent turnout rates
among different groups of voters, this may be an
especially important limitation.

Theorizing the Impact of Social Groups
on Party Coalitions
In this study, we consider the contributions to party
coalitions from the sub-groups comprising four
major social cleavages in the American political sys-
tem: race, religion, class, and gender. Our analyses
measure three sources of influence that shape the
impact of group membership on party coalitions:
1. the tendency of a group to be aligned with a

major party;
2. the size of each group; and
3. the likelihood that group members will turn out

to vote.
In this section, we present the theoretical con-

cepts underlying these analyses, discussing how

they represent an advance over past approaches to
understanding party coalitions. We then discuss the
four cleavages that define the social groups in our
analysis, outlining our conceptualization of group
membership and the main reasons why we can expect
change in their alignment, size, and turnout to have
influenced the shape of major party coalitions.

Three Factors Governing the Impact of Social
Groups on Party Coalitions

Our approach to understanding the linkages
between social groups and party coalitions starts
from four basic premises. Two are common in pre-
vious studies and two are novel. These premises
provide a systematic theoretical basis for our analy-
sis, identifying three key factors that govern the
impact of social groups on party coalitions.

First, we conceptualize party coalitions as per-
taining to voting and election outcomes (rather
than party identification). Ultimately, it is at the bal-
lot box that electoral coalitions are formed. Second,
understanding group-specific shifts in alignment
requires the use of multivariate models that distin-
guish between electorate-wide and group-specific
changes in vote choice (or what Heath et al. (1985,
1991) refer to as 'relative' measures of group political
alignments). Group-specific alignments are a key
factor governing the presence of a group within
party coalitions, and we use multivariate models to
calculate the group-specific probabilities of favour-
ing the Democratic or Republican Party in a
particular election.

Third, we emphasize the importance of the size
of groups within a party's coalition. Group size is
independent of a groups political alignment. For
instance, a relatively small group (such as Jewish
voters in the U.S. case) can have an exceptionally
strong political alignment with one party, but the
actual contribution of a group also depends on the
number of its members. This means that for large
groups (such as women voters), even small shifts in
alignment can have a significant impact on party
coalitions. The importance of group size is espe-
cially significant given the long historical period
covered by these analyses, during which time a num-
ber of key groups - such as liberal Protestants,
professionals, and managers — have undergone
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significant changes in their size relative to other
groups in the electorate.

Finally, we emphasize that the rate of voter turn-
out among a social group mediates its impact on
party coalitions. For instance, the impact of large
groups can be limited by low turnout rates, and
vice versa for smaller groups. In general, this
means that understanding the impact of group size
requires that we conceptualize it as a proportion of
actual voters within the electorate (rather than as a
proportion of all eligible voters or the population
as a whole).8

Conceptualizing Social Cleavages
Our focus in this study is on the race, religious, class,
and gender cleavages. These four cleavages are all
1. grounded in social structural divisions;
2. find expression in the normative conflicts in

American society; and
3. are embedded in the organizational forms of the

major parties and political institutions.
Other prospective cleavages are either not properly
understood as being rooted in social structure or
have no direct representation in the normative con-
flicts or organizational forms of American politics to
the same degree as the racial, religious, class, and
gender cleavages.9

Race
The political evolution of the race cleavage has been
the least controversial in voting research, with vir-
tually all analysts acknowledging that the voting gap
between Whites and African-Americans increased
dramatically in the 1964 Goldwater-Johnson
election, remaining largely unchanged since then
(e.g. Huckfeldt and Kohfeld, 1989; Tate, 1993;
Abramson et al., 1994: 144-147; Dawson, 1994).
African-Americans are unusual in consistently
giving up to 85 per cent or more of their votes to
one party (i.e. the Democrats), and this strong align-
ment results in their significant over-representation
in the Democratic coalition.10 Turnout differences
and changes over time can also be expected to
shape the impact of racial group membership on
party coalitions. African-American turnout
increased significantly with the long-delayed estab-
lishment of universal voting rights in the mid-1960s,

but turnout rates among black voters have continued
to lag significantly behind those of whites (though
narrowing in the 1980s). Our analysis of racial
groups within major party coalitions takes these
changes in turnout into account.

Religion

The religious cleavage in U.S. politics is unusually
complex and important, given Americans' compara-
tively high levels of religiosity (see e.g. Burnham,
1981:132-139; Tirakyian, 1993; Lipset, 1996). Unlike
race, there is considerable disagreement among
scholars of religious politics over the political align-
ments of different religious groups. Additionally,-
changes in size and (possibly) turnout confound
this picture.11

Research on the religious political cleavage has
produced contradictory findings. Modernization,
Marxist, and 'postmaterialist'approaches assert that
a religious influence on politics was one of the his-
toric casualties of economic development and
increasingly secular orientations in the mass public
(see Yamanc, 1997 for a discussion of the recent
debates over the 'secularization' thesis). Some scho-
lars have indeed claimed to find evidence of
declining religious divisions in presidential elec-
tions (e.g. Abramson et al., 1994: 156—158; Carmines
and Stanley, 1992: 224). Other scholars report little
or no evidence of declining levels of religious voting
(e.g. Greeley, 1989: chap. 7; Manza and Brooks, 1997).

A second type of argument suggesting the
decline of religious cleavages focuses on shifts
among particular denominational groups. Of
potential importance to party coalitions is the evi-
dence that Catholic voters are shifting from
Democratic Party stalwarts to a more centrist pos-
ture in recent elections (Petrocik, 1987; Kenski and
Lockwood, 1991; Green and Guth, 1991). Similarly,
some scholars have claimed to find evidence that
mainline Protestants are moving away from the
Republican Party towards the centre (Lopatto, 1985;
Kellstedt, 1994; Manza and Brooks, 1997), a shift
which would have similar consequences for the
Republican coalition.

Another source of possible change in party
coalitions can be seen in the emergence of a politic-
ally active Christian Right (CR). Viewed as drawing
support from fundamentalist Protestant denomina-
tions, the growing prominence of the CR in recent
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Presidential elections has been seen as bringing
about a repoliticization of the religious cleavage in
the period since the late 1970s. Conservative Protes-
tants are said to have shifted from an equivocal (or
even pro-Democratic) orientation towards strong
support for the Republican Party (Smidt, 1989;
Kellstedt and Noll, 1990, Green and Guth, 1991).
Any increase in turnout among conservative
Protestants (e.g. Liebman, 1983) due to the CR
mobilization would magnify the subsequent effects
on party coalitions.

Class
Questions about the alignment of classes and parties
have been contested. Most analyses of class divisions
in American politics have claimed to find evidence
of a declining significance of class divisions since
the 1930s (e.g. Huckfeldt and Kohfeld, 1989; Piven,
1992; Clark eta/., 1993; Weakliem, 1997). Applied to
the study of party coalitions, declining significance
models predict that voters from all classes are likely
to be increasingly similar in their vote choice, and
hence that the class profiles of the parties should
become increasingly similar. Other analysts have
disagreed with such conclusions, reporting little or
no evidence of declining class divisions in this per-
iod (Halle and Romo, 1991; Houteta/., 1995; Brooks
and Manza, 1997*).

Two other issues debated in the literature on class
politics are relevant for understanding the sources of
change in party coalitions. First, a number of ana-
lysts have asserted that turnout among poor and
working-class voters has fallen off faster than that
of middle-class voters since the 1960s (Burnham,
1987; Piven and Cloward, 1988). Second, the
widely-discussed'shift from manufacturing to ser-
vices and other postindustrial trends have reduced
the relative size of the working-class vote. These
trends should reduce the overall impact of work-
ing-class votes within both party coalitions.
However, the existence of these trends has been con-
tested. Some analysts have found little or no
evidence of class-specific dealignment (see e.g.
Leigley and Nagler, 1992; HoutetaL, 1995). Further,
the unusual American pattern of postindustrial
development has included the expansion of prole-
tarianized service-sector labour markets alongside
the simultaneous growth of professional and man-
agerial positions (e.g. Esping-Andersen, 1992).

Gender
The appearance of a 'gender gap' in recent U.S.
presidential elections, in which women voters have
given greater support to Democratic presidential
candidates than men, has been the subject of
considerable commentary (Baxter and Lansing,
1983; Klein, 1984; Mueller, 1988; Manza and Brooks,
1998). The existence of a small but growing gender
gap in both presidential and congressional elections
has been found by researchers working with differ-
ent surveys, and its existence is by now largely
uncontroversial. The significance of the gender gap
for electoral coalitions is potentially magnified by
the steadily increasing turnout of women voters
since the 1950s (Firebaugh and Chen, 1995). Women
voters should thus be more Democratic and they
may also increasingly represent a more significant
part of the total electorate. As with race, the main
question of interest in the current study is how
such changes in alignments and turnout may have
affected the major party coalitions.

Data and Measures

Data

We analyse data from the American National
Election Studies (ANES) for presidential elections
from between 1960 and 1992. The ANES is the pre-
mier source of voting data in the U.S. and contains
the items necessary to measure the racial, religious,
class, and gender-based political cleavages, as well as
additional covariates. The ANES is carried out dur-
ing both presidential and congressional elections,
but to keep the paper manageable we limit our ana-
lysis here to presidential elections, and specifically,
to the choice of major party (i.e. Democratic or
Republican) candidates.12 We use logistic regression
models to analyse two dependent variables as a
means of developing estimates of groups-specific
political alignments (coded ' 1 ' for the Democratic
and '0' for the Republican candidate) and turnout
rates (coded ' 1 ' if a respondent reports voting and
'0'otherwise). We then calculate the predicted prob-
abilities for the groups in our analyses to estimate
their impact on the major party coalitions in the
1960—1992 period (our measures of these effects are
discussed below).
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Because of significant limitations in the coding of
the religion variable prior to 1960 (in which all Pro-
testant denominations were lumped together in a
single, undifferentiated category), our analyses
begin with the 1960 elections. However, since many
of the changes hypothesized as affecting the impact
of social groups on party coalitions are said to have
occurred since 1960, this limitation is largely irrele-
vant for our purposes.

Changes in Group Size
To properly estimate the effects of changes relating
to each of the groups we examine, it is necessary to
include in the analyses adjustments for the (variable)
size of the groups over time. Because of the well-
established over-representation of some groups of
voters in the ANES time series13 and the under-
representation of others (see e.g. Hout et at.,
1994) — errors which should not affect our estimates
of group differences in vote choice or turnout — we
have relied on U.S. Census Bureau data for informa-
tion about the size of the race, gender, and class
categories.14 The census data also address the pro-
blem of over-time sample variability in group size,
a problem that is especially relevant for groups such
as African-Americans, for whom a few percentage
points shift in size between elections can result in
biased estimates of their representation within
party coalitions. For the religion variable, however,
we rely on the ANES sample proportions, since the
Census Bureau does not collect information on reli-
gion. We note, however, that the ANES survey data
appear to track the basic denominational trends
found in other representative national surveys.

Table 1 summarizes the size of the major social
groups for each election year in the analyses. 'Gen-
der'and 'race'are coded as dichotomies (women = 1,
African-Americans = 1). The univariate distribution
of these two variables changed by one or two per-
centage points between 1960 and 1992, but recall
that their relative size amongst the voting public
also depends on their turnout rates for a given elec-
tion. In addition to the social cleavage variables (we
discuss class and religion in more detail below), we
also include controls for age, education, and region
in the multivariate analyses. Age is measured as a
continuous variable (in years). "Education' is a con-

tinuous variable, also measured in years, for the last
year of school attended. Region is a dichotomy,
coded ' 1 ' for South, and '0' otherwise. We also use
a dummy variable for birth cohort (coded '1 ' for the
pre-enfranchisement generation, and '0'otherwise),
to analyse the impact of changes in women's voter
turnout.

Because of the multi-category schemes we
employ, our operationalization of the'class'and 'reli-
gion' variables requires some additional explication.
Following recent work on class voting (Heath eta/.,
1985; Houteta/., 1995; Brooks and Manza, 1997*), we
distinguish six class categories, as follows:

• Professionals (both salaried and self-employed,
including lawyers, physicians, engineers, tea-
chers, scientists, writers, editors, and social
workers);

• Managers and administrators (including all non-
retail sales managers);

• Owners, proprietors, and other non-professional
self-employed persons (including farm owners);

• Routine white-collar workers (retail sales, clerical,
and white-collar service workers);

• Skilled workers and foremen in all industries;
• Nonskilled workers in all industries (including

farming and services); and
• Non-full-time labour-force participants (home-

makers, retirees, students, and the disabled).15

We have recoded the ANES and Census occupa-
tional data for each election to conform to this class
scheme. As shown in the table, the relative size of
classes has undergone some important changes,
with growth in the ranks of professionals and man-
agers but some shrinkage in the nonskilled working
class, and a large decline in the non-working seg-
ment of the population (those working less than 20
hours per week).

Our analysis of religious groups focuses on
denominational membership, given the lack of ade-
quate doctrinal measures before 1980 in the ANES
series. We distinguish between Catholics, Jews,
those with no religion, minor 'other' religions, and
three categories of Protestant denominations which
we label 'conservative', 'moderate', and 'liberal' (fol-
lowing the schema developed by Stark and Glock,
1968 and Lopatto, 1985; see Manza and Brooks,
1997 for further details).16
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Table 1. SantpJtjpopulation distribution (%in columns) for groups in tie analysis

Social group

Race Cleavage:
All others
African-American
Religious cleavage:

Liberal Protestants
Moderate Protestants
Cons. Protestants
Catholics
Jews
Other religions
No religion
Class cleavage:

Professionals
Managers
Routine white-collar
Self-employed"
Skilled workers
Nonskilled workers
Non-full-time LF
Gender cleavage:

Men
Women
NES sample size

Source

StatAbs95
StatAbs95

NES6092
NES6092
NES6092
NES6092
NES6092
NES6092
NES6092

Microdata
Microdata
Micro data
Microdata
Microdata
Microdata
Microdata

StatAbs95
StatAbs95

1960

89.5
10.5

23.6
22.7
26.0
20.7
3.4
2.3
1.3

5.9
3.1

10.3
5.6
7.1

16.5
51.6

49.4
50.6

874

1964

89.3
10.7

21.1
18.5
28.7
22.2

2.9
3.0
3.6

6.7
3.5

10.9
5.1
7.3

16.2
50.3

49.2
50.8

1088

1968

89.0
11.0

19.8
19.9
29.9
21.9
2.7
2.7
3.2

7.5
4.0

11.6
4.6
7.4

15.9
49.0

49.0
51.0

878

1972

88.8
11.2

17.6
20.4
28.4
23.8
2.3
3.3
4.3

8.0
4.7

12.0
4.2
7.4

15.4
48.2

48.8
51.2

1565

1976

88.5
11.5

16.2
20.2
26.9
24.7
2.3
4.0
5.8

8.3
5.8

12.1
4.1
7.3

14.5
46.6

48.7
51.3

1302

1980

88.2
11.8

15.4
18.4
26.7
23.2

3.2
4.2
9.0

8.6
6.9

12.3
4.0
7.2

13.6
47.4

48.6
51.4

853

1984

88.0
12.0

15.5
18.5
26.6
26.0
2.4
2.8
8.2

9.1
7.8

12.4
4.3
7.2

13.5
45.6

48.7
51.3

1353

1988

87.7
12.3

14.8
18.7
30.2
23.9

1.5
2.2
8.7

9.6
8.7

12.5
4.6
7.3

13.4
43.8

48.7
51.3

727

1992

87.4
12.6

12.9
15.8
28.5
23.6

1.9
3.7

13.6

10.0
9.7

12.7
5.0
7.3

13.2
42.0

48.8
51.2

1265

aEidudes self-employed profesjiontls.
Stmtr. St»tAbs95: StatutuxlAktwtof&i US, 1995; NES6092: NstomeJEJxtiom StKJw, 1960-1992; Microdita. 1960,1970,1980, and 1990 Censua Public Use
Microdati Samples.

Measuring the Impact of Social Groups
on Party Coalitions

Our preceding discussion identified group-
specific voter alignments, size, and turnout rates as
the key factors governing the impact of social
groups on party coalitions. Given our focus on
major party coalitions, our primary goal is to
estimate the number of Democratic voters amongst
major social groups as a proportion of all Demo-
cratic voters in a given election, and to develop the
same estimates for the Republican coalition. By
comparing changes in these estimates, we gauge
the evidence for trends in the social group composi-
tion of the two major parties.

The measure of group impacts on party coalitions
that we develop uses estimates of group-specific
alignment, size, and turnout rate. Our point of
departure is a measure used by Stanley and Niemi

(1993) in their analysis of partisanship. We formalize
this measure of group impacts on party coalitions
(y/t) in equation 1, where/= 1 for Democratic and 2
for Republican voters at election /. We refer to equa-
tion 1 as 'initial' because it ignores group-specific
differences in turnout rates. Instead, the calculation
of this index requires only that we know the pre-
dicted probability that the /fcth group will favour
the / major party (P/&), the size of the kth group at
election /as a sample proportion17 (X&), and the
sample size (N) of the dataset for election /.

(1)

Predicted group-specific voting alignments can be
obtained readily from a logistic regression model
of vote choice, and the other quantities are unpro-
blematic (additional details are discussed below).
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This index has, however, two important limitations:
in addition to ignoring group differences in turnout,
it takes as given the sample distribution for the social
group variables in the ANES.

We improve on these limitations by using the 'cor-
rected' index summarized by equation 2. The left-
hand side of the equation is unchanged, as are the
reference to group-specific alignments and sample
size:

(2)

However, in contrast to equation 1, equation 2 incor-
porates a correction for group size using Census data
(/ifc,),18 and an additional parameter for group-speci-
fic turnout rates (Ptmi), where m = 1 for voters and 0
otherwise (again for the/feth social group at election
i). To calculate this index, we must also estimate the
additional parameter for group-specific turnout
rates. Once we have attained all the necessary
estimates, we can then calculate the impact of the
social groups in the analyses for each election.
These calculations represents the predicted propor-
tion of a particular group amongst all Democratic or
Republican voters (at a given election). By compar-
ing the latter proportion with the corresponding
figure for group size, we can thus gauge the over-or
under-representation of that group within each
coalition.

Analyses
Changes in Group Political Alignments

In the first column of Table 2, we present the
coefficients and standard errors for our preferred
model of group-specific political alignments in
presidential elections between 1960 and 1992.19 In
the nine remaining columns of the table, we present
the predicted probabilities of favouring the Demo-
cratic over the Republican candidate for each group
in the 1960 through 1992 elections.20

These results provide a systematic portrait of the
patterns of continuity and change in group-specific
voting alignments over the past three decades (see
Brooks and Manza, 1997a for further details). How-
ever, our main interest in this study lies instead in

using the predicted probabilities to calculate the
impact of social groups on party coalitions. To this
end we use the nine columns of predicted probabil-
ities for our subsequent calculations (presented
below).

Changes in Group-Specific Turnout

Before calculating group-specific turnout rates, we
must first establish a preferred model of social groups
and voter turnout during the 1960-92 period. In
Table 3, we present fit statistics with which to evaluate
a series of competing models of group-specific turn-
out rates.21 Model 1 includes main effects for the
independent variables in the analyses (and also inter-
action effects for gender-by-cohort).22 This model
provides a baseline for comparing subsequent mod-
els. Model 2 readily improves over the fit of model 1,
providing clear evidence for a lasting change in voter
turnout among African-Americans after I960.23

Model 4 in turn yields an improvement in fit, show-
ing that the candidacy of Baptist presidential
candidate Jimmy Carter disproportionately pro-
pelled conservative Protestants towards the ballot
box in both 1976 and 1980.24

Model 6 does not improve the fit of model 4, pro-
viding no evidence for class-specific trends in voter
turnout. Similarly, model 7 does not improve the fit
of model 4, providing no evidence of gender-
specific trends in turnout. However, model 8 pro-
vides evidence for a significant race-by-religion
interaction.25 The comparison between models 8
and 9 favours model 8 according to the BIC index,
but model 9 using the —2 log-likelihood statistic
(the 0.04^>-value for the —2 log-likelihood statistic
is just under the conventional 0.05 level of signifi-
cance for the chi-square test). We were unable to
find an 'intermediate' model including some of the
interactions parameterized in model 9, and on
grounds of parsimony, we thus side with the BIC
result and choose model 8 as our preferred model
of group-specific voter turnout.26

Table 4 presents the coefficients from our pre-
ferred model of group-specific turnout rates in
presidential elections. These coefficients reveal
many large differences in voter turnout amongst
social groups. For example, unskilled workers are
the least likely class to vote, while conservative Pro-
testants and those with 'no religion' have the lowest



GROUP SIZE, TURNOUT AND POUTICAi ALIGNMENTS ANDTHE DEVEIOPMENTOF US PARTY COALfTIONS 1960-1992 377

Table 2. Coefficients and predicted probabilities1 for preferred nodet* of group-specific alignments in presidential voting, 1960-1992
( N = 9,905)

Independent variables Coeff.

Constant
Blectionyears (ref. = 1960):
1964
1968
1972
1976
1980
1984
1988
1992
Race (ref. = all else):
African-Americans
Race by time interactions:
African-Americans x Year ̂ 19^4
Religion (ref. = other religion):
Liberal Protestants
Moderate Protestants
Conservative Protestants
Catholics
Jewish
No religion
Religion jtime interactions:
Catholics x Year1960

Cons. Prots. xYear1976/1980

Lib. Protestants * Yeari96Q_i992
Class (ref. = no participation):
Professionals
Managers
Routine white-collar empls.
Self-employed
Skilled workers
Nonskilled workers
Class by time interactions:
Professionals * Year]964_1992
Managers * Year1960_1972

Self-employed x Year j . 1980

Skilled workers • Yearl960_1972
Nonskilled x Year^j98Q
Gender (ref. = men):
Women
Gender by time internetionr.
Women * Year(1960_ j . 1980)

2

Additional btteructionr.
Women x Non Participant
Region (ref. = South)
All other regions
Yean of education (continuous)
Age (continuous)

0.99* (0.24)

0.95*
-0.05
-0.55+

0.05
-0.34*
-0.28
-0.05

0.42*

(0.11)
(0.12)
(0.12)
(0.13)
(0.16)
(0.15)
(0.16)
(0.16)

1.20* (0.38)

1.87* (0.40)

-0 .48*
-0 .26
- 0 . 3 1 *

0.56*
1.92*
0.93*

1.10*
0.48*
0.10*

-0.21
0.12

- 0 . 2 3 *
-0.27*

1.14*
0.16

0.03
-0.16*
-0.56*
-0.26*
-0.35*

(0.17)
(0.14)
(0.14)
(0.14)
(0.20)
(0.16)

(0.21)
(0.13)
(0.02)

(0.17)
(0.46)
(0.11)
(0.13)
(0.41)
(0.12)

(0.03)
(0.10)
(0.18)
(0.09)
(0.15)

0.20 (0.12)

<0.01

-0 .33* (0.11)

0.04
-0.08*
-0 .01*

(0.06)
(0.01)

1984 M988

0.78 0.76 0.53 0.41 0.56 0.46
0.92 0.99 0.96 0.94 0.96 0.95

0.41 0.64 0.39 0.28 0.42 0.33
0.30 0.55 0.33 0.25 0.40 0.33
0.34 0.58 0.33 0.23 0.36 0.27
0.33 0.56 0.32 0.22 0.46 0.37
0.78 0.76 0.53 0.41 0.56 0.46
0.82 0.92 0.82 0.73 0.83 0.77
0.63 0.82 0.62 0.50 0.65 0.55

0.78 0.76 0.53 0.41 0.56 0.46
0.74 0.72 0.49 0.38 0.53 0.44
0.75 0.68 0.40 0.26 0.44 0.30

0.47 0.53 0.65
0.95 0.96 0.98

0.34 0.39 0.51
0.37 0.45 0.59
0.28 0.33 0.44
0.27 0.32 0.43
0.47 0.53 0.65
0.78 0.82 0.88
0.57 0.62 0.72

0.47 0.53 0.65
0.47 0.53 0.65
0.31 0.37 0.48

0.74 0.71 0.47 0.35 0.50 0.40 0.42 0.47 0.59
0.73 0.70 0.46 0.34 0.49 0.27 0.28 0.33 0.44
0.87 0.82 0.56 0.37 0.52 0.42 0.43 0.49 0.61
0.81 0.78 0.57 0.45 0.60 0.41 0.43 0.48 0.60

0.78 0.76 0.53 0.41 0.56 0.46 0.47 0.53 0.65
0.76 0.73 0.50 0.38 0.52 0.43 0.44 0.50 0.61

flAn asterisk not to i coefficient indicates significance at the 0.05 leveJ (2-tfliled test). The dependent variable is coded '1' for the Democratic,'©' for the
Republican candidate.
^Jnconstrflined interaction effects designated by' x ' (subscript denotes time period); linearly constrained interaction effects designated by '*' (subscript
denotes time period).
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Table 3 . Fit statistics (degrees oj'freedom inparentheses) forlogisticregression models of"group-specificvoterturnoutin presidentialelections*

1960-1992 f N = 14,068)

Models

1. Election years, race, religion, class, gender, regionb, educ. (yrs.),
age (yrs.), and women x pre-franchise cohort (interaction effect0)

2. Model 1 + African Americans x year>1964

3. Model 1 + African Americans x year (unconstrained)
4. Model 2 + Conservative Protestants x yeari^/so
5. Model 4 + Religion x year (unconstrained)
6. Model 4 + Class x year (unconstrained)
7. Model 4 + Gender x year (unconstrained)
8. Model 4 + African Americans x Protestant
9. Model 6 + all 2-way interactions: race, religion, class, gender

Fit statistics

—2 log-likelihood (df) BIC

13952.16 (14041)
13938.56 (14040)
13934.36 (14033)
13922.54 (14039)
13859.30 (13992)
13868.52 (13992)
13908.42 (14031)
13912.51 (14038)
13832.64 (13979)

-120,163
-120,167
-120,104

-120,173
-119,787
-119,778

-120,111
-120,174

-119,690

"Data in this and subsequent tables arc from the National Election Studies, 1960-1992.The dependent variable ncodcd'l ' ifa respondent reports voting,
and '0* otherwise.

Region is coded ' 1' for non-South, and '0* for residence in the South.
c—2 log-likelihood for model 1 without women X cohort interaction = 14022.11 (14042); BIC = —120,102.

participation rates among all religious groups. As
before, our primary interest lies with using the mod-
el's coefficients to calculate group-specific turnout
rates. Columns 2 to 10 present the predicted prob-
abilities we use in our calculations of the impact of
the four social groups on party coalitions. Each
group thus has a (predicted) probability of voting
in a given election, and differences between these
probabilities lead to differential impacts of social
groups on the two party coalitions.

The Impact of Social Groups on Party
Coalitions
We can now use the estimates developed in the pre-
ceding sections to calculate the impact of social
groups on party coalitions. The estimates for the
Democratic coalition are presented in Table 5, and
the estimates for the Republican coalition are pre-
sented in Table 6 (we discuss these results in tandem
for each group in the analyses). The estimates in the
first nine columns of Table 5 are the predicted pro-
portion of group-specific voters amongst all
Democratic voters; the net change in this proportion
between 1960 and 1992 is presented in the tenth and
final column as a summary measure of change during
the time period under investigation. Table 6 provides

the corresponding estimates for the Republican
Party. All estimates sum to 100 for a given cleavage,
and by observing both the relative size of an estimate
for a specific group as well as the change in this size
for the nine elections, we can thus observe the (chan-
ging) contribution of a group to the Democratic (or
Republican) coalition.

The results for racial groups provide clear evi-
dence of significant change in the Democratic but
not the Republican coalition. Over time, African-
American voters have increased their presence in
the Democratic coalition, exceeding their relative
size in the population after 1960. Not surprisingly,
in elections in which the Democratic candidate has
fared poorly, the exceptional loyalty of African-
American voters results in their massive over-repre-
sentation within the Democratic coalition (e.g. 20
per cent in 1980). However, our results also show
that the exceptionally strong alignment of African-
American voters with the Democratic Party after
1960 has resulted in their over-representation even
in elections involving Democratic victories (e.g. 17
per cent in both 1976 and 1992). Because we measure
racial group membership as a dichotomy, the non-
black results are simply the mirror image, with
non-black voters representing no more than
roughly 80 per cent of the Democratic coalition
after 1972.
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Table 4. Coefficients and predicted probabilities* for preferred mode/3 ofgroup- specific voter turnout in presidential elections, 1960-1992
(N = 14,068)

Independent variables Coeff. •I960 ^1964 ^1968 1976 1980 ^1992

Constant

Eltctionyears (ref. = 1960):
1964

1968
1972

1976

1980
1984

1988
1992

Race (ref. = all else):
African-Americans

Race by time interactionr.

African-Americans x Year5,1954
Religion (ref. = other religion):

Liberal Protestants
Moderate Protestants

Conservative Protestants
Catholics
Jewish
No religion

Religion /time race interactionr.

Cons. Prots. xYear1976/1980

African Americans x Protsc

Class (ref. = no participation):

Professionals
Managers

Routine white-collar empls.

Self-employed

Skilled workers
Nonskilled workers

Gender (ref. = men)
Women

Gender by cohort interaction:

Women * Pre-enfranch. gen.d

Region (ref. = South)

All other regions
Years of education (cont.)

Age (continuous)

-2.69*

-0.47*

-0.76*
-0.97*
-1.11*

-1 .26*
-1.24*
-1.12*

-1.08*

1.32*

1.01*

-0.52*

-0.65

-0 .31*
0.81*

1.92*

0.01

0.42*

0.60*

0.73*
0.64*

0.55*

0.66*

0.30*
0.04

-0.10*

-0.95*

-0.44*

0.22*

0.04*

(0.20)

(0.12)

(0.12)

(0.11)
(0.12)

(0.12)

(0.11)
(0.13)

(0.11)

(0.32)

(0.27)

(0.12)
(0.12)

(0.14)
(0.12)

(0.20)
(0.13)

(0.11)

(0.19)

(0.09)

(0.11)
(0.07)

(0.10)

(0.09)

(0.07)

(0.05)

(0.11)

(0.05)

(0.01)

(<0.01)

_

-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-

0.89

0.69

-
0.79

0.86

0.87

0.83
0.89

0.91

0.79

-
-

0.89

0.95
0.94

0.94
0.94

0.92

0.90

0.89

0.88

-

-
-
-

_

-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-

0.84
0.79

-
0.70

0.80
0.82

0.75
0.84

0.86

0.70

-
-

0.84

0.92
0.91

0.90
0.91

0.88

0.85

0.84

0.83

-

-
-
-

—

-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-

0.80
0.74

-
0.64

0.75
0.77

0.69

0.80
0.82

0.64

-
-

0.80
0.89

0.88
0.87

0.88

0.84

0.80

0.80

0.78

-

-
-
-

_

-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-

0.76

0.70

-
0.59

0.71

0.73

0.65
0.76

0.78
0.59

-
-

0.76
0.87

0.86

0.85
0.86

0.81
0.77

0.76

0.74

-

-
-

-

—

-
-

-
-
-

-
-

-

0.74

0.67

-
0.55
0.68

0.70
0.71

0.74

0.76

0.56

-
-

0.74

0.85
0.84

0.83
0.84

0.79

0.74

0.74

0.72

-

-
-

-

—

-
-

-
-
-

-
-

-

0.71
0.64

-
0.52

0.64

0.67

0.68
0.71

0.73
0.52

-
-

0.71

0.83
0.82

0.81

0.82

0.76
0.71

0.71

0.68

-

-
-

-

_

-
-

-
-
-

-
-

-

0.71

0.64

-
0.52

0.65

0.68
0.58
0.71

0.74

0.52

-
-

0.71

0.84
0.82

0.81
0.83

0.77
0.72

0.71

0.67

-

-
-

-

_

-
-

-
-
-

-
-

-

0.73
0.67

-
0.55
0.68

0.70

0.61
0.73

0.76
0.55

-
-

0.73
0.85

0.84

0.83
0.84

0.79

0.74

0.73

0.71

-

-
-

-

_

-
-

-
-
-

-
-

-

0.74

0.68

-
0.56

0.68
0.71
0.62

0.74

0.77

0.56

-
-

0.74

0.86
0.84

0.83

0.85
0.79

0.75

0.74

0.72

-

-
-
-

'Asterisk next to a coefficient indicates significance at the(X05 level (2-tailed test). The dependent variable U coded ' 1 ' if a respondent reports voting,'()'

otherwise.

^Jnconstrained interaction effects designated by ' x ' (subscript denotes time period); linearfy constrained interaction effects designated by'+' (subscript

denotes time period).
cHomogeneou3 category

born prior to 1901.
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Table 5. The impact of social groups m the Democratic Coalition, 1960-1992

Social Group

Racecleavage:

All others
African-American
Religious Cleavagir:

Liberal Protestants
Moderate Protestants
Conservative Protestants
Catholics
Jews
Other religions
No religion
Class Cleavage:

Professionals
Managers
Routine white-collar
Self-employed0

Skilled workers
Nonskilled workers
Non-full-time LF
Gender Cleavage:
Men
Women

1960

90
10

16
16
19
38

7
2
2

6
3

10
5
8

17
51

50
50

1964

87
13

19
18
24
28

5
3
4

7
3

11
5
8

17
49

51
49

1968

88
12

17
17
22
32

6
2
4

8
3

11
4
8

17
49

51
49

1972

79
21

15
16
19
35

6
3
6

9
3

11
4
7

17
48

51
49

1976

83
17

13
15
27
31
4
3
6

9

5
12
4
7

16
48

51
49

1980

80
20

13
13
26
29

7
3

10

10
5

13
3
7

13
49

51
49

1984

80
20

15
14
17
36

6
2

10

11
6

13
3
7

13
47

51
49

1988

81
19

16
15
20
32

5
2

10

11
7

13
3
7

13
45

52
48

1992

83
17

13
17
20
29

3
3

14

12
8

13
4
7

13
43

51
49

- 7
+7

- 6
- 1
- 4
+1
- 2

0
+10

+6
+5

+3
- 1
- 1
- 4
- 8

+1
- 1

'Number? in columns are the predicted proportion of a row-specific group imong ill Democratic voters in a specific election year. Numbers in the last
column are die predicted change in these proportions (for a given group) between 1960 and 1992 Predicted proportion! do not all sum to 100 due to
rounding error.

Changes in the net impact of religious groups on the Democratic coalition arc calculated for 1964 vs. 1992 (due to the unusually high degree of support
given to Democratic candidate John Kennedy in I960).
cExduding self-employed professionals

The impact of racial group memberships on the
Republican coalition contrasts sharply, showing an
impressive degree of stability. African-American
voters have never represented more than 3 per cent
of GOP presidential voters, and have in fact consti-
tuted no more than 1 per cent since 1960. Shifts in
size and turnout among African-American voters
have thus had no impact on their dramatic under-
representation within the Republican coalition.
Taken together, these results for the impact of racial
groups on the two parties' coalitions provide evi-
dence for the ongoing importance of race since
1964.

In contrast to the preceding changes, religious
group changes are a product not only of shifting
alignments, but also of changes in group size (see
Table 1). Coupled with their weakening Republican
alignment, the shrinking number of liberal Protes-
tant voters has reduced their contribution to the

Republican coalition by a massive 14 per cent since
1964. Size changes among this group have been par-
tially offset by their shifting alignments (seeTable 2),
resulting in a smaller (6 per cent) decline within the
Democratic coalition. Moderate Protestants have
also experienced declines in membership (seeTable
1), but these changes have had little impact on their
presence within either coalition (once we ignore the
unusual 1960 election and Catholics' exceptional
support for Catholic Democratic candidate John
Kennedy). The results for conservative Protestants
also reveal little change within the Republican coali-
tion. However, even ignoring the 1960 election,
conservative Protestants became a smaller presence
within the Democratic coalition during this rime
period (ignoring the 1976 and 1980 elections during
which rime Baptist Democrat Jimmy Carter enjoyed
disproportionate support amongst this segment of
the elaborate).
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Table 6. The impart* of soda!groups on the Republican Coalition, 1960-1992

Social Group

Race cleavage:

All others
African-American
Religious cleavage^

Liberal Protestants
Moderate Protestants
Conservative Protestants
Catholics
Jews
Other religions
No religion
Class cleavage:

Professionals
Managers
Routine white-collar
Self-employedc

Skilled workers
Nonskilled workers
Non-full-time LF
Gender cleavage:

Men
Women

1960

97
3

30
27
31

9
1
2
1

7
4

13
7
4

14
51

48
52

1964

100
0

26
21
33
15
1

3
2

8
5

13
7
5

14
48

47
53

1968

99
1

22
23
31
18

1
2
2

9
5

13
6
7

14
46

48
52

1972

99
1

19
24
30
22

0
3
2

9
6

14
5
8

14
45

48
52

1976

99
1

18
25
28
22

1
3
3

9
8

14
5
8

12
43

47
53

1980

99
1

16
22
29
22

1
4
5

9
9

14
6
7

13
42

49
51

1984

99
1

16
23
28
25

1
2
5

9
10
14

6
7

13
40

50
50

1988

99
1

14
23
34
21

1

2
5

10
12
14
7
7

13
38

48
52

1992

99
1

12
21
34
21

1
3
7

10
14
14
7
7

13
35

47
53

A Nct

+2
- 2

- 1 4
0

+1
+6

0
0

+5

+3
+10
+1

0
+3
- 1

- 1 6

- 1
+1

* Numbers in columns arc the predicted proportion of t row-specific group among all Republican voters in a specific election year Numbers in the last
column are the predicted change in these proportions (for a given group) between 1960 and 1992. Predicted proportions do not all sum to 100 due to
rounding error.
Change* in the net impact of religious groups on the Democratic coalition are calculated for 1964 vs 1992 (due to the unusually high degree of support

given to Democratic candidate John Kennedy in I960).
cEiduding self-employed professionals.

With regard to non-Protestant religious groups, the religious group bases of the major party coali-
Catholic voters have experienced some asymmetri- tions. Given significant differences in religious
cal changes, growing in size within the Republican group representation within each coalition (see the
coalition but maintaining a relatively constant pre- final columns in both Tables 5 and 6), it is important
sence within the Democratic coalition (again not to overstate this trend. Nevertheless, the declin-
ignoring the 1960 election). Of the remaining three ing presence of liberal Protestants within each
religious groups, the residual group for 'other' reli- coalition, coupled with the growing presence of
gions shows little change and represents a small those with no religion (amidst an increase in Catho-
presence within each party coalition. Jewish voters lie voters within the Republican coalition), indicates
have also constituted a small portion of each coali- some convergence in the overall impact of the reli-
tion, but whereas their presence has been largely gious cleavage.
unchanged among Republican voters, their presence The relative positions of classes within the two
in the Democratic coalition has declined in tandem party coalitions have undergone important changes
with their shrinking numbers in the population. since 1960. Although professionals have grown as a
Finally, steady increases in size among those voters proportion of the labour force, their + 3 per cent
with no religion has increased their presence within growth in the Republican coalition differs little
both the Republican (+ 5 per cent) and Democratic from their 4 per cent overall growth during this
(+ 10 per cent) coalitions. Taken as a whole, these same period (see Table 1). However, professionals'
results provide evidence of growing similarity in increasing tendency to favour Democratic presidential
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candidates has made them a somewhat larger pre-
sence in that party's coalition (showing a net
predicted increase of 6 per cent between 1960 and
1992). The reverse pattern is observed for managers,
who have experienced a 10 per cent increase in the
Republican coalition, but a smaller (5 per cent)
increase in the Democratic coalition. While both
coalitions have become more oriented towards pro-
fessionals and managers, Democratic gains have
come disproportionately from professionals, and
Republican gains from managers.

Our results for the self-employed show little
change for either coalition. The self-employed have
experienced a large shift in alignment, a result that
can be observed in the —0.56 coefficient (seeTable 2)
representing a Republican voting trend among this
class since the 1980 election. However, their slight
decline in size has offset this change.

Routine white-collar employees have increased
in size, resulting in a 3 per cent increase within
the Democratic coalition and a 1 per cent increase
in the Republican coalition. While skilled workers'
presence within the Democratic coalition remains
largely unchanged, earlier reductions in their level
of Democratic loyalty have resulted in a 3 per cent
increase within the Republican coalition. For their
part, nonskilled workers have experienced a drop
in the Democratic coalition which stems from
declines in both size and Democratic loyalty. The
residual non-full-time labour force category exhi-
bits a large (8 per cent) decline within the
Democratic coalition, and an even larger (16 per
cent) drop within the Republican coalition.
Changes in the size of this heterogeneous group
(consisting primarily of housewives, retirees, and
students) account for part of these shifts. How-
ever, it is the growing level of participation of
women in the workforce, and especially the chan-
ging political alignment of this group (see Manza
and Brooks, 1998), that accounts for the dispropor-
tionate change within the Republican coalition.
Taken together, changes in the class composition
of party coalitions show a modest trend towards
convergence, given that the disproportionate
decline in non-labour-force members •within the
Republican coalition has been more than offset
by the growing presence of both professionals
and managers within the Democratic and Repub-
lican coalitions.

Since 1960, the impact of gender shows only the
most minute of changes for both the Democratic
and Republican coalitions. Initially, this result may
appear paradoxical, given the well-known emer-
gence of a gender gap in presidential elections.
However, the earlier findings relating to the non-
working segment of the population provide the
explanation, given that the gender gap is itself a pro-
duct of class-related factors. More specifically, this
gap in vote choice is produced by the growing num-
ber of working women - a group that has been in a
Democratic alignment in the post-World War II era
(see Manza and Brooks, 1998). Accordingly, once
this process is measured in a multivariate model of
vote choice (seeTable 2), there is no trend in the poli-
tical alignments of women versus men or in the
impact of gender on party coalitions up to 1992.

Discussion
This paper has outlined an approach to studying
changes in the impact of major social groups on
party coalitions, and applied it to U.S. presidential
elections between the 1960s and the 1990s. Our mea-
sures derive from multivariate models that properly
measure group-specific political alignments and
voter turnout (as well as over-time changes in these
rates), while also employing corrections for group
size. Previous studies have all failed to address at
least one (and often more than one) of these poten-
tial sources of error. Some of our results provide
corroboration for predictions made in earlier stu-
dies, including the growing importance of
African-Americans and the declining contribution
of working-class voters to the Democratic coalition.
Predictably, the exceptional loyalty of African-
American voters results in this segment of the elec-
torate being substantially over-represented when
Democratic candidates do poorly among all voters.

Our analyses also deliver a series of new findings
about major social groups within party coalitions.
For the Democrats, perhaps the biggest surprise is
the growth of professional voters in their electoral
coalition. Professionals were twice as numerous
among all Democratic voters in 1992 as they were
in 1960. Nonskilled workers have over time become
a smaller presence, so that their relative size within
the Democratic coalition is very similar to that of
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professionals in the 1988 and 1992 elections. The
growth of managers within the Democratic coali-
tion is also noteworthy, given their long-standing
Republican alignment (see Table 2). These results
underscore the importance of group-size changes,
as well as the measurement of class using suitable
multi-category schemes (a problem affecting past
studies of party coalitions).

The importance of changes in group size, in com-
bination with changing alignments, is also apparent
in examining the religious cleavage. The declining
size of liberal Protestants has resulted in a smaller
presence within the Democratic coalition, but
coupled with the dramatic weakening of their earlier
Republican alignment results in a much smaller pre-
sence within the latter's electoral coalition. This
result has not been anticipated by past studies of
the religious cleavage because this research has not
systematically analysed the dual factors of size and
alignment shifts. Also of note for religious groups
is the stable presence of Catholics within the Demo-
cratic coalition, a result that becomes apparent once
we take into account the unusual nature of the 1960
Presidential election.

The main social sources of change in the Repub-
lican coalition involve liberal Protestants, Catholics,
professionals, and managers. As discussed earlier,
liberal Protestants constitute a dramatically smaller
percentage of the Republican coalition, while
Catholics have increased their presence. Despite a
shift in alignment away from the Republican Party,
professionals have grown slightly within the Repub-
lican coalition, while managers have increased their
presence more dramatically. During this time, the
gender composition of the Republican Party's coali-
tion has experienced little change, once we take into
account the growth in the number of working
women in the electorate. Nevertheless, the Party
has experienced disproportionate losses among
non-working voters, and many female members of
this group have changed their status by entering the
labour force as working women.

These results provide evidence of a modest yet
significant convergence in the impact of social
groups on US party coalitions. Despite a number of
important group-specific changes, the underlying
political alignments of social groups with the two
parties reveal patterns of overall stability (see Brooks
and Manza 1997a). Our analyses here also show no

evidence of a declining association between group
membership and voter turnout. Instead, it is the
third factor in our analyses - group size — that
has generated a degree of convergence in the Demo-
cratic and Republican coalitions.27 These modest
trends towards convergence, however, have taken
place amidst a broader pattern of persistent (and for
racial groups, increasing) social group impacts on
party coalitions. More specifically, we find that
changes in size, turnout, and group-specific politi-
cal alignments have maintained (while partially
reconstituting) the majority of group-based differ-
ences in the two parties'coalitions.

Although there are clearly numerous sources of
constraints on the policy platforms and activities
pursued by political parties, the significance of
social group-based differences in their support
among voters should not be discounted (cf. Petro-
cik, 1987). Our results reveal not only the electoral
dependence of each party on recognizable social
constituencies, but that this dependence continues
to give the Democratic and Republican parties a
recognizable public identity, albeit one that is under-
going important changes. Our results also
underscore the importance of group-specific turn-
out to these processes, given that a party that
disregards its major group supporters - orattempts
to distance itself from its main policy platforms -
runs the risk of discouraging these supporters from
turning out to vote.

Taken as a whole, the analyses presented in this
paper provide evidence for the utility of a sociological
approach to political behaviour which goes beyond
examination of the alignments of social groups. An
approach of the sort we have outlined here calls atten-
tion to the important role of demographic changes in
the size of major groups, and differences in turnout
rates, as a necessary supplement to the core questions
ofgroupalignments that have longanimated research-
ers. When supplemented with information about
voter alignments, our approach makes possible a
broader understanding of the impact of social divi-
sions on electoral contests.

Notes
1. One exception to the point made in this paragraph can

be found in the work of Heath and his colleagues
(1985,1991) on British party coalitions.
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2. In this paper we follow American convention in using
the phrase 'party coalitions' to refer to the coalitions of
different groups of voters from whom political parties
receive support, as opposed to die coalitions formed
between different parties to form a government after
an election in a multi-party system.

3. See Charles and Grusky (1997) for clarification of this
distinction.

4. Our analyses build from our earlier investigation (see
Brooks and Manza 1997a) of the political alignments
of major social groups in the U.S. In that study, our
theoretical focus was on group-based political align-
ments, leading us to employ 'margin-independent'
measures. For the current study, we use these esti-
mates of group-specific alignments as one of the key
components (in conjunction with group size and
turnout estimates) in our analysis of the impact of
social groups on party coalitions.

5. The American party system has some unique institu-
tional features in comparison with European systems.
Perhaps most notably, two parties (the Democratic
and Republican parties) dominate U.S. politics, and
elections produce comparatively low rates of voter
participation (for example, 50—55% turnout rates in
recent Presidential elections).

6. One crucial difference between partisanship and vot-
ing analyses is the treatment of independents. In
elections, it is useful to note that independents are
forced to chose between actual candidates, and those
choices shape the structure of party coalitions and
determine outcomes (cf. Keith etal., 1992). Erikson et
al. (1989: 338-339) offer an elegant defence of the
importance of treating voting, as opposed to party
identification, as the ultimate object of investigation
in the study of party coalitions. They argue that (1)
ongoing changes in party identification provide little
help in understanding recent Republican electoral
successes; (2) many groups, most notably Southern
Democrats, cast ballots that often diverge signifi-
cantly from their party identification; and (3)
presidential and congressional voting patterns typi-
cally precede changes in party identification. The
measures used in this paper take into account the
changing popularity of parties, which in turn affects
the relative significance (or insignificance) of a parti-
cular group's vote by changing the overall size of the
party^ coalition.

7. Stanley and Niemi's (1993, 1995) important work on
group contributions to party coalitions goes beyond
the use of exclusive group definitions by estimating a
series of multivariate models of partisanship that
attempt to control for overlapping group member-
ships. The main innovation of these authors is to use

coefficients from multivariate models of social
groups and party identification to derive estimates
of (changes in) the impact of group membership. As
discussed in detail below, we adopt such a multivari-
ate approach in this study, treating vote choice as our
dependent variable, but go beyond Stanley and
Niemi to take into account corrections for group
she and turnout rates in our subsequent calculations.

8. The important role of turnout underscores our ear-
lier point about conceptualizing party coalitions as
relating to vote choice. Because partisanship is unaf-
fected by voter turnout, it necessarily ignores the
impact of group differences in levels of political par-
ticipation. This is an especially critical limitation for
understanding the changing impact of many major
social groups, given, for instance, the well-known
patterns of change in turnout rates amongst women
and African-American voters.

9. This tripartite definition of 'social cleavage' builds
upon the classic contribution of Lipset and Rokkan
(1967), who argue that the analyses of cleavages
should be rooted in social structure, and Bartolini
and Mair (1990: chap. 9), who have developed an
elegant theorization of the normative and organiza-
tional components of cleavage structures. These
approaches can be contrasted with analysts like
Dahl (1966), Allardt and Pesonen (1967), Rae and
Taylor (1970), and Zuckerman (1982), who have used
the term 'cleavage' to apply more broadly to all endur-
ing electoral divisions within a political order. So
long as the researcher can distinguish between divi-
sions rooted in social groups and segments of the
electorate defined by their differences in policy pre-
ferences or ideological orientations, these two
conceptualizations are consistent with one another.

10. Less widely studied than black/white differences
have been other minority groups, notably Latinos
and Asian Americans (but see e.g. DeSipio, 1996).
Both groups have grown significantly in size in
recent decades (although more slowly as a proportion
of the electorate). However, because of the very low
numbers of Latinos and Asian Americans in the
ANES data, we do not attempt to estimate changes
in the gap between these groups and whites in the
time period under investigation.

11. Two main approaches to examining the relationship
between religious group membership and political
behaviour can be found in the literature: (1)
approaches which emphasize divisions arising out
of religious denominational membership; and (2)
approaches emphasizing doctrinal differences, e.g.
cleavages between those who believe in the inerrancy
of the Bible versus those who do not believe the Bible
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to be literally true (Manza and Brooks, 1997; Layman,
1997). Because limitations of the ANES data before
1980 make systematic evaluations of doctrinal differ-
ences impossible, we concentrate on denominational
differences in this study.

12. A separate analysis presented elsewhere (see Manza
and Brooks, 1999: chap. 9) examines the social bases
of the major third-paxty candidates (George Wallace,
John Anderson, and H. Ross Perot) during this
period.

13. The ANES includes two sets of weights for most pre-
sidential election year surveys: a time-series weight
and a post-stratification weight (available in later sur-
veys). We found, in practice, that neither of these sets
of weights were sufficient to fully correct for the over-
or under-representation of several key groups in the
analyses. To take just one example, the unweighted
sample proportion of African American voters in
1960 is 0.079 (taking into account missing values on
the variables in our analysis). The time-series weight
raises this proportion to 0.082, still well below the
0.11 figure from Census data. While these relatively
small discrepancies are generally irrelevant to
research questions that use margin-independent
measures, they have a much larger impact in the cur-
rent study, given that group size is a factor that
directly (and by theoretical design) affects our calcu-
lations.

14. The ANES employs a three-digit occupational
scheme identical to the Census DOT codes, with
periodic changes in the ANES scheme correspond-
ing to changes in the Census codes. Because we have
coded them identically, comparability is insured.

15. We utilize occupation rather than income to generate
the class map on the grounds that it is the source
rather than amount of income which is crucial for
defining class location (cf. HoutitaJ., 1993). Heathet
al. employ a five-category schema, similar to the one
utilized here except that professionals and managers
are grouped together in a class they refer to as the
'salariat' (cf. Brint, 1994; Erikson and Goldthorpe,
1992; for an explicit defence of collapsing profes-
sionals and managers into one group, see
Goldthorpe, 1995: 319-322). We maintain a distinc-
tion between professionals and managers on the
grounds that their conditions of work and mobility
chances differ considerably from one another (see e.g.
Hout and Hauser, 1992).

16. Prior to 1960, the ANES did not distinguish among
Protestant denominations. Between 1960 and 1972,
the ANES offered only limited information about
Protestants, most crucially failing to distinguish
between Northern and Southern Baptists, and

failing to distinguish among other broad denomina-
tional families (e.g. Presbyterians). Many scholars
have expressed concerns about the available denomi-
national categories in the early years of the series (e.g.
Kellstedt and Green, 1993), and we are not unmind-
ful of these limitations of the data. Nevertheless, our
seven-category measure of the religious cleavage is
finer-grained than many analyses using the ANES
series, and we have no a priori reason to believe it
ignores additional politically relevant differences
among religious groups.

17. The k sample proportions in the analysis sum to 1.0;
thus, we can calculate in turn the impart of the sub-
groups comprising each of the/cleavages. Note that
we have used interpolations to derive the figures for
elections occurring between the 1960,1970,1980, and
1990 Censuses. We also used a single extrapolation to
derive the 1992 means.

18. Strictly speaking, the Census figures for group size
are themselves sample estimates (derived from the
Public Use Microdata samples), but we use the famil-
iar n notation for the population parameters to
distinguish them from the ANES sample propor-
tions.

19. As noted earlier, we use our earlier preferred model
(see Brooks and Manza, 1997a) of the relationship
between social cleavages and presidential vote choice
as our point of departure in calculating group-speci-
fic voter alignments. In that study, we presented a
detailed comparison of the fit of a series of compet-
ing models of change in the relationship between
cleavages and vote choice.

20. Our calculation of these predicted probabilities
directly reflects our theoretical focus on political
alignments stemming from membership in a specific
social group (such as the nonskilled working class)
net of the political effects of other, contingency-
related group memberships (such as race or gender).
We thus calculate these probabilities for a given
group holding constant respondents' memberships
of other social groups, as well as their region of resi-
dence and levels of age and education. This
procedure contrasts with Stanley and Niemi^
(1993) analysis, which did not hold these other cov-
ariates constant, thereby not controlling for the
partially overlapping effects of social group mem-
berships. Our procedure yields better estimates of
the effect of a group's political alignments on
party coalitions, and rather than weighting the pre-
dicted probability for a particular group (e.g.
African-Americans) by their other group character-
istics (religion, class, gender, region, education, or
age), we hold these constant at pre-set levels. The
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baseline levels we use in the analyses are: white,
Catholic, non-working, men living outside the
South that are at the ANES sample means of age
(45.57) and education (11.95).

21. We choose a preferred model using both the —2 log-
likelihood statistic and the BIC index of fit. Model
choice is identical using these two measures of fit,
with a single exception (discussed below).

22. This interaction effect measures the persistently low
turnout rates of women who became adults in the
period before the 19th Amendment of the US Consti-
tution (see Firebaugh and Chen, 1995). We measure
this cohort effect as a dichotomous variable, coded
' 1 ' for respondents born prior to 1901, and '0' other-
wise. Note that deleting this parameter results in a
significantly worse fit for the model using both the
—2 log-likelihood test and BIC (see note c); thus we
retain it in this and all subsequent models.

23. The lack of improvement in model 3's fit shows, how-
ever, that there is no evidence for additional race-
specific trends in turnout.

24. The lack of improvement in model 5's fit provides no
evidence for additional religious group-specific
trends in turnout.

25. More specifically, the —2 log-likelihood statistic
selects model 8 over model 4, with the BIC index
score of 1 also indicating positive evidence favouring
model 8. Note that the interaction effect in question
is constrained to apply equally to all three Protestant
groups (i.e. these three groups are treated as a single,
homogeneous category). As shown in Table 4, the
coefficient for this interaction is large and positive
(0.60 (s.e. = 0.19)), indicating that membership in
any of the three Protestant groups substantially raises
Black voter turnout - a result consistent with the
results of research on the critical role of the Black
church in political mobilization and protest activity
(see Morris 1984).

26. We note that the potential risk of over-estimating
group-specific differences in turnout is far greater
with model 9, given that it includes an additional 59
coefficients in comparison to model 8.

27. The absence of a universal pattern of dealignment in
social group support for the two major parties,
coupled with the evidence of a small trend towards
similar party coalitions, again illustrates the impor-
tance of distinguishing between research questions
about group-based political alignments versus
group impacts on party coalitions. Likewise, the
multivariate results of this study demonstrate how
the political alignment of specific social groups can
remain stable in the face of convergence in party co-
alitions.
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