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"I'm so confused t h i s e l e c t i o n year.* 1- (How i s t h a t ? ) "I'm 
a Republican and a C a t h o l i c , and r e l i g i o n . a n d p o l i t i c s are impor­
t a n t t o me. I ' l l have t o make a d e c i s i o n , looks l i k e I ' l l have 

l t o go against my church." ( I s there anything you l i k e about the 
Democratic Party?) "Well n o , , . i t i s j u s t l i k e r e l i g i o n . " (How 
do you mean?) " P o l i t i c s i s something wide and deep—no end to 
i t - - y o u get i t I n your system so deep." ( I s there anything you 
l i k e about the Democrats?) "No, t h e r e . i s n ' t . I am Republican 
Comraitteewoman f o r t h i s d i s t r i c t / ' 

,.. ( I s there anything about Kennedy t h a t might make you want 
t o vote f o r him?) "No, there i s not- The only t h i n g he i s a 
Democrat. I could not vote f o r him f o r t h a t reason. I couldn't. 
On the other hand he i s a Catholic--oh, dear!! Why does i t have 
t o be th a t way? 

The respondent was a t y p i c a l . She was a Catholic woman i n an 

otherwise B a p t i s t f a m i l y , l i v i n g i n a border s t a t e i n the American heart­

lands. Well above average i n education, p o l i t i c a l i n t e r e s t and s o p h i s t i ­

c a t i o n , she was se r v i n g as l o c a l Republican Party o f f i c i a l . Yet the 

fa c t s which made her s i t u a t i o n a t y p i c a l also trapped her at the center of 

those cross-currents which l e n t the I960 p r e s i d e n t i a l e l e c t i o n prime 

i n t e r e s t . That she was unusually a c t i v e i n p o l i t i c s , t h a t she was unusually 

devout i n r e l i g i o n , merely gave her p l i g h t dramatic heightening. But i t 

was i n essence the same simple c o n f l i c t of group l o y a l t i e s f e l t , a t a lower 

p i t c h , by m i l l i o n s of other Americans i n 1960. 

I n t h i s paper we propose to record the basic c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s of 

t h i s c o n f l i c t of l o y a l t i e s as i t emerged i n 1960, and t o examine a few of 

the phenomena attendant upon i t . The data are based on n a t i o n a l sample 

* Prepared f o r d e l i v e r y a t The Annual Meeting of the American S o c i o l o g i c a l 
A s s o c i a t i o n i n St. L o u i s , August-September, 1961. 



-2-

eurveys conducted by the Survey Research Center of The U n i v e r s i t y of Michigan. 
The fall„ 1960, surveys were part of a long-term panel study. I n the f a l l 
o f 1956 a sample of 1,929 a d u l t s , chosen by s t r i c t p r o b a b i l i t y methods from 
a l l the a d u l t s l i v i n g i n p r i v a t e households i n the United States, had been 
questioned j u s t before the p r e s i d e n t i a l e l e c t i o n . This i n i t i a l sample was 
c o n s t i t u t e d as a panel and was reinterviewed a f t e r the 1956 e l e c t i o n , i n 
1958, and twice i n connection w i t h the 1960 p r e s i d e n t i a l e l e c t i o n . — ^ Such 
m a t e r i a l s provide an unusually r e l i a b l e backdrop against which t o assess 
1960 v o t i n g p a t t e r n s . 1 ^ 

1_/ This sequence of i n t e r v i e w s was c a r r i e d out under grants from the Rocke­
f e l l e r Foundation. The 1960 sample design provided not only contact 
w i t h the 1956 panel which, due to aging, no longer gave an adequate 
re p r e s e n t a t i o n of the 1960 e l e c t o r a t e , but also a set of a d d i t i o n a l i n t e r ­
views f i l l i n g out an up-to-date cross-section sample of a l l a d u l t c i t i ­
zens l i v i n g i n p r i v a t e households i n I960. Analysis of the a d d i t i o n a l 
i n t e r v i e w m a t e r i a l i s being c a r r i e d out under a grant from the Social 
Science Research Council. Both the panel and cross-section bodies of 
data c o n t r i b u t e , where a p p r o p r i a t e , t o m a t e r i a l s i n t h i s paper. As re­
gards the panel, i t i s of course d i f f i c u l t t o r e t a i n contact w i t h a 
n a t i o n a l cross-section sample over a four-year p e r i o d , e x p e c i a l l y given 
the h i gh geographic m o b i l i t y of the c u r r e n t American popul a t i o n . Of 
the o r i g i n a l 1,929 respondents interviewed i n the f i r s t p r e - e l e c t i o n 
wave i n 1956, over 100 had died before the 1960 i n t e r v i e w . Others had 
been e f f e c t i v e l y removed from c i t i z e n s t a t u s by advanced s e n i l i t y or 
i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z a t i o n . Of the remaining possible i n t e r v i e w s , numbering 
about 1,800, some 1,217 were s u c c e s s f u l l y taken p r i o r to the 1960 e l e c t i o n , 
and 1,169 again a f t e r the e l e c t i o n . The 1956 s o c i a l , economic and p o l i t i ­
c a l c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s of the 1960 s u r v i v o r s show almost no sign of devia­
t i o n from the c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s of the l a r g e r pool of o r i g i n a l 1956 r e ­
spondents. Across a dozen key c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s , d i f f e r e n c e s i n r e l a t i v e 
s i z e of even f i n e p a r t i t i o n s never exceed 2% save i n the case of p o l i t i c a l 
involvement. 1960 s u r v i v o r s showed over 4% more people who represented 
themselves i n 1956 as "regular v o t e r s " than had been t r u e of the i n i t i a l 
parent sample. I t i s not s u r p r i s i n g t h a t i n d i v i d u a l s without i n t e r e s t 
i n p o l i t i c s should be s l i g h t l y less l i k e l y to t o l e r a t e repeated i n t e r ­
viewing on p o l i t i c a l matters. Although the bias here i s modest, we 
have taken steps to increase s i i g h t l y the weighting of less involved 
respondents t o c o r r e c t i t . The s u r v i v o r s thus weighted show no remaining 
d e v i a t i o n s from the parent sample which exceed 1.8%, and the vast bulk 
of the p a r t i t i o n s compared show d e v i a t i o n s of less than 17„. 

2/ Most analysts have j u s t i f i a b l y f e l t uncomfortable w i t h the r e c a l l m a t e r i a l s 
which are the only means of lending time depth t o successive independent 
surveys. A c o r o l l a r y of low p u b l i c involvement i n p o l i t i c s i s the ra p i d 
d e c l i n e i n the accuracy of a vote r e p o r t as time passes. I n both 1958 
and 1960, we asked our respondents t o r e c a l l t h e i r 1956 vote. The r e ­
s u l t s , as compared w i t h r e p o r t s j u s t a f t e r the 1956 e l e c t i o n , document 
the systematic inaccuracies which accumulate w i t h time. 



-3-

Some Basic Estimates of the "Religious E f f e c t " I n I960 
An i n s u l a t i o n between p o l i t i c a l and r e l i g i o u s orders has been 

f e r v e n t l y valued by most e l i t e s i n the United States f o r a l o n g period 
o f time. No few s o p h i s t i c a t e d observors were t o r n between the desire to 
see f r e e access to the presidency regardless of creed, and an apprehension 
t h a t the candidacy of John F. Kennedy would induce again currents of re­
l i g i o u s i n t o l e r a n c e . Although motives v a r i e d , there was a remakable show 
o f consensus i n an attempt to s t i f l e r e l i g i o n as an issue i n the campaign. 
The two candidates, as w e l l as the vast m a j o r i t y of top leaders of the 
dominant p o l i t i c a l and r e l i g i o u s groupings, pled as one w i t h the American 
p u b l i c to maintain a reasonable compartmentalization between the two orders. 
Indeed, few matters which could have come even t o I n c i p i e n t question would 

have e n r o l l e d so many prominent people of divergent viewpoints on the same 
i 

s i d e of an o p i n i o n . 
• 

Nevertheless, no s o c i o l o g i s t was surprised to l e a r n t h a t r e l i g i o u s 

d i f f e r e n c e s had played a r a t h e r unusual r o l e i n shaping the 1960 v o t i n g 

p a t t e r n s . Estimates have gained wide currency t h a t four out o f f i v e 

C a t h o l i c s cast votes f o r Kennedy, as opposed t o less than two out of f i v e 

o f the nation's P r o t e s t a n t s , We are i n t e r e s t e d here not simply i n the 

f a c t of inf l u e n c e i t s e l f , but i n assessing i t s magnitude, i t s s o c i a l d i s ­

t r i b u t i o n , and the i m p l i c a t i o n s of both, given the ra t h e r s i n g u l a r c o n d i t i o n s . 



We may f i r s t address the problem o f the magnitude of the impact 

o f Kennedy's candidacy on the primary r e l i g i o u s groups.-!/ Despite excel­

l e n t data, the magnitude i s somewhat more d i f f i c u l t t o communicate than 

might be supposed, f o r the simple reason t h a t there are no e n t i r e l y s u i t a b l e 

y a r d s t i c k s which s o c i a l science has e s t a b l i s h e d i n these a f f a i r s . However, 

we can spin some web of conceptual and h i s t o r i c a l meaning around the bare 

f i g u r e s which have emerged from the c o n t e s t . Our sample estimates, very 

s i m i l a r t o those o f o t h e r s , showed t h a t 81% of C a t h o l i c s , as opposed to 

o n l y 37% of P r o t e s t a n t s , cast t h e i r votes f o r John F. Kennedy. Yet the 

f i g u r e s alone are crude arid deceptive. 

They are deceptive l n the f i r s t instance when we attempt to give 

them meaning by r e l a t i n g them to the 1956 vote cast by the same r e l i g i o u s 

groups. Sample estimates showed t h a t C a t h o l i c s i n 1956 s p l i t t h e i r vote3 

v e r y nearly e q u a l l y between the two major p a r t i e s , while Stevenson received 

367o of the Protestant v o t e , or almost e x a c t l y the same f i g u r e achieved by 

Kennedy. I n other words, i t would appear s u p e r f i c i a l l y t h a t the Kennedy 

candidacy drew an a d d i t i o n a l 307o of the C a t h o l i c v o t e , w h i l e the Protestant 

v o t e remained u n a f f e c t e d . Moreover, such a reading would f i t some of the 

estimates current i n Democratic Party c i r c l e s before the e l e c t i o n as to 

the probable impact o f a Catholic candidate. 

Our data lead us t o an e n t i r e l y d i f f e r e n t i n t e r p r e t a t i o n , however. 

Of those c i t i z e n s considering themselves t o be Democrats and thereby v o t i n g 

Democratic unless they perceived compelling reasons t o do otherwise, over 

3J We have assessed elsewhere the e f f e c t of the 1960 r e l i g i o u s patterns 
on the p o l i t i c a l outcome of the e l e c t i o n , Kennedy's narrow popular vote 
margin. See " S t a b i l i t y and Change i n 1960: A R e i n s t a t i n g E l e c t i o n , " 
by Converse, Campbell, M i l l e r and Stokes; The American P o l i t i c a l Science 
Review, V o l . LV, No. 2 (June, 1961). Although our i n t e r e s t s are some­
what d i f f e r e n t i n t h i s paper, we r e c a p i t u l a t e b r i e f l y some of the more 
rele v a n t d e t a i l s here. 
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one-quarter had defected t o vote f o r Eisenhower i n 1952 and 1956. Two 
f a c t s stand out about t h i s massive d e f e c t i o n . F i r s t , i t waa a d e f e c t i o n 
and i n no sense a conversion. Democrats v o t i n g f o r Eisenhower continued 
t o t h i n k of themselves as Democrats, and continued t o vote Democratic at 
other l e v e l s of o f f i c e , p a r t i c u l a r l y when Eisenhower was not on the t i c k e t . 
Our subsequent data since 1956 have made i t c l e a r t h a t Eisenhower's appeal 
was rather completely d i s s o c i a t e d from the Republican Party: even among 
Democrats most a t t r a c t e d to him, i t i s hard t o f i n d evidence of any change 
induced I n p a r t i s a n l o y a l t i e s . i t / 

Second, and most important f o r our purposes here, the Democratic 

defections of the Eisenhower i n t e r l u d e seem t o have occurred q u i t e inde­

pendent of r e l i g i o u s background. That i s , rates of d e f e c t i o n t o Eisenhower 

were e s s e n t i a l l y the same f o r Protestant and' C a t h o l i c Democrats a l i k e . 

By sample estimates, Catholic defections were s l i g h t l y less frequent than 

Protestant defections i n 1952, and s l i g h t l y more frequent i n 1956. However, 

n e i t h e r d i f f e r e n c e exceeds sampling e r r o r . More g e n e r a l l y , i t may be shown 

t h a t the Democratic rates of d e f e c t i o n t o Eisenhower were remarkably s i m i l a r 

across a l l the commonly studied s o c i a l groupings: : he enjoyed an "across-

the-board" appeal which paid no v i s i b l e respect t o the major s o c i a l 

boundaries. 

With these f a c t s i n hand, then, attempts t o assess 1960 v o t i n g 

p a t t e r n s by comparison w i t h 1956 take on a r a t h e r d i f f e r e n t meaning. A l l 

other things equal, one might have expected Eisenhower defectors t o r e t u r n 

4'/ I t should be understood t h a t "Eisenhower's personal a t t r a c t i o n " i s i n 
some small measure a convenient shorthand which s i m p l i f i e s the case 
considerably. I n 1952, enthusiasm about Eisenhower was somewhat more 
tempered than i n 1956, but was abetted by a v a r i e t y of short-term 
grievances at evidence of c o r r u p t i o n , the Korean war and the l i k e . See 
Campbell, Converse, M i l l e r and Stokes, The American Voter, New York, 
John Wiley & Sons, 1960, Chapters 3-4. 

http://loyalties.it/
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t o the Democratic f o l d i n I960, w i t h a consequent s u b s t a n t i a l increase i n 
the Democratic p r o p o r t i o n of both the C a t h o l i c and Protestant v o t e . Indeed, 
i t i s possible to estimate roughly t h a t the Catholic vote f o r president 
should normally have returned to about 62-64% Democratic, w h i l e the 
Protestant v o t e , i f the South be taken i n t o account, should have climbed 
most of the way back t o 50% Democratic. "Normally" here means the empiri­
c a l expectation i n the absence of any new short-term forces f a v o r i n g one 
or the other p a r t y A s a matter of f a c t , we know t h a t the candidacy of 
a C a t h o l i c i n 1960 d i d indeed create such new short-term f o r c e s , and the 
d i s t o r t i o n s wrought by these forces on expected patterns were i n t h e i r 
t u r n q u i t e p r e d i c t a b l e . Catholics not only returned t o t h e i r normal 
v o t i n g h a b i t s , but were drawn w e l l beyond t h e i r normal vote toward the 
Democratic s i d e . — P r o t e s t a n t s , on the other hand, r e p e l l e d by the Kennedy 
candidacy, f a i l e d t o r e t u r n t o t h e i r normal vo t e . 

I n t h i s view, then, the 30% increase i n the Democratic propor­

t i o n of the C a t h o l i c vote and the " s t a b i l i t y " of the Protestant vote i n 

the 1956-1960 period gives a very f a l s e impression of the r e l a t i v e impact 
i 

of the Kennedy candidacy on the two r e l i g i o u s groupings. The impact 

r e g i s t e r e d among Catholics i s , i n such f i g u r e s , a r t i f i c i a l l y doubled, 

w h i l e the impact among Protestants i s hidden completely. 

There i s a l a r g e mass of e m p i r i c a l d e t a i l which supports t h i s 

i n t e r p r e t a t i o n , and which i s rather incomprehensible i n any other terms. 

For the sake of b r e v i t y , l e t us introduce but one of the more conclusive 

items. I f i t i s t r u e t h a t the short-term a t t r a c t i o n of'Eisenhower i n 1956 

was e m p i r i c a l l y independent.of any r e l i g i o u s background term such as creed 

o r s t r e n g t h or devotion t o a p a r t i c u l a r creed, and i f i t i s true t h a t the 

5/ The basis f o r such "normal" estimates w i l l be introduced below. 
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new short-term forces associated w i t h the Kennedy candidacy i n 1960 were 
t o the contrary c e r t a i n t o have d i f f e r e n t i a l impact along l i n e s defined 
by r e l i g i o u s a t t i t u d e s , i t f o l l o w s n e c e s s a r i l y t h a t the net s t a b i l i t y i n 
the 1956-1960 Protestant vote must conceal a c e r t a i n gross vote turnover, 
and t h a t t h i s turnover must be s t r o n g l y c o r r e l a t e d w i t h s t r e n g t h of re­
l i g i o u s involvement, however the l a t t e r term may be o p e r a t i o n a l l y d e f i n e d . 

The 1956-1960 panel data, which permit these hypotheses to be 

evaluated w i t h unusual r e l i a b i l i t y , c o n firm them beyond any doubt. Of 

those Protestants who voted f o r President i n both years, close t o 20% 

s h i f t e d p a r t i e s , moving e i t h e r from Eisenhower t o Kennedy or from Stevenson to 

Table 1 

1956-1960 Vote Changers among P r o t e s t a n t s , 
by R e g u l a r i t y of Church Attendance 

PROTESTANT CHURCH ATTENDANCE 
Seldom, 

Regular Often Never 

1956 I960 

Eisenhower > Kennedy 38% 44% 77% 

Stevenson > Nixon 62 56 23 

100% 100% 100% 

Number of Cases (45) (18) (51) 



Nixon. As Table 1 suggests, the d i r e c t i o n of movement was h i g h l y 

c o r r e l a t e d w i t h measures of r e l i g i o u s involvement. I f we percentage the 

t a b l e i n the other d i r e c t i o n , we see t h a t less than 40% of the Protestant 

v o t e r s who moved back t o the Democrats a f t e r the Eisenhower I n t e r l u d e r e ­

ported a t t e n d i n g church r e g u l a r l y or o f t e n ; over three-quarters of the 

Protestants moving "against the t i d e " from Stevenson t o Nixon attended 

r e g u l a r l y or o f t e n . 

We can lend some h i s t o r i c meaning to the magnitude of the impact 

o f Kennedy's candidacy upon Protestants o f d i f f e r i n g " s t r e n g t h " by examin­

i n g the d e f e c t i o n rates among Protestant Democrats i n 1956 and 1960. I n 
i 

both years, about 30% of the Protestants defected, although as we have seen, 

they were f a r from the same subset of Protestants i n the two years. I n 

1956, there was a s l i g h t and ragged c o r r e l a t i o n between r e g u l a r i t y of 

P r o t e s t a n t Democratic church attendance and d e f e c t i o n to Eisenhower, w i t h 

v a r i a t i o n at the extremes from 31% to 25% d e f e c t i o n r a t e . I n 1960, a very 

sharp c o r r e l a t i o n appears i n both North and South (Table 2 ) . Por the most 

Table 2 

1960 Defections t o Nixon among Prot e s t a n t Democrats and Independents, by R e g u l a r i t y of Church Attendance 

CHURCH ATTENDANCE 
Among Protestant Democrats.. Regular Often Seldom Never 

Non-South: VotinR Democratic 64% 72% 89% 94% 
Defecting t o Republicans 36 28 11 6 

100% 100% 100% 100% 

Number of Cases (69) (61) (128) (18) 

South: V o t i n g Democratic 60% 64% 82% 
Defecting t o Republicans 40 36 18 — 

100% 100% 100% 

Number of Cases (131) (44) (97) (6) 

Among Protestant Independents.. 

T o t a l Sample: Voting Democratic 17% 28% 39% 
Voting Republican 83 72 61 --

100% 100% 100% 

Number of Cases (36) (18) (36) (6) 



f a i t h f u l P r o t e s t a n t s , ve may ven t u r e , the negative r e a c t i o n to Kennedy's 

candidacy d i d more t o force a crossing of party l i n e s than had the a t t r a c ­

t i o n s surrounding Eisenhower i n 1956. Among less f a i t h f u l P r o t e s t a n t s , how­

ever, the impact was weaker than t h a t which had been associated w i t h Elsenhower. 

Indeed, among the most nominal Protestants there i s no s i g n of impact at a l l , 

as a 6% d e f e c t i o n r a t e i s about what we have come t o expect e m p i r i c a l l y as 

a r e s u l t of i d i o s y n c r a t i c f a c t o r s when there i s no systematic force operat­

ing on a group to defect from i t s normal p a r t y . 

The p i c t u r e among the small group of Protestant Independents i s 

fundamentally the same. A f t e r an absence of c o r r e l a t i o n between church a t ­

tendance and vote f o r these people i n 1956, a very l i v e l y c o r r e l a t i o n emerges 

i n 1960. Even the vote gradient as a f u n c t i o n of church attendance i n 1960 

has about the same slope f o r Protestant Independents as f o r Protestant Demo­

c r a t s , although of course the i m p l i c i t minimum here i s a 50-50 vote d i v i s i o n , 

r a t h e r than a 67. Democratic v o t e . 

Among other t h i n g s , then, the 1960 e l e c t i o n provides a c l a s s i c 

i l l u s t r a t i o n of p i t f a l l s i n the most s u p e r f i c i a l v o t i n g s t a t i s t i c s . Instead 

o f concluding t h a t p o l i t i c a l choices o f Cath o l i c s were profoundly a f f e c t e d 

by the candidacy of a C a t h o l i c while Protestants were l e f t e n t i r e l y unaffected, 

we must conclude t h a t the impact on the two r e l i g i o u s groupings was rather 

more equal, although opposite i n d i r e c t i o n . However, we have introduced a 

number o f assumptions t o a r r i v e a t t h i s conclusion. Since these assumptions 

pervade the more a n a l y t i c p o r t i o n of t h i s paper, l e t us make both the con­

c e p t i o n and i t s e m p i r i c a l base e x p l i c i t . 
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Voting Changes as Short-Term F l u c t u a t i o n s 
around Stable Levels of P a r t i s a n s h i p 

Over and above the events of I960, we have found i t f r u i t f u l more 

g e n e r a l l y t o conceive of the two-party vote d i v i s i o n of any p a r t i t i o n of 

the p o pulation as made up of a long-term and a short-term component.^ Since 

systematic research has begun t o supply more extended time series on v o t i n g 

w i t h i n d i f f e r e n t groupings, i t has become i n c r e a s i n g l y apparent t h a t the 

p a r t i s a n d i v i s i o n of votes cast by any s p e c i f i e d p a r t i t i o n tends to f l u c t u a t e 

w i t h i n a r e l a t i v e l y narrow range over considerable periods of time, although 

th e a c t u a l range i n absolute terms may be q u i t e p e c u l i a r to the given p a r t i ­

t i o n . The c e n t r a l tendency w i t h i n t h i s range may be taken as the long-term 

component of the vote cast by p a r t i t i o n members. I t s p e c i f i e s a durable 

e q u i l i b r i u m l e v e l or "normal v o t e " c h a r a c t e r i s t i c of the grouping. 

Any p a r t i c u l a r vote i n such a time series then becomes t r e a t e d as 

a temporary but meaningful d e v i a t i o n from t h i s normal l e v e l . The p a r t i s a n 

d i r e c t i o n and magnitude o f the d e v i a t i o n express the short-term component 

o f the v o t e . This component i s taken t o represent t h e reactions of i n d i ­

v i d u a l s i n the grouping- t o immediate and t r a n s i e n t circumstances of the elec-
I M 

t i o n i n question. By d e f i n i t i o n , these s h o r t - t e r m forces induce vote change 

w i t h o u t a f f e c t i o n the long-range v o t i n g p a t t e r n s of the group. I n other 

words, the most probable vote t o be p r e d i c t e d f o r any given p a r t i t i o n (assum­

i n g no f u r t h e r i n f o r m a t i o n ) remains i t s "normal v o t e , " no matter what devia-

t i o n from t h i s l e v e l may have occurred i n the e l e c t i o n j u s t preceding.2/ 

6/ The c o n c e p t u a l i z a t i o n employed here, w h i l e s t a t e d i n a form prompted by 
more recent data and the general o b j e c t i v e of t h i s paper,, derives many 
t h e o r e t i c a l underpinnings from more elaborate discussion i n Campbell, 
Converse, M i l l e r and Stokes, The American Voter, op. c i t . 

7_l There i s of course the t r i v i a l exception i n which short-term forces are 
preserved i n t a c t over two successive e l e c t i o n s . The two Stevenson-
Eisenhower e l e c t i o n s approached t h i s type of s i t u a t i o n . 



-11-

I n sum, then, we presume a ponderously s t a b l e p a r t i s a n d i v i s i o n c h a r a c t e r i z ­
i n g any population grouping, w i t h a c t u a l votes recorded over time f l u c t u ­
a t i n g around t h i s l e v e l i n response t o short-term f o r c e s . 

This view i s of course more or less u s e f u l i n the degree to which 

the assumption of a st a b l e p a r t i s a n d i v i s i o n corresponds t o some r e a l i t y i n 

the p o p u l a t i o n , sad i n the degree t o which t h i s r e a l i t y can be e m p i r i c a l l y 

ascertained,, so t h a t the long-term and short-term components of a given vote 

may be disentangled. A c t u a l l y , given a s u f f i c i e n t l y long time series of 

votes cast by a p a r t i c u l a r group, the c e n t r a l tendency i s u s u a l l y q u i t e 

apparent. Or, w i t h somewhat more abbreviated s e r i e s , the p a t t e r n i n g of > 

p a r t i s a n d i v i s i o n s of the vote cast a t the same time f o r d i f f e r e n t l e v e l s 

o f o f f i c e can, w i t h some a d d i t i o n a l theory taken i n t o account, be t r a n s l a t e d 

i n t o a very s i m i l a r estimate. However, i t remains d e s i r a b l e t o have some 

means of dec i d i n g , on the basis of a s i n g l e electrm, the d i r e c t i o n and the 

degree t o which a p a r t i c u l a r group may be d e v i a t i n g from i t s normal v o t e . 

The questions which we employ to measure " p a r t y i d e n t i f i c a t i o n " 

have shown e m p i r i c a l c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s which have become i n c r e a s i n g l y g r a t i f y ­

i n g i n these regards. As i n most s o c i a l science, t h i s measure i s adequate 

r a t h e r than p e r f e c t . There i s always a t i n y f r i n g e o f people i n any cross-

s e c t i o n of the American population whose professions of general party l o y a l t y 

l a r g e l y r e f l e c t t h e i r current vote i n t e n t i o n or most recent vote. Such re­

sponses, when they occur, serve t o make the measurement less stable over time 

than l t would otherwise be. However, such people are so few i n the e l e c t o r ­

a t e t h a t they can create l i t t l e more than minor undulations i n the d i v i s i o n 

o f p a r t y l o y a l t i e s over time. While these undulations move i n phase w i t h 

the wider o s c i l l a t i o n s of the p a r t i s a n vote d i v i s i o n i t s e l f , they are so 

f a i n t as t o be s t a t i s t i c a l l y i n s i g n i f i c a n t even i n r e l a t i v e l y large samples, 

and do l i t t l e t o cloud the p i c t u r e of fundamental s t a b i l i t y . 



This p i c t u r e of s t a b i l i t y i s r a t h e r a s t o n i s h i n g . I f we take i n t o 

account b i e n n i a l votes at both p r e s i d e n t i a l and congressional l e v e l s , the 

two-party d i v i s i o n of the n a t i o n a l vote has f l u c t u a t e d as w i l d l y i n the past 

decade as a t any time i n the hundred years since the two-party system was 

f i r m l y e s t a b l i s h e d . Yet annual measurements of the un d e r l y i n g d i v i s i o n of 

pa r t y l o y a l t i e s l n the n a t i o n during t h i s period have shown the most serene 

s t a b i l i t y . 

Furthermore, t h i s i s not the s o r t of net s t a b i l i t y which conceals 

gross turnover of i n d i v i d u a l p a r t i s a n s h i p over time.^/ Even i n t h i s period 

o f extravagant vote change, the 1956-1960 panel data reveal great i n d i v i d u a l 

s t a b i l i t y i n party i d e n t i f i c a t i o n . Indeed, i f we f i n d unstable a n a l y t i c 

categories u n s e t t l i n g , we would have cause to f e e l f u l l y as uncomfortable i n 

s u b d i v i d i n g b l u e - c o l l a r workers i n t o union members and nonmembers: a c t u a l l y , 

the four-year turnover between Republicans and Democrats i s i f anything less 

than t h a t f o r union membership, even s e t t i n g aside those workers whose 

change i n st a t u s r e f l e c t s r e t i r e m e n t from the labor f o r c e . 

The party i d e n t i f i c a t i o n measure orders 957. of the American popula­

t i o n on a seven-step ranging form "strong Democrat" through Independent to 

"str o n g Republican." Over the f i v e e l e c t i o n s we have s t u d i e d , i t has turned 

out e m p i r i c a l l y t h a t the rates of vote turnout and p a r t y f i d e l i t y associated 

w i t h each step of the continuum show very i n v i t i n g e m p i r i c a l r e g u l a r i t i e s . 

We have established enough norms f o r the measure t h a t i f we were t o l d that 

members of one of these categories defected to the opposing party i n c e r t a i n 

8/ There are c e r t a i n secular trends i n the s o c i a l d i s t r i b u t i o n of p a r t i s a n 
l o y a l t i e s which have been going on i n the 1950's, which happen t o have 
been compensating one another. However, these trends appear to be ex­
tremely few l n number and t o data have proceeded a t such a g l a c i a l pace 
th a t i t tends to r e q u i r e a decade before they can be r e l i a b l y d i s t i n g u i s h e d 
from sampling e r r o r . The p o l i t i c a l change being discussed i n t h i s paper 
i s of another order of magnitude e n t i r e l y . 
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rates f o r a p a r t i c u l a r e l e c t i o n , we could deduce w i t h reasonable accuracy 

what the d e f e c t i o n rates f o r t h i s e l e c t i o n must have been i n the other s i x 

c a t e g o r i e s . Knowledge of d e f e c t i o n rates f o r weak Democrats, f o r example, 

communicates r a p i d l y the net p a r t i s a n d i r e c t i o n and s t r e n g t h of short-term 

forces operative i n the e l e c t i o n . The nature of the d i s t o r t i o n s i n behavior 

which w i l l be produced by such forces along the r e s t of the party continuum 

have been c o d i f i e d . Since we have now observed e l e c t i o n s i n which the net 

balance of short-term forces has been both Republican and Democratic, one 

can a r r i v e by i n t e r p o l a t i o n at the rates o f turnout and d e f e c t i o n t o be ex­

pected i n the n u l l case, where short-term forces are e i t h e r absent or i n 

p e r f e c t balance. From t h i s p o i n t i t i s merely a mechanical step t o compute 

the p a r t i s a n vote d i v i s i o n t o be expected "normally" from any group, given 

i t s own p e c u l i a r d i s t r i b u t i o n across the seven p a r t y i d e n t i f i c a t i o n cate­

gories This hy p o t h e t i c a l vote d i v i s i o n , which we s h a l l c a l l the "normal 

v o t e " or the "expected vote y i e l d " of the group, turns out to match w e l l 

w i t h the c e n t r a l tendency of votes cast by the group when s u f f i c i e n t l y long 

time s e r i e s are a v a i l a b l e t o give a f a i r sampling of Republican and Demo­

c r a t i c short-term f o r c e s . 

I n Figure l a , we review the recent h i s t o r y of p r e s i d e n t i a l and 

congressional votes cast by Catholics and non-Southern white P r o t e s t a n t s , 

against the backdrop provided by b i e n n i a l estimates of the expected vote 

y i e l d f o r each group. Two cautions must be s t r o n g l y urged w i t h regard t o 

JJ/ Let x be a seven-component row vector representing the turnout norms f o r 
each category of p a r t y i d e n t i f i e r as established f o r the n u l l case. Let 
2 be a column vector whose components are the proportions of any speci­
f i e d p opulation f a l l i n g i n each category of the scale. The vector product 
(xy) gives the expected group t u r n o u t . Computation of the expected 
p a r t i s a n d i v i s i o n of the group's vote simply involves a r e p e t i t i o n of 
the same procedure. 
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the f i g u r e . F i r s t , i t goes w i t h o u t saying t h a t each data point i s a sample 

estimate and subject t o sampling e r r o r . Given the size of the groups and 

the character of the sample design, the confidence i n t e r v a l (.05 l e v e l ) which 

must be imagined around each estimate i s on the order of 67 0.—^ Secondly, 

i t must be remembered t h a t the data p o i n t s f o r any given year and group are 

not s t a t i s t i c a l l y independent. That i s , the a c t u a l vote estimates come from 

the same people whose d i s t r i b u t i o n of p a r t y i d e n t i f i c a t i o n generates the 

normal vote e s t i m a t e . i i / 

Beyond these c a u t i o n s , the message of Figure l a i s a simple one. 

While the normal votes to be expected of the two groupings d i f f e r s t r o n g l y , 

the motion of ac t u a l votes cast by each group r e l a t i v e t o t h e i r respective 

normal votes i s remarkably s i m i l a r . To underscore t h i s f a c t , Figure l b 

reproduces the data i n Figure l a w i t h the basic and long-term Protestant-

10/ I n other words, i t would be f o r t u i t o u s indeed i f w i t h t h i s sampling e r r o r 
the expected vote y i e l d s computed on f i v e successive samples were t o give 
the impression of a s t r a i g h t l i n e even though the und e r l y i n g parameters 
were i n f a c t p e r f e c t l y constant. A f a i r p o r t i o n of the movement por­
t r a y e d — a n d conceivably a l l of i t , although t h i s we doubt—must be 
a t t r i b u t e d t o sampling v a r i a t i o n . Even i n t h i s graph the vote movements 
are much stronger than d i f f e r e n c e s i n estimates o f the vote y i e l d ; 
where l a r g e r groupings are employed and sampling e r r o r i s reduced, the 
vote y i e l d movements tend t o damp out p r o g r e s s i v e l y . 

11/ As a r e s u l t , sampling v a r i a t i o n can c o n t r i b u t e i n p a r t t o the impression 
t h a t the h y p o t h e t i c a l vote y i e l d i s undulating m i l d l y w i t h the o s c i l l a ­
t i o n of the a c t u a l vote I t s e l f . At the same time, what i s most important 
about Figure l a i s the gap which emerges between any a c t u a l vote and 
the u n d e r l y i n g normal vote f o r the group. The f a c t t h a t the personnel 
remain the same assures us t h a t t h i s discrepancy i s subject to only a 
s i n g l e source of sampling e r r o r . A c e r t a i n p r o p o r t i o n of people were 
at the same time expressing a l o y a l t y t o one p a r t y and v o t i n g f o r i t s 
opposite. 
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Figure lbo Vote Trenda among Catholics and Hon-Scuthern White Protoatants, with Expected 
Vote Differenoea Removed 
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C a t h o l i c d i f f e r e n c e i n normal vote a r t i f i c i a l l y removed. Both groups appear 

t o have cast a 1948 p r e s i d e n t i a l vote close to normal. Both were drawn 

sharply t o the Republican side o f normal i n both 1952 and 1956. In I960, 

the only major divergence*in t h e i r s h o r t - t e r m motion occurs, and i t i s a 

s t r o n g divergence. We should keep i n mind t h a t were we t o subdivide the 1960 

P r o t e s t a n t s by s t r e n g t h of r e l i g i o u s involvement, the most nominal Protestants 

would be seen to r e t u r n t o t h e i r normal v o t e , while the most devout Protes­

t a n t s would s h i f t even more v i o l e n t l y away from normal than they had i n the 

Eisenhower years. 

Now the s i m i l a r i t y i n s h o r t - t e r m f l u c t u a t i o n s f o r Catholics and 

P r o t e s t a n t s between 1948 and 1958 i s no s u r p r i s i n g occurrence. To the con­

t r a r y , such motion i n tandem seems t o be the r u l e f o r most p o l i t i c a l l y 

r e l e v a n t groupings l n a l l of the e l e c t i o n s we have s t u d i e d . With the sole 

dramatic exception of Catholics and Protestants I n 1960, short-term forces 

appear not t o have bad d i f f e r e n t i a l impact along l i n e s of the more commonly 

s t u d i e d s o c i a l cleavages i n t h i s p e r i o d . With monotonous r e g u l a r i t y , we f i n d 

time s e r i e s such as the f o l l o w i n g sequences of the Democratic p o r t i o n of the 

two-party vote: 

1 

Group A 78% 
Group B 48% 
Group C 58% 

This i s , to be sure, an i d e a l i z e d i l l u s t r a t i o n . Yet i n the measure 

t h a t a l a r g e mass of e m p i r i c a l data tends to approximate t h i s p a t t e r n , i t i s 

easy t o understand why the d i s t i n c t i o n between long-term and short-term 

components of the vote seem imperative. N a t u r a l l y , the long—term, short-term 

d i s t i n c t i o n does not i t s e l f l o g i c a l l y r e q u i r e that vote changes due t o short-

E l e c t i o n 

2 3 4 5 

70% 727o 82% 74% 
40% 42% 52% 44% 
50% 52% 62% 54% 
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term forces occur i n tandem across the notable s o c i a l groupings i n t h i s 
f a s h i o n . The l a t t e r i s r a t h e r an e m p i r i c a l observation of great i n t e r e s t i n 
i t s own r i g h t . But the prevalence of such patterns c a l l s a t t e n t i o n q u i t e 
b l u n t l y t o the f a c t t h a t two r a d i c a l l y d i f f e r e n t explanatory chores are 
wrapped up i n such vote trends. The f i r s t has t o do w i t h how the p a r t i s a n ­
ship of Group B came t o be es t a b l i s h e d i n the 40% range rather than i n the 
70% range frequented by Group A. The second has t o do w i t h the dynamics 
of the short-term v a r i a t i o n shared across a l l three groupings. The roots 
o f the f i r s t phenomenon l i e so deeply i n time past t h a t l t i s d o u b t f u l that 
the data gathered can comment i n c i s i v e l y upon them. The second phenomenon 
i s notable p r i m a r i l y f o r i t s lack of c o n t i n u i t y w i t h the p a B t ; the temporal 
l o c a t i o n of the explanatory terms i s c l e a r l y i n time present. Other d i f f e r ­
ences between Groups A, B and C are l i k e l y t o have some bearing on the f i r s t 
phenomenon; they are l i k e l y t o be e n t i r e l y i r r e l e v a n t i n understanding the 
second. 

The i l l u s t r a t i o n i s I d e a l i z e d t o set the matter i n black-and-white 

terms. We do t h i s l n part t o make a r e c a l c i t r a n t p o i n t c l e a r l y , and i n part 

because we encounter e m p i r i c a l l y many fewer shades of grey than most ob­

servers f i n d easy t o comprehend. But of course greys e x i s t . For one impor­

t a n t i nstance, forces which induce s h o r t - t e r m o s c i l l a t i o n i n the vote must 

have some conceptual c o n t i n u i t y w i t h the circumstances which a c t u a l l y succeed 

i n changing the a b i d i n g v o t i n g p a t t e r n of the group. However, we s h a l l ex­

pend more e f f o r t c o d i f y i n g the d i f f e r e n c e s between short-term forces and 

those which have more l a s t i n g i m p r i n t once we have had a chance to witness 

some clear examples of the l a t t e r . For the moment, we are s a t i s f i e d t o define 

shor t - t e r m forces as those which exert pressure toward a s h i f t i n vote 
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p a r t i s a n s h i p , w i t h o u t d i s t u r b i n g the underlying d i s t r i b u t i o n of party 
l o y a l t i e s . Such negative forces as those set up by signs of Democratic 
c o r r u p t i o n i n 1952, or such p o s i t i v e forces as the Eisenhower a t t r a c t i o n , 
have been as an e m p i r i c a l matter of t h i s order. The party i d e n t i f i c a t i o n 
measure permits a proper assessment of these s i t u a t i o n s . I t lays bare de­
v i a t i o n s from "normal" v o t i n g , and the d e v i a t i o n concept i s the more f e l i c i t o u s 
tous as i t i s shown t o be not merely the i n v e s t i g a t o r ' s a n a l y t i c construct: 
i t i s demonstrably a perception of d e v i a t i o n (more or less e x p l i c i t ) on the 
p a r t of the a c t o r himself,. 

Where such patterns as those presented i n i d e a l i z e d form above 

emerge and p e r s i s t over considerable periods of time, one i s drawn to con­

clude t h a t whatever s o c i o p o l i t i c a l mechanisms f i r s t sorted Group A toward 

the Democrats and Group B toward the Republicans, group members are c u r r e n t l y 

r e a c t i n g to p o l i t i c s p r i m a r i l y (though not e x c l u s i v e l y ) as Republicans or 

Democrats. They remain, of course, members of the non-party group. I f the 

non-party membership becomes p o l i t i c a l l y s a l i e n t i n any p a r t i c u l a r e l e c t i o n , 

then these l o y a l t i e s w i l l provide some competition f o r party l o y a l t i e s where 

the two are i n c o n f l i c t . Given the notorious lack, of a t t e n t i o n paid by 

group members t o p u b l i c debate even on the more complex issues t h a t d i r e c t l y 

a f f e c t the group, however, most members most of the time w i l l not have a 

s t r o n g sense of the p o l i t i c a l relevance o f the non-party group. I n such 

periods, traces of d i f f e r e n t i a l response t o the changing p o l i t i c a l scene by 

members of the non-party group w i l l be weak indeed. The o v e r r i d i n g phenomenon 

w i l l be, f o r example, t h a t Catholic Democrats w i l l evaluate p o l i t i c s i n a 

manner which i s almost i n d i s t i n g u i s h a b l e from t h a t of Protestant Democrats, 

and which d i f f e r s very notably i n a l l the common ways from the evaluations 

of C atholic and Protestant Republicans. 
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When, however, circumstances a r i s e l e n d i n g p o l i t i c a l relevance 
t o the non-party group which are so crude and obvious t h a t no member can 
f a i l t o see them or t o assign them p o r t e n t , then l o y a l t i e s to the non-party 
group are going t o compete w i t h the party l o y a l t i e s w i t h some v i s i b l e e f f e c ­
t i v e n e s s . This i s the 1960 case. But i t remains a competition, and a com­
p e t i t i o n which, when strengths of l o y a l t y are equated, w i l l f a l l more o f t e n 
than not to the party l o y a l t y simply because i t remains, where p o l i t i c a l 
choices are concerned, the more relevant l o y a l t y . 

The important conceptual point i s n o t , however, the manner i n which 

l o y a l t i e s are weighted to a r r i v e a t a given d e c i s i o n , but rather the f a c t 

t h a t over time party l o y a l t i e s develop a f u n c t i o n a l autonomy. They become 

coordinate f o r the actor w i t h l o y a l t i e s held toward non-party groups, even 

groups t h a t any student of h i s t o r y knows t o have been causally p r i o r to the 

adoption of the party i n an e a r l i e r g e n e r a t i o n , — ^ The respondent whose 

remarks introduced t h i s paper r e f l e c t s t h i s c o n f l i c t of coordinate l o y a l t i e s 

admirably, and i n t h i s regard i s t y p i c a l of our respondents who commented on 

the r e l i g i o u s question i n I960 ( . . . " ( P o l i t i c s ) i s j u s t l i k e r e l i g i o n . . . i t i s 

something wide and deep--no end t o i t — y o u get i t i n your system so deep.. .") „ 

I n sum, then, any an a l y s i s of the r e l a t i o n between non-party s o c i a l 

groupings and p o l i t i c s i n general, or the 1960 Cat h o l i c - P r o t e s t a n t case in 

p a r t i c u l a r , should not confuse the f o l l o w i n g components: 

(1) The long-term p a r t i s a n component. The d i s t i n c t i v e 
d i v i s i o n of party l o y a l t i e s which characterizes the non-party 
group over periods of time even though the p o l i t i c a l relevance o f 
the non-party group i s f a i n t or passes unperceived dates from 
points more or l e s s deep tn time past. I t i s l i k e l y to be e i t h e r 

12/ We say "coordinate" and not "equal i n weight." The weighting depends on 
the instance, by "coordinate" we mean simply t h a t the party i s not con­
c e p t u a l l y set o f f i n a "means-realm" w h i l e the non-party group monopo­
l i z e s some "goal-realm." 
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a d i r e c t consequence of group membership, or a t l e a s t a consequence 
of other l i f e s i t u a t i o n s once c o r r e l a t e d w i t h group membership. 
I n the C a t h o l i c - P r o t e s t a n t case, the l i t e r a t u r e abounds i n h i s t o r i ­
c a l surmises which are w e l l known. As t h i B basic d i f f e r e n c e 
stretches back i n t o what i s , f o r us, p r e - h i s t o r y , we cannot hope 
to improve upon these surmises w i t h our data. 

(2) C e r t a i n maintaining mechanisms. A v a r i e t y of phenomena 
may be classed here. The f u n c t i o n a l autonomy o f p a r t y l o y a l t i e s , 
which maintains p o l i t i c a l d i f f e r e n c e s even i n periods when the 
perceived p o l i t i c a l relevance of the o r i g i n a t i n g group i s low, ob­
v i o u s l y f a l l s i n t h i s category. I t i s t r u e as w e l l t h a t turnover 
i n personnel between generations creates maintaining problems, i n 
the degree t h a t the basic l e v e l of p a r t i s a n s h i p of the group 
departs from a f i f t y - f i f t y d i v i s i o n . I f the group i s r e l a t i v e l y 
homogeneous i n p a r t i s a n terms, and i f the transmission of the 
dominant party l o y a l t y from parent t o c h i l d ever f a i l s , then some 
other mechanisms such as a d i f f e r e n t i a l b i r t h r a t e g i v i n g more 
o f f s p r i n g t o f a m i l i e s of the dominant p a r t y , or a d i f f e r e n t i a l 
recruitment o f the ensuing generation such t h a t the occasional 
i n t e r g e n e r a t i o n a l p a r t i s a n changes f a v o r the dominant party very 
d i s p r o p o r t i o n a t e l y , are required to keep the p a r t i s a n l e v e l of the 
group from d r i f t i n g slowly toward a 50-50 d i v i s i o n . ! ^ ' 

(3) Short-term p a r t i s a n f o r c e s . The response t o t r a n s i e n t 
e l e c t i o n circumstances which do not m a t e r i a l l y a f f e c t the a b i d i n g 
d i v i s i o n of party l o y a l t i e s i n the group. 

Despite our great i n t e r e s t i n a l l of these phenomena, t h i s paper 

i s , by i n t e n t i o n , r e s t r i c t e d t o the t h i r d . That i s , we are i n t e r e s t e d 

momentarily i n the impact of the Kennedy candidacy i n drawing partisans of 

d i f f e r i n g r e l i g i o u s b e l i e f s to deviate from t h e i r normal p o l i t i c a l responses„ 

P r o v i s i o n a l l y , we l o c a t e the Kennedy candidacy as a short-term f o r c e , f o r 

the vote s h i f t s e n t a i l e d have not as yet r e g i s t e r e d i n any r e l i a b l e way on 

13/ Evidence t h a t such d i f f e r e n t i a l r e c r u i t i n g phenomena occur i n the current 
era f o r Catholics and Protestants has been remarked upon by Lenski i n 
The Religious Factor (New York: Doubleday, 1961) pp. 126-128 and by 
Berelson, L a z a r s f e l d & McPhee, Vo t i n g (Chicago: U n i v e r s i t y of Chicago 
Press, 1954), pp. 61-69. These phenomena are clear i n n a t i o n a l data as 
w e l l . I t i s easy t o f o r g e t , however, t h a t these r e c r u i t i n g d i f f e r e n c e s 
must be extremely strong i n a case l i k e the C a t h o l i c one, or the group 
w i l l "lose ground" nonetheless. I n n a t i o n a l data or I n the Lenski data, 
w h i l e the d i f f e r e n t i a l seems i n t u i t i v e l y t o be remarkable strong, i t 
remains i n s u f f i c i e n t t o maintain the C a t h o l i c ,group at i t s current l e v e l 
of d i s t i n c t i v e n e s s , i f the t o t a l s t o r y i s a c t u a l l y t o l d by the simple 
f o u r f o l d f a t h e r - c h i l d , p a r t y - p a r t y , t a b l e . 
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party l o y a l t i e s . I t i s always e n t i r e l y p o s s i b l e , of course, t h a t the 1960 

s h i f t s w i l l t u r n out to have more durable consequences. There i s a s l i g h t 

undulation i n the more s t a b l e vote y i e l d measure toward and away from the 

Democrats on the p a r t of Ca t h o l i c s and Protestants r e s p e c t i v e l y i n 1960 

(Figure l a o r l b ) that might her a l d such change. However, we have watched 

such undulations before, even dwarfed as they have been by the a c t u a l vote 

swings, expecting them t o be the seeds of more permanent change. They have 

never developed i n t o any permanent change strong enough to be disentangled 

from sampling e r r o r , and hence we have come t o be more c y n i c a l about them 

than a t f i r s t . Nevertheless, we know such permanent change must occur, and 

1960 might provide a f i r s t instance. I t would be e x c i t i n g indeed i f short-

term forces which f o l l o w l i n e s o f the more obvious s o c i a l cleavages were t o 

be found i n time t o leave a more l a s t i n g i m p r i n t than those which do not. 

Such a f i n d i n g would i l l u m i n a t e a v a r i e t y of annoying t h e o r e t i c a l problems. 

Whether the impact of the Kennedy candidacy turns out t o be 

permanent or t r a n s i e n t , however, the s t r a t e g y of an a l y s i s i s the same. We 

s t i l l wish t o d i s s o c i a t e the c u r r e n t impact from more ancient d i f f e r e n c e s . 

Therefore as we push our i n v e s t i g a t i o n s w i t h i n the primary r e l i g i o u s group­

ings we s h a l l continue t o take i n t o account d e v i a t i o n s i n 1960 from p r i o r 
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part i s a n s h i p , — ' To avoid any possible contamination from the 1960 undula­

t i o n s i n basic party l o y a l t i e s , we s h a l l employ 1958 measures o f p a r t y 

i d e n t i f i c a t i o n f o r our panel people as the i n d i c a t o r of such p r i o r p a r t i s a n ­

ship . 

For those who l i k e t o v i s u a l i z e these matters of force and impact, 

Figure 2a summarizes the e f f e c t s of Kennedy's candidacy i n c r e a t i n g a con­

f l i c t of coordinate p o l i t i c a l and r e l i g i o u s l o y a l t i e s , w h i l e Figure 2b 

provides the comparable p i c t u r e f o r the same people categorized by the same 

measures (1958 party i d e n t i f i c a t i o n , a 1960 measure of r e l i g i o u s i d e n t i f i ­

c a t i o n ) f o r the 1956 e l e c t i o n . As we see, there i s no r e l i a b l e slope 

14/ The ana l y s i s of the 1960 mate r i a l s i s r i f e w i t h examples of misconstruc­
t i o n s which would occur i f the more p r i m i t i v e a n a l y s i s format ignoring 
the party term had been employed. We i n s e r t one of these by way of 
i l l u s t r a t i o n . I n 1956 we had asked our respondents t o choose from a 
long l i s t of n o n - p o l i t i c a l s o c i a l groupings (e.g., "veterans' groups," 
"college groups," e t c . ) any whose p o l i t i c a l recommendations they would 
p a r t i c u l a r l y t r u s t or d i s t r u s t . Since "Protestant groups" and "Catholic 
groups" were included on the l i s t , one can order respondents on a simple 
a p r i o r i basis w i t h regard to the Catho l i c - P r o t e s t a n t d i f f e r e n c e , plac­
ing i n d i v i d u a l s who d i s t r u s t e d C a t h o l i c s and t r u s t e d Protestants at one 
extreme, and those who t r u s t e d Catholics and d i s t r u s t e d Protestants at 
the other end. The a n a l y t i c question was whether these 1956 a t t i t u d e s 
were s t a b l e enough t o p r e d i c t the s t r e n g t h of a n t i - C a t h o l i c r e a c t i o n 
which would r e g i s t e r i n the p r e s i d e n t i a l vote of Protestants f o u r years 
l a t e r . I f we p r e d i c t from t h i s scale t o the crude 1960 v o t e , we get no 
r e s u l t s a t a l l . From a n t i - C a t h o l i c t o n e u t r a l or s l i g h t l y pro-Catholic 
(the range of v a r i a t i o n i s truncated f o r P r o t e s t a n t s , there being none 
who both t r u s t e d Catholics and d i s t r u s t e d Protestants) the percent 
Democratic of the 1960 p r e s i d e n t i a l vote reads: 

25% 40% 34% 36% 25% 

I f , however, we compute a normal vote f o r each category and then a 1960 
d e v i a t i o n from t h i s normal v o t e , we f i n d a p e r f e c t l y monotonic and 
ra t h e r sharp r e l a t i o n s h i p : 

-23% -18% -12% -11% + 3% 

A negative d e v i a t i o n means t h a t the group voted more Republican than 
i t s normal v o t e ; a p o s i t i v e d e v i a t i o n means more Democratic. 
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Figure 2ao 196b Preoidentlal Vote by Party I d e n t i f i c a t i o n (1958) and 
by Religious I d e n t i f i c a t i o n (i960) 
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Figuro 2bo 1956 Presidential Vote by Party I d e n t i f i c a t i o n (1958) and 
by Religious I d e n t i f i c a t i o n (I960) 
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associated w i t h r e l i g i o n i n the 1956 v o t e , once party i s considered; i n 

1960, the r e l i g i o u s measure exerts a very systematic d i s t o r t i o n on the 

o r i g i n a l slope.12/ 

Inside the C a t h o l i c Vote 

D i f f e r e n t i a l l i n e s of impact of the Kennedy candidacy w i t h i n the 

C a t h o l i c community are somewhat hard t o trace because the size of the group 

does not permit very elegant s u b d i v i s i o n . And, since normally less than 

20% of Catholics consider themselves u n c o n d i t i o n a l Republicans, the b i t i n g 

edge of any a n a l y s i s i s f u r t h e r d u l l e d . However, we can draw a few b r i e f 

observations about the way t h a t d i f f e r e n c t types of Catholics responded to 

the 1960 s i t u a t i o n . 

The Ethnic Subcommunities. Kennedy was not only a Catholic candidate, 

but an I r i s h C atholic candidate. Since i t has o f t e n been observed t h a t l i n e s 

o f the o l d e t h n i c communities have been d i s s o l v i n g i n favor of broader re­

l i g i o u s communities, i t i s of i n t e r e s t to consider the i n t e r p l a y of the 

e t h n i c f a c t o r w i t h the r e l i g i o u s f a c t o r among Catholics i n 1960. We can 

examine not only the c o n t r a s t s between I r i s h and n o n - I r i s h C a t h o l i c s , but 

have enough cases t o get a t l e a s t a rough idea as w e l l of the 1960 response 

i n a t h i r d l o g i c a l subset, t h a t of the I r i s h non-Catholics ( P r o t e s t a n t s ) . 

The degree of socio-economic a s s i m i l a t i o n of the I r i s h C a t h o l i c 

community i n the mainstream of American l i f e i s w e l l recognized. Almost 

three-quarters o f the I r i s h C atholics i n our 1960 sample were of t h i r d 

15/ I t should be remarked t h a t two points on each surface (1956 and 1960) 
s u f f e r i n g from inadequate numbers of cases (less than 10) have been 
a r t i f i c i a l l y smoothed i n a manner which seems d i c t a t e d by the character 
of the surface around them. This smoothing does, not i n v o l v e any of the 
four c r i t i c a l corner p o i n t s , however. 
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generatlon or more, as opposed t o o n e - t h i r d of the n o n - I r i s h C a t h o l i c s . 1 ^ 
Combining samples from the 1950's t o maximize cases, the I r i s h Catholics 
appeared t o have an educational background and occupation l e v e l which 
(1) compared q u i t e w e l l w i t h t h a t of non-Southern, n o n - I r i s h white Protes­
t a n t s ; (2) exceeded t h a t of I r i s h P r o t e s t a n t s , even w i t h the South set aside; 
and (3) exceeded very notably t h a t of n o n - I r i s h C a t h o l i c s . 

At the same time, on a l l measures which were employed, the I r i s h 

C a t h o l i c s i n the 1960 sample showed stronger r e l i g i o u s involvement than 

d i d n o n - I r i s h C a t h o l i c s . These measures in c l u d e both reports of church 

attendance and professions of s t r e n g t h of r e l i g i o u s i d e n t i f i c a t i o n . Lenski 

has noted a p a t t e r n of lower church attendance among the less "Americanized" 

c i t i z e n s , Protestant or C a t h o l i c , whose f a m i l i e s have a r r i v e d i n t h i s country 

more r e c e n t l y . — / w h i l e these patterns are present i n our data as w e l l , 

I r i s h C atholics remain v i s i b l e higher i n church attendance even w i t h controls 

on status or on generations i n the United S t a t e s . While none of the d i f f e r ­

ences between I r i s h and n o n - I r i s h were extremely large across these measures 

o f r e l i g i o u s involvement, they would c e r t a i n l y render i t d i f f i c u l t t o argue 

t h a t r e l a t i v e socio-economic a s s i m i l a t i o n has made inroads on I r i s h Catholic 

r e l i g i o u s f a i t h . 

So much f o r background. The I r i s h Protestant p o l i t i c a l r e a c t i o n 

i n 1960 was t o t a l l y i n d i s t i n g u i s h a b l e , both North and South, from the reac­

t i o n s of other kinds of white P r o t e s t a n t s . The same negativism toward Kennedy 

appears r e f l e c t e d , and i n the same degree, whether we look at vote s h i f t s 

recorded between 1956 and 1960, or a t t h e i r 1960 devi a t i o n s from normal vote 

16/ The Protestant I r i s h contingent i s almost without exception of very 
ancient v i n t a g e . 

17/ L e n s k i , op. c i t . , pp. 41 f f . 
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p a t t e r n s . While i t might be maintained t h a t an ethnic a t t r a c t i o n was 
counterbalanced by a p a r t i c u l a r l y intense intracommunity r e l i g i o u s cleavage, 
i t i s as easy to presume t h a t the now-remote ethnic factor.had no weight, 
and the r e l i g i o u s f a c t o r operated at what was, f o r Protestants i n 1960, 
normal s t r e n g t h . 

On the other hand, there i s some mil d sign t h a t I r i s h Catholics 

were more a f f e c t e d by the Kennedy candidacy than were n o n - I r i s h Catholics. 

The d i f f e r e n c e s are not g r e a t , and case numbers are too small f o r f i r m con­

c l u s i o n s . However, I r i s h Cathoics who had voted f o r Eisenhower i n 1956 

were more l i k e l y t o j o i n the movement t o Kennedy i n 1960 (Table 3 ) . The 

d e v i a t i o n toward the Democrats of the 1960 I r i s h C atholic vote (N of 49) 

from l e v e l s which would have been expected i n the l i g h t of t h e i r 1958 ex­

pression of party I d e n t i f i c a t i o n i s i n absolute terms l a r g e r than t h a t f o r 

n o n - I r i s h C a t h o l i c s , though not s t a t i s t i c a l l y s i g n i f i c a n t by usual standards 

(a Democratic increment of 19%, as opposed t o 14% among n o n - I r i s h C a t h o l i c s ) . 

Some, but no a l l , of t h i s absolute d i f f e r e n c e i s removed i f i t s t r i k e s one 

as conceptually u s e f u l t o take i n t o account the f a c t t h a t I r i s h Catholics 

before the Kennedy candidacy were more s t r o n g l y involved as C a t h o l i c s . I t 

Table 3 

Vote Change among 1956-1960 P r e s i d e n t i a l Voters 
f o r I r i s h and N o n - I r i s h Catholics 

I r i s h C atholics N o n - I r i s h Catholics 

Stevenson Eisenhower Stevenson Eisenhower 

Kennedy 5 2% 3 7% Kennedy 42% 3 9% 

N ixon 0% 11% N ixon 1% 18% 

100% 100% 

Number of Cases (37) (178) 

Each f o u r f o l d t a b l e i s percentaged t o i t s corner, r a t h e r than along rows or 
columns. 
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appeara t h a t among s t r o n g l y i d e n t i f i e d C a t h o l i c s , the I r i s h , n o n - I r i s h 
d i f f e r e n c e i n r e a c t i o n disappears; i t i s r a t h e r among people weakly i d e n t i ­
f i e d w i t h the r e l i g i o n t h a t the ethnic d i f f e r e n c e seems to have i t s l i f e . 
I r i s h people weakly i d e n t i f i e d w i t h Catholicism were nonetheless more l i k e l y 
t o deviate t o a vote f o r Kennedy, wh i l e the n o n - I r i s h w e a k l y - i d e n t i f i e d show 
no r e l i a b l e impact whatever (N of 45 ) . While i n s u f f i c i e n t case numbers leave 
these observations on the t h i n n e s t of e m p i r i c a l bases, the pa t t e r n of ab­
so l u t e d i f f e r e n c e s which show have the same f l a v o r as many others observed 
i n comparable s i t u a t i o n s , and may be worth some credence. 

Perhaps the most i n t r i g u i n g d i f f e r e n c e , however, is the f a c t t h a t 

I r i s h Catholics c o n t r i b u t e d d i s p r o p o r t i o n a t e l y t o the minor s h i f t toward 

the Democrats i n party l o y a l t i e s between 1958 and 1960 (see the Catholic 

v o t e y i e l d , Figure l a ) . I f there i s t o be any l a s t i n g impact of the Kennedy 

candidacy on the Cat h o l i c community, i t may w e l l be t h a t i t w i l l r e g i s t e r 

p r i m a r i l y among I r i s h C a t h o l i c s . 

While i t i s p l a u s i b l e t o suppose from these data, then, t h a t the 

eth n i c f a c t o r c o n t r i b u t e d some ex t r a "push" to Catholics i n I960, there i s 

o f course no question but t h a t i t s r o l e was e n t i r e l y e c l i p s e d , l i k e an eddy 

i n a t o r r e n t , by movements along broader r e l i g i o u s l i n e s . 

Types of Religious Involvement. I t i s of a t l e a s t anecdotal i n t e r e s t 

t h a t the two C a t h o l i C B who swam against the Catholic t i d e i n the 1956-1960 

p e r i o d , v o t i n g f i r s t f o r Stevenson and then switching t o Nixon, were rather 

p e c u l i a r C a t h o l i c s . Neither was a reg u l a r church attender (as opposed t o 

707o of a l l C a t h o l i c s ) , and n e i t h e r was I r i s h C a t h o l i c . One showed signs of 

p o s i t i v e psychological i d e n t i f i c a t i o n w i t h the Cat h o l i c community despite 

i r r e g u l a r church attendance, and her d e f e c t i o n c l e a r l y sprang from her m u l t i p l e 
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memberships. She was a Negro woman o f u s u s u a l e d u c a t i o n , r e a r e d i n a B a p t i s t 
home, who had m a r r i e d a C a t h o l i c and had a c c e p t e d t h e f a i t h . She expressed 
p o s i t i v e i n t e r e s t i n " s e e i n g what a C a t h o l i c w o u l d do" as p r e s i d e n t , b ut she 
v o t e d f o r N i x o n o u t o f sharp r a c i a l r e a c t i o n t o Lyndon Johnson. The second 
c a s e , a s k i l l e d w o rker i n New York C i t y , was n o t o n l y a r a r e c h u r c h g o e r , but 
i n d i c a t e d complete d i s i n t e r e s t i n t h e C a t h o l i c community on e v e r y measure, 
The candidacy o f a C a t h o l i c was s i m p l y i r r e l e v a n t t o him: he r e p o r t e d p i c k ­
i n g up an immediate d i s t r u s t o f b o t h Kennedy and N i x o n , and b e f o r e t h e 
e l e c t i o n was t h i n k i n g ' o f v o t i n g "no" f o r p r e s i d e n t . A f t e r t h e e l e c t i o n he 
r e p o r t e d a N i x o n v o t e , as Kennedy had f i n a l l y impressed him as t h e l e s s 
s i n c e r e o f t h e two men. 

I t has been a p p a r e n t t h r o u g h o u t t h i s paper t h a t t h e d i f f e r e n t i a l 

i m p a c t o f t h e Kennedy c a n d i d a c y formed a l o n g l i n e s o f r e l i g i o u s i n v o l v e m e n t . 

The more devout o f t h e P r o t e s t a n t Democrats were more l i k e l y t o c r o s s p a r t y 

l i n e s t o v o t e R e p u b l i c a n t h a n were l e s s f a i t h f u l P r o t e s t a n t Democrats; the 

more i n v o l v e d C a t h o l i c s were more l i k e l y t o s h i f t t h e i r v o t e t o t h e Demo­

c r a t i c column i n 1960-than were more p e r i p h e r a l C a t h o l i c s . I f we v i e w the 

e l e c t i o n as a c o n f l i c t o f l o y a l t i e s , i t i s n o t s u r p r i s i n g of course t h a t 

u l t i m a t e d e c i s i o n s r e s t e d upon a b a l a n c i n g o f t h e r e l a t i v e i n t e n s i t y o f 

t h e s e l o y a l t i e s . 

However, i t i s i n t e r e s t i n g t o d i s s e c t t h e i n v o l v e m e n t phenomenon 

i n t o components w h i c h g i v e some b e t t e r understan d i n g o f t h e processes under­

l y i n g t h e I n f l u e n c e r e l a t i o n s h i p . F o r example, i n h i s s t u d y o f r e l i g i o u s 

subcommunities i n D e t r o i t , L e n s k i m a i n t a i n e d e m p i r i c a l c o n t r a s t s between 

" a s s o c i a t i o n a l i n v o l v e m e n t " i n t h e r e l i g i o u s g r o u p - - f r e q u e n c y o f a t t e n d a n c e 

a t f o r m a l w o r s h i p s e r v i c e s o f t h e creed--and "communal i n v o l v e m e n t , " measured 

b y t h e degree t o w h i c h t h e i n d i v i d u a l ' s p r i m a r y r e l a t i o n s ( c l o s e f r i e n d s and 
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r e l a t i v e s ) a r e l i m i t e d t o persons o f h i s own r e l i g i o u s g r o u p . — ' Such a 

p r o c e d u r e g i v e s o b v i o u s e n t r e e t o b o d i e s o f t h e o r y c o n c e r n i n g t h e i n t e r p l a y 

o f p r i m a r y and secondary g r o u p r e l a t i o n s . 

Over t h e course o f t h e panel s t u d y s i n c e 1956 we have c a r r i e d two 

measures w h i c h r e f l e c t r e l i g i o u s i n v o l v e m e n t i n somewhat t h e same d i f f e r e n t i a l 

manner. The f i r s t measure, r e p o r t o f c h u r c h a t t e n d a n c e , i s p e r f e c t l y 

e q u i v a l e n t t o t h e L e n s k i gauge o f a s s o c i a t i o n a l i n v o l v e m e n t . The second 

measure I s q u i t e d i f f e r e n t o p e r a t i o n a l l y f r o m L e n s k i ' s communal measure, 
19/ 

a l t h o u g h i t bears some c o n c e p t u a l s i m i l a r i t i e s . — I t a t t e m p t s t o measure 

t h e sense o f p r o x i m i t y and common i n t e r e s t w h i c h i n d i v i d u a l members f e e l 

v i s - a - v i s t h e g r o u p . — / 

18/ L e n s k i T h e R e l i g i o u s F a c t o r , op. c i t . , p. 21 f f . 

19/ W h i l e we c o l l e c t e d d a t a i n 1960 on t h e r e l i g i o u s homogeneity o f t h e 
immediate f a m i l y , w h i c h formed p a r t o f t h e L e n s k i measure o f communal 
i n v o l v e m e n t , t h e s e d a t a a r e n o t employed i n t h i s paper. I t m i g h t be 
obs e r v e d t h a t L e n s k i ' s measure i s somewhat more u s e f u l i n a p o l y g l o t 
m e t r o p o l i s t h a n i t i s i n a n a t i o n a l sample, where e c o l o g i c a l d i s t a n c e 
r a t h e r o u t s t r i p s s o c i a l d i s t a n c e as a f a c t o r where c r o s s - g r o u p p r i m a r y 
c o n t a c t s a r e concerned. We a r e c u r r e n t l y w o r k i n g w i t h e s t i m a t e s o f 
r e l a t i v e d e n s i t y o f v a r i o u s g r o u p i n g s drawn f r o m our r e p e a t e d samplings 
l n t h e same areas o v e r t i m e , and i t w i l l be i n t e r e s t i n g t o see how t h i s 
e c o l o g i c a l v a r i a b l e i n t e r a c t s w i t h o t h e r measures d i s c u s s e d h e r e . 

20/ The two q u e s t i o n s employed were: "Would you say you f e e l p r e t t y c l o s e 
t o ( C a t h o l i c s ) i n g e n e r a l o r t h a t you d o n ' t f e e l much c l o s e r t o them 
t h a n you do t o o t h e r p e o p l e ? " and "How much i n t e r e s t would you say you 

- have i n how ( C a t h o l i c ) people as a whole a r e g e t t i n g a l o n g i n t h i s 
c o u n t r y ? Do you have a good d e a l o f i n t e r e s t i n i t , some i n t e r e s t , or 
n o t much i n t e r e s t a t a l l ? " I n the P r o t e s t a n t case, t h e group o b j e c t 
r e f e r r e d t o was t h e d e n o m i n a t i o n , u n l e s s t h e resp o n d e n t l a b e l l e d h i m s e l f 
s i m p l y a " P r o t e s t a n t . " For l a r g e a r e a s o f t h e c o u n t r y t h e b r o a d e r 
r e f e r e n t would make l i t t l e sense. N a t u r a l l y , however, t h i s changes the 
f o c u s o f t h e q u e s t i o n s and reduces c o m p a r a b i l i t y w i t h t h e L e n s k i proce­
dure f o r P r o t e s t a n t s . 
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The p a r a l l e l s i n e m p i r i c a l r e s u l t s g e n e r a t e d by t h i s measure and 

t h e communal i n v o l v e m e n t measure employed by L e n s k i a r e v e r y s t r i k i n g . Thus 

L e n s k i f i n d s , f o r example, t h a t Jews i n D e t r o i t r a n k l o w e s t o f t h e major 

r e l i g i o u s c a t e g o r i e s i n c h u r c h a t t e n d a n c e , and t h e h i g h e s t i n communal i n ­

v o l v e m e n t ; a t a n a t i o n a l l e v e l , Jews i n o u r samples s i m i l a r l y show t h e l o w e s t 

c h u r c h a t t e n d a n c e and by f a r t h e h i g h e s t community i d e n t i f i c a t i o n . S i m i l a r l y , 

c h u r c h a t t e n d a n c e i s v e r y h i g h among C a t h o l i c s r e l a t i v e t o w h i t e P r o t e s t a n t s , 

as i s t r u e n a t i o n a l l y . B u t , as L e n s k i r e m a r k s , t h e s e two groups match 

c l o s e l y on t h e communal measure, and n a t i o n a l l y t h e y a r e i n d i s t i n g u i s h a b l e 

i n terms o f o u r i d e n t i f i c a t i o n measure. I n d e e d , we have been unable as y e t 

t o f i n d i n s t a n c e s o f any b a s i c assessments i n w h i c h t h e d i f f e r e n t i a l p a t t e r n s 

f o u n d by L e n s k i i n e m p l o y i n g h i s two measures a r e n o t r e p r o d u c e d w i t h i n the 

p a i r w h i c h we have u s e d . — / I f i t h e l p s i n l o c a t i n g o u r measure c o n c e p t u a l l y , 

t h e n , i t i s l i k e l y t h a t t h e r e i s some degree o f f u n c t i o n a l e q u i v a l e n c e be­

tween o u r community i d e n t i f i c a t i o n measure and t h e r e s u l t s o f t h e L e n s k i 

p r o c e d u r e . — ' 

T a b l e 4a p e r m i t s us t o examine t h e d i f f e r e n t i a l impact o f the 

Kennedy candidacy as a f u n c t i o n o f t h e s e two measures o f r e l i g i o u s i n v o l v e ­

ment. The dependent v a r i a b l e here once a g a i n i s n o t t h e v o t e i t s e l f , b u t t h e 

2 1 / I t i s t r u e , however, t h a t t h e i n t e r c o r r e l a t i o n s g e n e r a l l y between our 
two i n v o l v e m e n t measures on d i f f e r e n t g r o u p i n g s r u n h i g h e r t h a n t h o s e 
w h i c h L e n s k i r e p o r t s , a l t h o u g h t h e p a t t e r n i n g o f t h e s e i n t e r c o r r e l a t i o n s 
a c r o s s g r o u p i n g s once a g a i n seems s i m i l a r . T h i s s i m p l y means t h a t i t 
s h o u l d be h a r d e r t o g e t d i f f e r e n t i a l r e s u l t s between o u r two measures. 

22/ A t h i r d s i m p l e measure o f i d e n t i f i c a t i o n was i n c l u d e d i n the 1960 s t u d y , 
t o p a r a l l e l t h e p a r t y i d e n t i f i c a t i o n measure by a s k i n g t h e respondent 
whether he c o n s i d e r e d h i m s e l f a " s t r o n g o r n o t v e r y s t r o n g ( C a t h o l i c ) . " 
T h i s measure seems t o go more d i r e c t l y t o an u n d e r l y i n g c e n t r a l d i mension 
o f i n v o l v e m e n t , i n t h e sense t h a t t h e a s s o c i a t i o n a l measure and t h e com­
m u n i t y i d e n t i f i c a t i o n measure each c o r r e l a t e more s t r o n g l y w i t h i t t h a n 
t h e y do between t h e m s e l v e s . We have used i t i n t h i s t e x t where we have 
wished a s i m p l e and summary d i s c r i m i n a t i o n , as i n F i g u r e 2a. 
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d e v i a t i o n o f t h e a c t u a l 1960 v o t e f r o m t h e v o t e d i v i s i o n w h i c h m i g h t have 

been ex p e c t e d s h o r t - t e r m f o r c e s a s i d e , g i v e n t h e d i s t r i b u t i o n o f p a r t y 

l o y a l t i e s expressed i n 1958 by i n d i v i d u a l s w i t h i n each c e l l . As we see t f b o t h 

v a r i a b l e s make some independent c o n t r i b u t i o n t o d i f f e r e n c e s i n i m p a c t . At 

t h e same t i m e , w h i l e t h e r e a r e s e v e r a l means o f d r a w i n g t h e comparison, they 

a l l s u g g e s t t h a t t h e impact tends t o r u n more s t r o n g l y a l o n g l i n e s d e f i n e d 

by community i d e n t i f i c a t i o n t h a n t h o s e o f c h u r c h a t t e n d a n c e . T h i s d i f f e r e n c e 

conforms w i t h comparisons drawn by L e n s k i f o r D e t r o i t . 

T a b l e 4a 

P o l i t i c a l P r e f e r e n c e s o f t h e C a t h o l i c Community, 
by Two Types o f R e l i g i o u s I n v o l v e m e n t 

The 1960 P r e s i d e n t i a l V o te D e v i a t i o n 

CHURCH ATTENDANCE 
I d e n t i f i c a t i o n W i t h Seldom, 
t h e C a t h o l i c Community Reg u l a r O f t e n Never T o t a l 

H i g h 22% 14% 23% 
(83) (12) (6) (101) 

Medium-High 2 1 % 12% 20% 
(82) (17) (10) (109) 

Medium-Low 14% 1 1 % 6% 12% 
(69) (14) (19) (102) 

Low 9% 4% 3% 
(37) (4) (24) (65 > 

T o t a l : 16% 7% 10% 
(271) (47) (59) 

The c e l l e n t r y i n each case i s t h e i n c r e m e n t i n t h e Democratic p r o p o r t i o n o f 
t h e t w o - p a r t y I 9 6 0 p r e s i d e n t i a l v o t e o v e r t h e exp e c t e d v o t e f o r each c e l l 
computed i n F i g u r e 4b. Each d e v i a t i o n i s p o s i t i v e , i n d i c a t i n g t h a t t h e v o t e 
g e n e r a t e d by each c e l l was more De m o c r a t i c t h a n expected i n I 9 6 0 . Only c e l l s 
w i t h more t h a n t e n cases have been e n t e r e d . B i z a r r e d i s t r i b u t i o n s and v o t e s 
i n t h e s e s m a l l c e l l s a c c o u n t f o r some o f t h e a p p a r e n t a n o m a l i e s w h i c h a r i s e 
i f one compares i n t e r n a l e n t r i e s f o r v a r i o u s rows o r columns w i t h t h e sum­
ma r i e s f o r t h e rows o r columns. Case numbers a r e i n d i c a t e d i n parentheses 
under each e n t r y . 
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T a b l e 4b 

P o l i t i c a l P r e f e r e n c e s o f t h e C a t h o l i c Community, 
by Two Types o f R e l i g i o u s I n v o l v e m e n t 

The 1958 Base: 

CHURCH ATTENDANCE 
I d e n t i f i c a t i o n W i t h 
t h e C a t h o l i c Community Re g u l a r O f t e n 

Seldom, 
Never T o t a l 

H i g h 7 1 % 53% 67% 

Medium-High 64% 68% 65% 

Medium-Low 70% 73% 67% 
i, 

70% 

Low 47% 75% 59% 

T o t a l : 67% 63% 66% 

The c e l l e n t r y i n each case i s t h e p r o p o r t i o n o f t h e t w o - p a r t y Democratic 
w h i c h c o u l d be expected i n t h e r e s p e c t i v e c r o s s - p a r t i t i o n s on t h e b a s i s o f 
t h e d i s t r i b u t i o n o f p a r t y i d e n t i f i c a t i o n s p r o f e s s e d i n 1958. T h i s e n t r y i s 
what we have c a l l e d t h e normal v o t e o r the v o t e y i e l d f o r t h e group. Only 
c e l l s w i t h more t h a n t e n cases have been e n t e r e d , a l t h o u g h t h e m i s s i n g 
e n t r i e s a r e o f course i n c l u d e d i n t h e summary t o t a l s f o r t h e m a r g i n a l s . 

I n T a b l e 4b we have r e p r o d u c e d t h e 1958 base f r o m w h i c h t h e 1960 

d e v i a t i o n s were e x t r a c t e d , s i n c e a comparison o f t h e two t a b l e s i s i l l u m i ­

n a t i n g . We n o t e i m m e d i a t e l y t h a t i n 1958 t h e g r a d i e n t s o f p a r t y p r e f e r e n c e 

a s a f u n c t i o n o f b o t h i n v o l v e m e n t measures were e n t i r e l y d e g e n e r a t e : e i t h e r 

t h e r e was no r e l a t i o n s h i p a t a l l o r a non-monotonic p r o g r e s s i o n w h i c h summed 

t o a weak p o s i t i v e r e l a t i o n s h i p . On t h e b a s i s o f 1956 d a t a we had once sur­

m i s e d t h a t such seedy p a t t e r n s as were p r e s e n t a t t h a t t i m e i n the C a t h o l i c 

i n s t a n c e must r e f l e c t t he l a t e s t a g e s o f a d e c l i n e i n group p o l i t i c a l 

r e l e v a n c e . 23./ T h i s i m p r e s s i o n i s now l e n t c o n s i d e r a b l e w e i g h t by an a b b r e v i a t e d 

2 3 / Converse, Group I n f l u e n c e i n V o t i n g B e h a v i o r , u n p u b l i s h e d d o c t o r a l 
d i s s e r t a t i o n , The U n i v e r s i t y o f M i c h i g a n , 1958. See Chapter I I I . 
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t i m e s e r i e s w h i c h we can e r e c t f o r C a t h o l i c s d u r i n g t h e 1950's, r e p r e s e n t i n g 
a r a n k - o r d e r c o r r e l a t i o n between t h e s e measures o f r e l i g i o u s i n v o l v e m e n t and 
b a s i c p a r t i s a n l o y a l t i e s : — ^ 

1952 1956 

Church A t t e n d a n c e x P a r t y I d e n t i f i c a t i o n .05 .02 

Community I d e n t i f i c a t i o n x P a r t y 
I d e n t i f i c a t i o n 111 .09 

As T a b l e 4a i n d i c a t e s , t h e events o f 1960 d r a m a t i c a l l y r e s u s c i t a t e d t h e 

c o r r e l a t i o n between i n v o l v e m e n t terms and a t l e a s t momentary p a r t i s a n c h o i c e . 

Yet i t i s n o t e w o r t h y t h a t t h e a p p a r e n t e r o s i o n o f these i n t r a g r o u p 

c o r r e l a t i o n s p r i o r t o 1960 had o c c u r r e d w h i l e t h e b a s i c p a r t i s a n s h i p o f 

C a t h o l i c s as a whole seemed t o be r e m a i n i n g a t i t s h i g h Democratic l e v e l . 

L e t us suggest t h a t when a s o c i a l g r o u p i n g i s i n i t s e a r l y stages o f p o l i t i c a l 

r e l e v a n c e , t h e r e i s a s t r u c t u r e o f i n t r a g r o u p c o r r e l a t i o n s w h i c h b e t r a y the 

l i n e s o f impact o f whatever f o r c e s a r e l e a d i n g t h e group t o p o l i t i c a l d i s ­

t i n c t i v e n e s s . The most g e n e r i c c o r r e l a t i o n i n t h e s t r u c t u r e , and f r o m p o i n t 

o f v i e w t h e l e a s t i l l u m i n a t i n g , i s t h e i n e v i t a b l e a s s o c i a t i o n between member 

i n v o l v e m e n t and s u s c e p t i b i l i t y t o t h e p o l i t i c a l norms w h i c h t h e group i s 

a d v o c a t i n g . I f i n a l a t e r phase the p o l i t i c a l r e l e v a n c e o f t h e group has 

d e c l i n e d , t h i s s t r u c t u r e o f i n t r a g r o u p c o r r e l a t i o n s b e g i n s t o l o s e i t s 

c l a r i t y . I t i s worn away by a l l t h e forms o f t u r n o v e r w h i c h c h a r a c t e r i z e 

t h e terms o f t h e r e l a t i o n s h i p . There i s , f o r example, slow t u r n o v e r i n the 

p e r s o n n e l o f t h e g r o u p , o c c a s i o n a l l y by c o n v e r s i o n , more o f t e n by s i m p l e 

v i t a l p r o c e s s e s ; t u r n o v e r as w e l l i n t h e p o l i t i c a l o p i n i o n s o f some members 

o f t h e g r o u p , s h i f t i n g now f o r non-group r e a s o n s ; and t u r n o v e r i n t h e i n ­

v o l v e m e n t o f some members i n t h e group i t s e l f , once a g a i n f o r reasons uncor-

r e l a t e d w i t h m a t t e r s p o l i t i c a l . 

2 4/ The K e n d a l l t a u - b e t a was used. See B l a l o c k , H e r b e r t H . , . S o c i a l 
S t a t i s t i c s , New York: M c G r a w - H i l l , 1960, pp. 321 f f . 

1958 

.00 

.03 



-36-

I f we were t o use what i s known o f c e r t a i n p o l i t i c a l m a i n t a i n i n g mechanisms 
w h i c h a r e i r r e l e v a n t t o group p e c u l i a r i t i e s , and c e r t a i n p r o b a b i l i t i e s o f 
s o c i a l i n t e r a c t i o n w h i c h a r e q u i t e independent o f p o l i t i c a l c o n t r o v e r s i e s 
p e r se, i t would be p o s s i b l e t o model a t o t a l process i n w h i c h i n t r a g r o u p 
c o r r e l a t i o n s erode much f a s t e r t h a n t h e p a r t i s a n d i s t i n c t i v e n e s s o f group 
members r e l a t i v e t o o t h e r p o p u l a t i o n g r o u p i n g s . 

A new r e l e v a n c e f o r t h e group w i l l g i v e l i f e t o such p a t t e r n s 

a g a i n , as i n t h e 1960 case f o r C a t h o l i c s , Whether c o r r e l a t i o n s f o r m more 

d i r e c t l y a l o n g l i n e s o f a s s o c i a t i o n a l i n v o l v e m e n t o r communal i n v o l v e m e n t 

may depend on t h e c h a r a c t e r o f t h e s t i m u l a t i n g p o l i t i c a l t e r m , o r upon 

s t r u c t u r a l p e c u l i a r i t i e s , o f t h e group i n q u e s t i o n , o r b o t h . For 1960 Catho­

l i c s , t h e r e s t o r a t i o n seems t o be p i c k e d up more c l e a r l y by t h e community 

i d e n t i f i c a t i o n v a r i a b l e .^2./ Whether t h e r e s t o r a t i o n i n t h i s case w i l l be 

e n t i r e l y t r a n s i e n t o r w i l l endure f o r some f u r t h e r p e r i o d depends, as we have 

a r g u e d , on t h e degree t o w h i c h u n d e r l y i n g p a r t y l o y a l t i e s t u r n o u t t o be 

a f f e c t e d . 

C a t h o l i c Values c o n c e r n i n g B a r r i e r s between Church and S t a t e . One 

o f t h e most c u r i o u s t a b l e s t o come o u t o f t h e p a n e l a n a l y s i s i s w o r t h a b r i e f 

r e p o r t . I n 1956 we had a t t e m p t e d t o s e c u r e , f r o m members o f v a r i o u s non-

p o l i t i c a l g r o u p i n g s , a measure o f t h e degree t o w h i c h t h e y f e l t i t was 

25/ I t s h o u l d be c a l l e d t o t h e r e a d e r ' s a t t e n t i o n t h a t t h e s t r o n g e r d i s c r i m i n a ­
t i o n o f t h e community i d e n t i f i c a t i o n v a r i a b l e i n T a b l e 4a i s a phenomenon 
q u i t e independent o f t h e f a c t t h a t some r e s i d u a l c o r r e l a t i o n between the 
community t e r m and p a r t i s a n s h i p remained i n 1958, w h i l e t h e r e was none 
f o r c h u r c h a t t e n d a n c e . Since t h e d e v i a t i o n s a r e e x t r a c t e d f r o m p r e c i s e l y 
t h e s e 1958 p a t t e r n s , t h e f a c t o f independence s h o u l d be i m m e d i a t e l y c l e a r . 
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l e g i t i m a t e f o r t h e i r group t o engage i n d i r e c t p o l i t i c a l a c t i v i t y T h i s 
" l e g i t i m a c y " v a r i a b l e tended t o c o r r e l a t e w i t h group i d e n t i f i c a t i o n and w i t h 
t h e tendency t o a c c e p t group p o l i t i c a l norms. A t t h e t i m e , however, we ex­
pre s s e d r e s e r v a t i o n s as t o t h e c a u s a l s t a t u s o f such r e l a t i o n s h i p s , s i n c e 
t h e v a l u e s expressed c o u l d be q u i t e s u p e r f i c i a l r e l a t i v e , t o t h e u n d e r l y i n g 
b e h a v i o r dynamics. One o f t h e s o l e c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s w h i c h suggested u t i l i t y 
was t h e f a c t t h a t members o f r e l i g i o u s g r o u p s , l i k e C a t h o l i c s , were l e s s 
1 i k e l y t o c o n s i d e r group i n t e r v e n t i o n i n p o l i t i c s l e g i t i m a t e t h a n were u n i o n 
members and Negroes ,2JJ 

We r e p e a t e d t h i s measure on our 1960 panel o f C a t h o l i c s t o see what 

w o u l d happen a t a moment when many C a t h o l i c s were d e e p l y i n f l u e n c e d by t h e 

u n u s u a l p r e s i d e n t i a l c a n d i d a c y o f a group member. The t u r n o v e r i n t h e t a b l e 

and t h e s h i f t i n t h e m a r g i n a l s were as s h a r p and y e t as s y s t e m a t i c as any we 

have seen t o d a t e i n p a n e l a n a l y s i s ( T a b l e 5 ) . Of t h e o r i g i n a l s e t o f Catho­

l i c s who had defended t h e p r o p r i e t y o f C a t h o l i c i n t e r v e n t i o n i n b o t h l e g i s ­

l a t i v e l o b b y i n g and c a n d i d a t e s u p p o r t , a m a j o r i t y had moved i n 1960 t o o u t ­

r i g h t r e p u d i a t i o n o f b o t h types o f i n t e r v e n t i o n ! 

26/ The two q u e s t i o n s posed were: 

"How do you f e e l a b o u t ( C a t h o l i c ) o r g a n i z a t i o n s t r y i n g t o get Congress 
t o pass laws t h a t C a t h o l i c s a r e i n t e r e s t e d in? Do y o u t h i n k i t ' s a l l 
r i g h t f o r them t o do t h a t , o r do you t h i n k t h e y ought t o s t a y out o f 
t h a t ? " and "How do you f e e l a b o u t ( C a t h o l i c ) o r g a n i z a t i o n s t r y i n g t o 
h e l p c e r t a i n c a n d i d a t e s g e t e l e c t e d ? Do you t h i n k i t ' s a l l r i g h t f o r 
them t o do t h a t , o r do you t h i n k t h e y ought t o s t a y o u t o f t h a t ? " 

Respondents a n s w e r i n g t h a t such i n t e r v e n t i o n was a l l r i g h t on b o t h counts 
were c o n s i d e r e d " h i g h l e g i t i m a t e s , " w h i l e those a g a i n s t b o t h were "low 
l e g i t i m a t e s . " 

27/ C ampbell, Converse, M i l l e r and S t o k e s , op. c i t . , pp„ 321-22. 
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T a b l e 5 

Change i n B e l i e f s as t o t h e L e g i t i m a c y o f C a t h o l i c p o l i t i c a l 
A c t i v i t y among C a t h o l i c s , 1956-1960 

1956 

H i g h Mixed Low 1960 
L e g i t i m a c y R e a c t i o n L e g i t i m a c y TOTAL 

H i g h L e g i t i m a c y 387. 16% 9% 20% 

Mixed R e a c t i o n 10 17 14 14 

Low L e g i t i m a c y 52 67 77 66 
100% 100% 100% 100% 

1956 TOTAL 32% 25% 43% 100% 

Number o f Cases (82) (64) (112) (258) 

T h i s sudden e x p r e s s i o n o f a d e s i r e f o r h i g h b a r r i e r s between ch u r c h 

and s t a t e g i v e s an I n t e r e s t i n g r e f l e c t i o n o f the a p p r e h e n s i o n b r o u g h t t o the 

C a t h o l i c community by t h e 1960 r e l i g i o u s c o n t r o v e r s y . I n 1956, t h e pr o p o r ­

t i o n o f C a t h o l i c s d e n y i n g t h e p r o p r i e t y o f b o t h forms o f i n t e r v e n t i o n (66%) 

a c t u a l l y cannot be d i s t i n g u i s h e d f r o m t h e p r o p o r t i o n o f non-Southern w h i t e 

P r o t e s t a n t s (64%) who make t h e same d o u b l e r e j e c t i o n f o r C a t h o l i c o r g a n i z a ­

t i o n s . On t h e o t h e r hand, o f c o u r s e , t h e r e i s l i t t l e s i g n t h a t such appre­

h e n s i o n s e r v e d t o d i m i n i s h t h e volume o f p o l i t i c a l s h i f t i n g t o Kennedy among 

C a t h o l i c s . 
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THE ANTI-CATHOLIC REACTION AMONG PROTESTANTS 

Whatever t h e e n t r e a t i e s o f t h e most r e p u t a b l e p o l i t i c a l and 

r e l i g i o u s e l i t e s , i t i s c l e a r t h a t American P r o t e s t a n t s i n 1960 were 

r e m a r k a b l y p r e o c c u p i e d by t h e f a c t t h a t Kennedy was a C a t h o l i c . I n our 

p r e - e l e c t i o n q u e s t i o n n a i r e d u r i n g t h e campaign, we a v o i d e d i n t r o d u c i n g 

t h e m a t t e r d i r e c t l y on a number o f g r o u n d s . D e s p i t e our r e t i c e n c e , 

however, n e a r l y h a l f o f t h e w h i t e P r o t e s t a n t respondents themselves i n t r o ­

duced " t h e C a t h o l i c q u e s t i o n . " G i ven t h e normal d i s p e r s i o n o f c o n t e n t 

i n t e r e s t d i s p l a y e d by t h e American p u b l i c i n t h e f a c e o f n o n - d i r e c t i v e 

q u e s t i o n i n g i n p a s t e l e c t i o n s , t h i s f o c u s on C a t h o l i c i s m amounts t o an 

o b s e s s i o n . The " s i l e n t " r e l i g i o u s i s s u e showed a s a l i e n c e w h i c h put i t 

i n t h e c l a s s o f the most c e n t r a l and w i d e l y - d e b a t e d i s s u e s o f past e l e c ­

t i o n s , such as Korea o r c o r r u p t i o n i n 1952. When one r e f l e c t s t h a t some 

P r o t e s t a n t s must have f e l t s u f f i c i e n t i n h i b i t i o n t o a v o i d the s u b j e c t , 

t h e s e comparisons t a k e on even g r e a t e r s i g n i f i c a n c e . 

Not a l l P r o t e s t a n t s i n t r o d u c i n g t h e s u b j e c t were u n e q u i v o c a l l y 

n e g a t i v e . About 1 % o f t h e w h i t e P r o t e s t a n t s making comments d i d so t o 

d e f e n d t h e r i g h t o f a C a t h o l i c t o be p r e s i d e n t , o r t o deny i n d i g n a n t l y 

t h e r e l e v a n c e o f t h e i s s u e . A n o t h e r r a t h e r l a r g e group made remarks w i t h 

some edge o f a m b i g u i t y , such as " I know t h e f a c t he's a C a t h o l i c s h o u l d n ' t 

b o t h e r u s . " W h i l e comments o f t h i s o r d e r p r o b a b l y r e f l e c t no more t h a n 

a s u p e r f i c i a l bow t o s o c i a l v a l u e s on t h e p a r t o f a person d e e p l y i n f l u ­

enced l n s p i t e o f h i m s e l f , t h e y were coded as i n t e r m e d i a t e r e a c t i o n s . 

D e s p i t e t h i s l e n i e n c y i n c l a s s i f i c a t i o n , o v e r t h r e e - q u a r t e r s o f w h i t e 

P r o t e s t a n t s who i n t r o d u c e d t h e s u b j e c t were coded as u n e q u i v o c a l l y n e g a t i v e . 

These h o s t i l e r e a c t i o n s can be d i v i d e d i n t o t h e e l a b o r a t e d and 

t h e u n e l a b o r a t e d . The l a t t e r were numerous: " I j u s t don't l i k e C a t h o l i c s ; 
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i 

" I j u s t c a n ' t see a C a t h o l i c f o r P r e s i d e n t . " Where e l a b o r a t i o n s were 
g i v e n , t h e y were s u f f i c i e n t l y d i v e r s e t o g i v e s u p p o r t t o most o f t h e 
c u r r e n t t h e o r i e s o f p r e j u d i c e . A Kentucky man had d i s l i k e d C a t h o l i c s since 
t h e day when, a t a C i n c i n n a t i h i r i n g h a l l , t h e C a t h o l i c d o l i n g o u t t h e jobs 
had asked C a t h o l i c s i n t h e h a l l t o r a i s e t h e i r hands f i r s t . A n other man 

r e p o r t e d h a v i n g heard Kennedy charge i n a campaign speech t h a t C a t h o l i c s 
i 

h e r e t o f o r e had been e x c l u d e d f r o m h i g h government j o b s , and t h a t i f 

e l e c t e d , he would p e r s o n a l l y remedy t h a t i n a h u r r y . The modal e l a b o r a ­

t i o n s i n v o l v e d e x p r e s s i o n o f a l a r m a t p a p a l c o n t r o l of. American p o l i c y . 

These comments v a r i e d w i d e l y i n s o p h i s t i c a t i o n f r o m moderate d i s c u s s i o n s 

o f a C a t h o l i c ' s p r i m a r y commitment t o h i s f a i t h , t o d a r k b e l i e f s t h a t 

C a t h o l i c i s m l a y somewhere on t h e r o a d t o Communism. 

I f we c o n s i d e r a p r i o r i t h e s o c i a l d i s t r i b u t i o n w h i c h t h i s 

a n t i - C a t h o l i c i s m s h o u l d t a k e , we can d e v e l o p some d e l i g h t f u l l y c o n f l i c t i n g 

e x p e c t a t i o n s . On t h e one hand, we now have a l a r g e l i t e r a t u r e w h i c h i n d i -

d a t e s t h a t v e r b a l e x p r e s s i o n s o f i n t o l e r a n c e -- p o l i t i c a l , r e l i g i o u s , 

r a c i a l -- show a s t r o n g i n v e r s e c o r r e l a t i o n w i t h e d u c a t i o n . I t i s w o r t h 

remembering, of c o u r s e , t h a t t h e s e d a t a r a r e l y i n v o l v e d i s c r i m i n a t o r y a c t s , 

and we a r e always s u b j e c t t o t h e p o s s i b i l i t y t h a t e d u c a t i o n , i n communica­

t i n g c e r t a i n s o c i a l v a l u e s c o n c e r n i n g i n t o l e r a n c e , b u i l d s i n i n h i b i t i o n s 

i n v e r b a l responses w h i c h may be more o r l e s s disengaged f r o m u n d e r l y i n g 

e v a l u a t i o n s and a c t i o n s . However, t h i s may be, t h e e d u c a t i o n c o r r e l a t e 

w o u l d l e a d us i n two d i r e c t i o n s i n l o o k i n g f o r any sharp a n t i - C a t h o l i c 

r e a c t i o n : downward t o t h e more anomic, a l i e n a t e d s t r a t a o f t h e urban 

s t a t u s h i e r a r c h y , and o u t w a r d toward t h e p r o v i n c i a l h i n t e r l a n d . 

On t h e o t h e r hand, i t was no g r e a t t r i c k t o p r e d i c t t h a t t h e 

a n t i - C a t h o l i c r e a c t i o n would f o l l o w l i n e s o f c h u r c h a t t e n d a n c e , as we have 
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seen t o be t h e case. More g e n e r a l l y , i t c o u l d be argued t h a t Kennedy's 
C a t h o l i c i s m would be more repugnant t o t h o s e members o f t h e s o c i e t y most 
v i t a l l y bound up i n t h e dominant v a l u e s o f t h e dominant P r o t e s t a n t com­
m u n i t y . The l o c a l P r o t e s t a n t m i n i s t e r i s o f c o u r s e t h e p r o t o t y p e h e r e , 
b u t one may t h i n k more g e n e r a l l y o f t h e " p i l l a r s o f t h e c o m m u n i t y p a r ­
t i c u l a r l y where t h e e f f e c t i v e community i s e x c l u s i v e l y P r o t e s t a n t . Here 
we a r e t a l k i n g n o t o f people s o c i a l l y a d r i f t , as b e f o r e , b u t o f t h e s o c i a l 
a c t i v i s t s who a r e themselves t h e a n c h o r s . We a r e a t t h e o p p o s i t e end o f 
t h e s t a t u s c o n t i n u u m . These a r e t h e p e o p l e who a r e most aware o f , and have 
t h e g r e a t e s t s t a k e i n , t h e ascendance o f P r o t e s t a n t v a l u e s , f o r t h e y , f a r 
more t h a n t h e g r e a t masses, a r e the keepers o f t h e f l a m e . 

The more e l i t e a n t i - C a t h o l i c i s m c o u l d f i n d j u s t i f i c a t i o n , i f 

n o t i n i t i a l m o t i v a t i o n , i n concerns ove r t h e s e p a r a t i o n o f c h u r c h and 

s t a t e and t h e anomalous p o s i t i o n o f an A merican C a t h o l i c i n these r e g a r d s . 

The l o w - s t a t u s a n t i - C a t h o l i c i s m would o c c u r d e s p i t e r a t h e r t h a n because 

o f t h e s e h i g h l y - v a l u e d b a r r i e r s , s i n c e t h e r e i s a g r e a t d e a l o f e v i d e n c e 

t o make us b e l i e v e t h a t such a b s t r a c t c o n s i d e r a t i o n s go l a r g e l y u n a p p r e c i ­

a t e d where e d u c a t i o n i s weak. That i s , f o r t h e p o o r l y - e d u c a t e d , a n t i -

C a t h o l i c i s m would be a f r e e - f l o a t i n g animus t o w a r d a d i m l y - p e r c e i v e d 

o u t g r o u p , an animus w h i c h c o u l d r e c e i v e f r e e p o l i t i c a l e x p r e s s i o n s i m p l y 

because o f a f a i l u r e t o c o m p a r t m e n t a l i z e between r e l i g i o n and p o l i t i c s . 

S i n c e d i f f e r e n t i a l r e a c t i o n s seemed p l a u s i b l e a l o n g b o t h o f t h e 

d imensions w h i c h we have b r o a d l y p a i n t e d , i t was p l a u s i b l e as w e l l t o 

suppose t h a t t h e a n t i - C a t h o l i c response w o u l d be most se v e r e a t t h e i r 

i n t e r s e c t i o n . That i s , i n t h e s p a r s e l y p o p u l a t e d c e l l s r e p r e s e n t i n g t h e 

l o w - s t a t u s , p o o r l y - e d u c a t e d people who a r e n o n e t h e l e s s f a i t h f u l o r a c t i v e 
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i n t h e P r o t e s t a n t community, we a n t i c i p a t e d t h e s h a r p e s t a n t i - C a t h o l i c i s m . 

By t h e same t o k e n , we e x p e c t e d such s i g n s t o be weakest o r n o n - e x i s t e n t 

among w e l l - e d u c a t e d p e o p l e l e a s t i n v o l v e d i n P r o t e s t a n t i s m , as community 

o r a s s o c i a t i o n . " The c e l l s on t h e more p o p u l a t e d d i a g o n a l -- h i g h - a c t i v i s t 

and h i g h - e d u c a t i o n , o r l o w - a c t i v i s t and l o w - e d u c a t i o n -- would t h e n be 

expected t o f a l l i n i n t e r m e d i a t e p o s i t i o n s . 

Across t h e g r o s s e s t s u b d i v i s i o n s o f t h e w h i t e P r o t e s t a n t popula­

t i o n , v o l u n t a r y a n t i - C a t h o l i c r e f e r e n c e s showed a d i s t r i b u t i o n w h i c h seemed 

i n d e e d . t o f o l l o w e d u c a t i o n l i n e s ( Table 6 ) . T h a t i s , h o s t i l i t y was ex­

pressed more f r e e l y among b l u e - c o l l a r P r o t e s t a n t s than, among w h i t e - c o l l a r ; 

among f a r m e r s t h a n among non-f a r m p e o p l e ; and a t a l l l e v e l s , more f r e q u e n t l y 

among w h i t e P r o t e s t a n t s i n t h e p r o v i n c i a l and p o o r l y - e d u c a t e d South. 

A l t h o u g h we s h o u l d n o t l o s e s i g h t o f th e s e b r o a d f a c t s i n t h e 

more d e t a i l e d p r o b i n g w h i c h f o l l o w s , t h e y t e l l a s t o r y w h i c h i s m i l d l y 

m i s l e a d i n g . I n t h e f i r s t p l a c e , t h e v o l u n t e e r i n g o f a n t i - C a t h o l i c remarks 

t u r n s o u t t o be much l e s s t i g h t l y c o r r e l a t e d w i t h e d u c a t i o n i t s e l f t h a n 

T a b l e 6 would l e a d one t o deduce'. I n t h e S o u t h , t h e r e i s a f a i r r e l a t i o n ­

s h i p , w i t h 30% o f t h e c o l l e g e r e s p o n d e n t s , 43% o f t h e h i g h - s c h o o l respon­

d e n t s , and 48% o f t h e g r a d e - s c h o o l w h i t e P r o t e s t a n t s p r o f f e r i n g a n t i -

C a t h o l i c comment. But o u t s i d e t h e S o u t h , t h e c o r r e l a t i o n i s spa r s e i n ­

deed, t h e comparable g r a d i e n t r u n n i n g 22%, 29% and 28%. I f we focus on 

t h e u r b a n s t a t u s h i e r a r c h y o u t s i d e t h e S o u t h (Table 7 ) , we f i n d a 

r e m a r k a b l e p i c t u r e , one w h i c h i n d i c a t e s r a p i d l y why t h e non-Southern 

c o r r e l a t i o n w i t h e d u c a t i o n i s so s l i g h t . The i n c i d e n c e o f such commentary 

i s v e r y m a r k e d l y c u r v i l i n e a r , w i t h a n t i - C a t h o l i c i s m b e i n g expressed most 

f r e q u e n t l y a t t h e h i g h and l o w extremes o f t h e s t a t u s c o n t i n u u m . There i s 
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A n t i - C a t h o l i c Commentary V o l u n t e e r e d by White P r o t e s t a n t s 
D u r i n g t h e P r e - E l e c t i o n , I 9 6 0 , I n t e r v i e w i n g , 

by Region and Oc c u p a t i o n 

OCCUPATION OF HEAD OF HOUSEHOLD 

Whi t e B l u e • Farm 
Non-South: C o l l a r C o l l a r O p e r a tor 

Made u n e q u i v o c a l l y n e g a t i v e 
r e f e r e n c e s 

Made r e f e r e n c e s , d i r e c t i o n 
ambiguous 

Made no r e f e r e n c e s 

Number o f Cases 

22% 32% 32% 

12 10 23 

66 58 45 
100% 100% 100% 

(231) (284) (60) 

S o u t h : 

Made u n e q u i v o c a l l y n e g a t i v e 
r e f e r e n c e s 

Made r e f e r e n c e s , d i r e c t i o n 
amb iguous 

Made no r e f e r e n c e 

Number o f Cases 

35% 4 6 % 57% 

17 6 8 

48 48 35 
100% 100% 100% 

(185) (158) (49) 
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perhaps t h e shadow o f such a p a t t e r n i n t h e ' S o u t h , w i t h p r o f e s s i o n a l people 
s l i g h t l y more l i k e l y t o r e g i s t e r a n t i - C a t h o l i c i s m t h a n t h e b u s i n e s s and 
m a n a g e r i a l s t r a t u m . From t h i s p o i n t , however, t h e i n c i d e n c e o f S o u t h e r n 
comment i n c r e a s e s ' r a p i d l y as s t a t u s d e c r e a s e s , so t h a t . t h e g l o b a l i m p r e s ­
s i o n i s one o f l i n e a r i t y . 

T a b l e 7 

A n t i - C a t h o l i c Commentary V o l u n t e e r e d by Non-Southern 
White P r o t e s t a n t s D u r i n g t h e P r e - E l e c t i o n , 1960, 

I n t e r v i e w i n g , by Head's O c c u p a t i o n 

OCCUPATION OF HEAD OF HOUSEHOLD 

P r o f . & 
Semi-Prof. 

Business 
& M.O.P. 

C l e r i c a l 
& Sales 

. S k i l l e d & 
Semi-Sk. U n s k i l l e c 

C l e a r n e g a t i v e 
r e f e r e n c e s 

28% 28% 16% 28% 47% 

Ambiguous 
r e f e r e n c e s 

7 18 10 9 14 

No r e f e r e n c e s 65 61 74 63 39 
100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 

Number (78) (85) (68) (202) (51) 
o f Cases 

T a b l e 7 appeared t o argue even more e l e q u e n t l y t h a n e x p e c t e d , 

o f c o u r s e , f o r a d i s t i n c t i o n i n t o two t y p e s o f a n t i - C a t h o l i c r e a c t i o n . 

By t h i s a c c o u n t , t h e c l e r i c a l s t r a t u m i n t h e m i d d l e would be too w e l l 

educated on t h e one hand t o i n d u l g e i n t h e more i g n o r a n t forms o f t h e 

r e a c t i o n , y e t t o o l i t t l e bound i n t o t h e a c t i v e l e a d e r s h i p o f t h e P r o t e s t a n t 

community t o r e s i s t s t r o n g l y t h e advent o f a C a t h o l i c p r e s i d e n t . We knew, 



f o r example, t h a t p r o f e s s i o n a l people o u t s i d e t h e S o uth i n extreme d i s ­

p r o p o r t i o n among r e g u l a r P r o t e s t a n t c h u r c h a t t e n d e r s , w i t h b u s i n e s s and 

m a n a g e r i a l people a l s o d i s p r o p o r t i o n a t e l y r e p r e s e n t e d , and t h e remainder 

o f t h e o c c u p a t i o n h i e r a r c h y showing f a i r l y weak s t a t u s d i f f e r e n t i a l s i n 

a t t e n d a n c e . T h e r e f o r e i t seemed a s i m p l e m a t t e r t o f o r g e the e m p i r i c a l 

l i n k s between c h u r c h a t t e n d a n c e and t h e a n t i - C a t h o l i c response among 

bu s i n e s s and p r o f e s s i o n a l people t o complete t h e p i c t u r e . 

We were c h a g r i n e d , t h e r e f o r e , t o d i s c o v e r t h a t o u t s i d e t h e 

South t h e r e was not c o r r e l a t i o n between c h u r c h a t t e n d a n c e and t h e a n t i -

C a t h o l i c responses w i t h i n t h e b u s i n e s s and p r o f e s s i o n a l s t r a t a . Below 

these s t r a t a , f r o m c l e r i c a l w o r k e r s downward, t h e c o r r e l a t i o n i s s t r o n g , 

b u t a t t h e t o p i t s i m p l y does n o t e x i s t . T h i s i s t r u e whether we 

measure i n v o l v e m e n t i n t h e P r o t e s t a n t community by t h e a s s o c i a t i o n a l 

c r i t e r i o n ( c h u r c h a t t e n d a n c e ) o r by t h e community i d e n t i f i c a t i o n t e r m s , 

o r by a r e a s o n a b l e c o m b i n a t i o n o f t h e two. I n d e e d , i n a b s o l u t e terms 

( d i f f e r e n c e s n o t s t a t i s t i c a l l y s i g n i f i c a n t ) , we t e n d t o f i n d t h a t t h e 

a n t i - C a t h o l i c r e a c t i o n i s a c t u a l l y s t r o n g e r among t h e l e s s r e l i g i o u s l y 

i n v o l v e d , even though t h e s e l e s s i n v o l v e d p e o p l e t u r n o u t t o be t h e more 

h i g h - e d u c a t e d . 

We have d e a l t up t o t h i s p o i n t w i t h v o l u n t e e r e d r e a c t i o n s t o 

Kennedy's C a t h o l i c i s m d u r i n g t h e p r e - e l e c t i o n i n t e r v i e w i n g . We may a l s o 

b r i n g t o bear t h e b e h a v i o r a l c r i t e r i o n , as measured by t h e d e v i a t i o n o f 

a p a r t i t i o n ' s 1960 p r e s i d e n t i a l v o t e f r o m t h e e x p e c t a t i o n c r e a t e d by i t s 

1958 d i s t r i b u t i o n o f p a r t i s a n s h i p . The v e r b a l c r i t e r i o n s u f f e r s a weak­

ness i n t h e p o s s i b i l i t y o f i n h i b i t i o n o f comments a l o n g s y s t e m a t i c s o c i a l 

l i n e s . The b e h a v i o r a l c r i t e r i o n s u f f e r s a weakness i n t h e p o s s i b i l i t y t h a t 

some d e v i a t i o n s I n 1960 v o t i n g i n one o r a n o t h e r s o c i a l g r o u p i n g might have 
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been Couched o f f by concerns o t h e r t h a n t h e C a t h o l i c i s m o f t h e c a n d i d a t e . 
I t i s g r a t i f y i n g , t h e r e f o r e , t h a t a c r o s s a l l t h e comparisons we have drawn, 
th e s e two c r i t e r i a g i v e t h e same r e s u l t s . T hat i s , where p a r t i t i o n s o f the 
p o p u l a t i o n show s i g n i f i c a n t d i f f e r e n c e s i n i n c i d e n c e o f a n t i - C a t h o l i c 
r e s p o n s e s , t h e y show comparable d i f f e r e n c e s i n t h e magnitude o f d e v i a t i o n s 
away f r o m a Democratic v o t e i n I 9 6 0 . — ^ Thus, f o r example, t h e c u r v i l i n e a r 
d i s t r i b u t i o n o f a n t i - C a t h o l i c responses a l o n g t h e s t a t u s c o n t i n u u m o u t s i d e 
t h e S o u th i s d u p l i c a t e d by a cu r v e o f 1960 v o t e d e v i a t i o n s (a n e g a t i v e d e v i a ­
t i o n means m o t i o n away f r o m t h e Democrats): 

D e v i a t i o n N 
P r o f e s s i o n a l and S e m i - P r o f e s s i o n a l -16% 88 
Business and M a n a g e r i a l -10% 80 
C l e r i c a l 0 79 
S k i l l e d and S e m i - S k i l l e d -12% 227 
U n s k i l l e d -10% 65 

S i m i l a r l y , i t i s t r u e t h a t f o r c l e r i c a l p e o p l e and below, c h u r c h a t t e n d a n c e 

c o r r e l a t e s handsomely w i t h a s t r o n g d e v i a t i o n away f r o m t h e Democrats. 

For t h e bu s i n e s s and p r o f e s s i o n a l community o u t s i d e t h e S o u t h , however, 

t h e r e i s no such c o r r e l a t i o n . 

T a b l e 8 summarizes these data f o r b o t h r e g i o n s and b o t h types 

o f r e l i g i o u s i n v o l v e m e n t . I f we s t a r t a t t h e b o t t o m o f t h e t a b l e , we f i n d 

a p a t t e r n o f d e v i a t i o n s w i t h i n t h e South w h i c h f i t our o r i g i n a l p r e d i c t i o n s . 

T h at i s , t h e imp a c t o f a n t i - C a t h o l i c i s m i s i n d e e d s h a r p e s t where low s t a t u s 

combines w i t h h i g h r e l i g i o u s f e e l i n g , and i s m i l d e s t where s t a t u s i s h i g h 

and r e l i g i o u s i n v o l v e m e n t i s l o w . O u t s i d e t h e S o u t h , however, t h e p a t t e r n 

i s d i f f e r e n t , as most c l e a r l y e x e m p l i f i e d by t h e c h u r c h a t t e n d a n c e q u a r t e r 

o f t h e t a b l e . Here s t a t u s d i f f e r e n c e s a c c o u n t f o r l i t t l e o r n o t h i n g even 

w i t h i n t h e s e t o f r e g u l a r c h u r c h a t t e n d e r s , a l t h o u g h t h e r e i s a t r e n d i n 

th e p r e d i c t e d d i r e c t i o n . And t h e r e i s a c l e a r r e v e r s a l among P r o t e s t a n t s 
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a t t e n d i n g c h u r c h o n l y i r r e g u l a r l y : l o w - s t a t u s people r e g i s t e r e d l i t t l e 

o r no a n t i - C a t h o l i c i m p a c t , b u t t h a t impact remains h i g h i n t h e b u s i n e s s 

and p r o f e s s i o n a l community. 

The r e a d e r i s warned t h a t t h e d i v i s i o n o f t h e s t a t u s h i e r a r c h y 

i n T a b l e 8 tends more toward t h e p o s t hoc t h a n we l i k e . N o r m a l l y , 

on b o t h c o n c e p t u a l and e m p i r i c a l grounds the d i v i s i o n i n t o b l u e - c o l l a r 

and w h i t e - c o l l a r i s i n d i c a t e d . I n t h i s case, however, t h e s t e p change 

between b u s i n e s s - p r o f e s s i o n a l people on one hand and c l e r i c a l people on 

t h e o t h e r i s l a r g e , i n terms o f t h e c a p a c i t y o f measures o f r e l i g i o u s 

i n v o l v e m e n t t o e x p l a i n d i f f e r e n c e s i n a n t i - C a t h o l i c i m p a c t . A t t h e same 

t i m e , i t goes w i t h o u t s a y i n g t h a t t h i s d i v i s i o n o f t h e o c c u p a t i o n h i e r a r c h y 

i s o l a t e s much more I n c i s i v e l y t h e " p i l l a r s o f t h e community" w h i c h we 

o r i g i n a l l y had had i n mind. I t i s a d i s t i n c t i o n w h i c h seems t o r e f l e c t 

l o c a l prominence and l o c a l power. 

28vje have e n c o u n t e r e d o n l y one e x c e p t i o n , w h i c h i s n e i t h e r s u r p r i s i n g t o 
t h e o b s e r v e r n o r d i s t r u b i n g t o t h e c u r r e n t a n a l y s i s . E x a m i n a t i o n o f 
a g g r e g a t e v o t e s t a t i s t i c s f r o m t h e r u r a l midwest l e a d s t o t h e s t r o n g 
i m p r e s s i o n t h a t a f a r m r e v o l t t o w a r d t h e Democrats i n 1960 on economic 
grounds was l a r g e l y s t i f l e d a t t h e p r e s i d e n t i a l l e v e l by r u r a l a n t i -
C a t h o l i c s . And i n d e e d , we do f i n d t h a t t h e d e v i a t i o n away f r o m t h e 
Democrats i n 1960 was much l e s s s t r o n g t h a n t h e i n c i d e n c e o f a n t i - C a t h o l i c 
r e f e r e n c e s would have suggested g i v e n t h e norms s e t f o r t h e comparison 
by t h e o t h e r g r o u p i n g s s t u d i e d t o d a t e . A l t h o u g h case numbers are once 
a g a i n l i m i t e d , i t may be n o t e w o r t h y i n t h i s c o n n e c t i o n " t h a t t h e o n l y 
m a j o r p o s i t i v e d e v i a t i o n we have e n c o u n t e r e d among P r o t e s t a n t s -- a v o t e 
more Democratic t h a n normal -- o c c u r s among f a r m e r s who seldom o r never 
a t t e n d c h u r c h (a p o s i t i v e d e v i a t i o n o f 1 1 % , as opposed t o a n e g a t i v e 
d e v i a t i o n o f 8% among more r e g u l a r c h u r c h a t t e n d e r s ) . 
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T a b l e 8 

1960 D e v i a t i o n s o f P r e s i d e n t i a l V o te P a r t i s a n s h i p 
f r o m 1958 E x p e c t a t i o n s o f White P r o t e s t a n t s by Region, 

Head's O c c u p a t i o n and Two Types o f R e l i g i o u s I n v o l v e m e n t 

CHURCH ATTENDANCE 
R e g u l a r , . Seldom, 

Head's O c c u p a t i o n O f t e n Never 
Non-South: 

P r o f e s s i o n a l o r Business -117. -137.. 
(107) (58) 

C l e r i c a l o r B l u e C o l l a r -157. - 2% 
(171) (183) 

South: 

P r o f e s s i o n a l o r Business -257. -16% 
(70) (34) 

C l e r i c a l o r Blue C o l l a r -36% -13% 
(110) (68) 

IDENTIFICATION WITH 
PROTESTANT COMMUNITY 

Hi g h Low 
NonrSouth: 

P r o f e s s i o n a l o r Business -13% -12% 
(63) (97) 

C l e r i c a l o r B l u e C o l l a r -17% - 5% 
(130) (217) 

Sout h : 

P r o f e s s i o n a l o r Business -24% -15% 
(68) (38) 

C l e r i c a l o r B l u e C o l l a r -32% -20% 
(111) (68) 

The c e l l e n t r y i n each case is.,the decrement i n t h e Democratic p r o p o r ­
t i o n o f t h e t w o - p a r t y 1960 p r e s i d e n t i a l v o t e r e l a t i v e t o t h e t w o - p a r t y 
v o t e p r o p o r t i o n w h i c h c o u l d have been expected on t h e b a s i s o f t h e 
d i s t r i b u t i o n o f p a r t y i d e n t i f i c a t i o n s shown by i n d i v i d u s l s i n the c e l l 
I n 1958. Case numbers f o r each c e l l a r e i n d i c a t e d i n parentheses 
under each e n t r y . 
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T h i s b e i n g s o , we a r e n a t u r a l l y i n t e r e s t e d t o see whether d i f f e r e n c e s 

i n t h e t y p e o f community have some b e a r i n g on t h e o b s e r v e d p a t t e r n s . As 

a l w a y s , we e n c o u n t e r l i m i t a t i o n s i n case numbers h e r e w h i c h make any e l e g a n t 

s u b d i v i s i o n s p r e c a r i o u s . However, we can draw some i m p r e s s i o n s f r o m a crude 

t r i c h o t o m y o f t h e non-Southern sample i n t o l a r g e u r b a n c o n c e n t r a t i o n s ( o v e r 

100,000 i n p o p u l a t i o n ) , towns and s m a l l c i t i e s (2,500 t o 100,000), and 

v i l l a g e s and r u r a l a r e a s . " Such a d i v i s i o n s uggests s t r o n g l y t h a t t h e non-

S o u t h e r n p a t t e r n w h i c h s u r p r i s e d us t e n d s t o be c o n f i n e d t o t h e m e t r o p o l i s . 

As we move o u t w a r d t o s m a l l e r towns and r u r a l a r e a s , t h e p a t t e r n s seem t o 

s h i f t f r o m t h e d e v i a n t case t o w a r d t h e S o u t h e r n , o r o r i g i n a l l y e x p e c t e d 

p a t t e r n . I t never becomes t h e case o u t s i d e t h e S o u t h t h a t business and p r o ­

f e s s i o n a l people who a r e r e l i g i o u s l y u n i n v o l v e d show l e s s a n t i - C a t h o l i c 

impact t h a n l o w e r - s t a t u s people p e r i p h e r a l t o r e l i g i o u s a c t i v i t y . T h i s p a r t 

o f t h e e x p e c t e d p a t t e r n emerges o n l y i n t h e South., N e n e t h e l e s s , i t does 

seem t o be t r u e t h a t t h e i n c i d e n c e o f a n t i - C a t h o l i c i s m i n t h e p r o f e s s i o n a l 

and business- community comes t o depend more and more r e l i a b l y upon r e l i g i o u s 

i n v o l v e m e n t once o u t o f t h e non-Southern m e t r o p o l i s . For such h i g h e r - s t a t u s 

people i n t h e m e t r o p o l i s , t h e l e s s i n v o l v e d were a c t u a l l y more l i k e l y t o 

d e v i a t e away f r o m t h e Democrats t h a n were t h e h i g h c h u r c h a t t e n d e r s . I f we 

express t h i s r e v e r s a l as a n e g a t i v e d i f f e r e n c e i n d e v i a t i o n s , we f i n d t h e 

f o l l o w i n g p r o g r e s s i o n moving o u t o f t h e m e t r o p o l i s : 
_D|9/ N 

Non-Southern m e t r o p o l i s -97„ 59 
Non-Southern s m a l l c i t i e s , towns +3% 56 
Non-Southern v i l l a g e s and r u r a l a r e a s +7% 52 

The S o uth +97. 104 

29/ D here r e p r e s e n t s t h e s u b t r a c t i o n o f t h e 1960 v o t e d e v i a t i o n s f o r h i g h 
c h u r c h a t t e n d e r s f r o m t h e same s t a t i s t i c f o r t h e l o w c h u r c h a t t e n d e r s , 
a l l w i t h i n t h e w h i t e P r o t e s t a n t b u s i n e s s and p r o f e s s i o n a l s t r a t a . Thus 
T a b l e 8 shows h i g h c h u r c h a t t e n d e r s f r o m t h e s e s t r a t a d e v i a t i n g 257» away 
f r o m t h e D e m o c r a t i c s i n 1960, w i t h l o w c h u r c h a t t e n d e r s d e v i a t i n g o n l y 
167o The d i f f e r e n c e o f 9% i s e n t e r e d above. 
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We do n o t f e e l t h a t we a r e r i g g i n g a case here i n l o c a t i n g t h e 

South as a whole a t t h e b o t t o m o f t h e o r d e r i n g . I n p a r t t h i s i s so because 

o f t h e p r o f o u n d l y s m a l l - t o w n and r u r a l c h a r a c t e r o f t h e South. More t o the 

p o i n t , however, t h e o r d e r i n g i s a t r u e one i f we c o n s i d e r i t l e s s a r a n k i n g 

o f p o p u l a t i o n c o n c e n t r a t i o n s by b r u t e s i z e a l o n e , t h a n an o r d e r i n g r e f l e c t i n g 

t h e p r o p o r t i o n o f C a t h o l i c s i n t h e g i v e n p o p u l a t i o n . For i t i s p r i m a r i l y 

i n t h e non-Southern m e t r o p o l i s t h a t C a t h o l i c s have moved i n t o p o s i t i o n s of 

p o l i t i c a l power and have made p r o g r e s s t o w a r d g r e a t e r economic e q u a l i t y w i t h 

members o f t h e P r o t e s t a n t community. I n some s m a l l e r c i t i e s i n c e r t a i n sub-

r e g i o n s o u t s i d e t h e South t h i s e v o l u t i o n has o c c u r r e d as w e l l , a l t h o u g h i t 

has been s p o t t y . I n r u r a l a r e a s o u t s i d e t h e S o u t h , o r l n t h e S o u t h as a 

whole (New Orleans e x c e p t e d ) , C a t h o l i c s have been s p a r s e l y r e p r e s e n t e d indeed. 

The broad p i c t u r e s u g g e s t e d , t h e n , i s t h i s . By and l a r g e a c r o s s 

t h e n a t i o n where C a t h o l i c s a r e e i t h e r a b s e n t o r r e s i d e i n d i s p e r s e d m i n o r i t i e s 

t h e p a t t e r n i n g o f t h e a n t i - C a t h o l i c i m p a c t was more or l e s s : a s o r i g i n a l l y 

p r e d i c t e d . However, t h e c o n t r i b u t i o n o f e d u c a t i o n was somewhat m i l d , and 

was g e n e r a l l y e c l i p s e d i n these areas by d i f f e r e n c e s l i n k e d t o r e l i g i o u s i n ­

v o l v e m e n t : t h e r e a c t i o n was t o C a t h o l i c s as a r e l i g i o u s o u t g r o u p , and a n t i -

C a t h o l i c i s m s t r o n g l y r e f l e c t e d p r i o r r e l i g i o u s i n v o l v e m e n t . Where C a t h o l i c s 

were remote and t h e i n d i v i d u a l was lukewarm a b o u t h i s P r o t e s t a n t i s m , t h e 

impact tended t o be l e s s . 

On t h e o t h e r hand, where C a t h o l i c s r e s i d e i n l a r g e numbers and have 

come t o compete f o r some o f t h e forms o f s e c u l a r power, t h e a n t i - C a t h o l i c 

r e a c t i o n f e l l much l e s s c l e a r l y a l o n g l i n e s o f r e l i g i o u s i n v o l v e m e n t i n a 

n a r r o w sense. T h i s was p a r t i c u l a r l y ; t r u e o f t h e upper m i d d l e c l a s s i n the 

non-Southern m e t r o p o l i s , where t h e C a t h o l i c , encroachment has been most n o t a b l e 
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Here, d e s p i t e t h e h i g h e s t e d u c a t i o n l e v e l , t h e P r o t e s t a n t b u s i n e s s and 

p r o f e s s i o n a l community responded i n a manner w h i c h suggests a t h r e a t a l o n g 

a broad f r o n t , n o t s i m p l y a c h a l l e n g e t o r e l i g i o u s o r t h o d o x y . Of course, as 

soon as t h e p e r c e i v e d w o r l d i s s p l i t i n t o C a t h o l i c s and P r o t e s t a n t s , t h e 

• u p p e r s t r a t a do n o t s t a n d a l o n e i n t h e m e t r o p o l i s as s u f f e r i n g some broad 

s e c u l a r t h r e a t f r o m C a t h o l i c s ; t h e l o w e r s t r a t a have e x p e r i e n c e d economic 

c o m p e t i t i o n o f t h i s o r d e r f o r a l o n g t i m e . I t i s t h e r e f o r e n o t e w o r t h y perhaps 

when we d i s c o v e r t h a t w h i l e o u t s i d e t h e S o u t h g e n e r a l l y t h e a n t i - C a t h o l i c -

d e v i a t i o n i n 1960 among l o w e r - s t a t u s i r r e g u l a r c h u r c h a t t e n d e r s . was s l i g h t 

indeed CTable 3 ^ e n t r y o f -27.), t h i s f i g u r e breaks i n t o a s i g n i f i c a n t l y 

n e g a t i v e d e v i a t i o n i n t h e non-Southern m e t r o p o l i s (-117.) and s l i g h t l y p o s i ­

t i v e , s t a t i s t i c a l l y i n s i g n i f i c a n t d e v i a t i o n s f o r t h e same t y p e s o f l o w - s t a t u s , 

r e l i g i o u s l y i n d i f f e r e n t p e o p l e i n c i t i e s , towns and v i l l a g e s A s i s t h e 

case f o r t h e upper s t r a t a , t h e l i n e s o f r e l i g i o u s i n v o l v e m e n t p r e d i c t the 

a n t i r . C a t h o l i c d e v i a t i o n l e a s t e f f e c t i v e l y f o r t h e l o w e r s t r a t a i n t h e non-

S o u t h e r n m e t r o p o l i s as w e l l . The f a c t r e m a i n s , however, t h a t t h e most s t r i k ­

i n g d e p a r t u r e o c curs i n t h e b u s i n e s s and p r o f e s s i o n a l community h e r e , a de­

p a r t u r e t h e more s t r i k i n g i n a sense because i t i s f o r c e d t o work " u p h i l l " 

a g a i n s t an advanced e d u c a t i o n . 

30/ As t h e s e s i g n s o f a n t i - C a t h o l i c r e a c t i o n i n t h e non-Southern m e t r o p o l i s 
a c c u m u l a t e , t h e r e a d e r i s c a u t i o n e d a g a i n s t c o n c l u d i n g t h a t t h e r e was a 
" R e p u b l i c a n s w i n g " i n t h e s e urban a r e a s . Such a c o n c l u s i o n would d i r e c t l y 
c o n t r a d i c t what we know t o be t r u e , w hether we l o o k a t a g g r e g a t e v o t i n g 
s t a t i s t i c s o r t h e t o t a l s t r u c t u r e o r our'own d a t a . We must remember t h a t 

.. t h e s e h e i g h t e n e d d e v i a t i o n s away f r o m t h e Democrats i n 1960 i n t h e metro­
p o l i s a r e s m a l l , and a r e c o n f i n e d t o w h i t e P r o t e s t a n t s . They i g n o r e t h e 
s t r o n g C a t h o l i c movement t o the. Democrats i n p r e c i s e l y these a r e a s , as 
w e l l as a g e n e r a l D emocratic t r e n d among Negroes and Jews. F u r t h e r m o r e , 
t h e y a r e d e v i a t i o n s f r o m an e x p e c t e d v o t e , and not s h i f t s f r o m 1956 
v o t i n g p a t t e r n s . A c t u a l l y , some o f t h e s m a l l e r d e v i a t i o n s away from t h e 
Democrats r e p r e s e n t e d here would l o o k l i k e a c t u a l g a i n s l n Democratic 
s t r e n g t h r e l a t i v e t o 1956. S u f f i c e i t t o say t h a t we a r e l o o k i n g now a t 
s m a l l u n d e r l y i n g w r i n k l e s i n t h e t e x t u r i n g o f t h e 1960 v o t e , and n o t a t 
t h e whole c l o t h . 
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These f i n d i n g s have an odd r i n g when touched a g a i n s t t h e o r i e s of 
th e u r b a n m e t r o p o l i s as a m e l t i n g p o t , t h e f o c u s o f s e c u l a r i s m and cosmo­
p o l i t a n i s m . I n g e n e r a l , o f c o u r s e , t h e r e remains some m i l d p r o g r e s s i o n o f 

i n c r e a s i n g r e l i g i o u s i n v o l v e m e n t as we move f r o m t h e m e t r o p o l i s t o t h e r u r a l , 
and w i t h i t , some p r o g r e s s i o n o f r e l i g i o u s i n t o l e r a n c e as w e l l . The broad 
p a t t e r n o f f i n d i n g s does l i t t l e t o r e p u d i a t e t h e v i e w t h a t r e l i g i o n per se 
i s a more f o c a l a r e a o f l i f e I n t h e p r o v i n c e s t h a n i n t h e l a r g e s t urban 
c e n t e r s , 

But t h e w r i n k l e s i n t h e p a t t e r n s e r v e t o remind us o f t h e p r o p o s i ­

t i o n t h a t i n t e r g r o u p c o n t a c t does n o t , i n and o f i t s e l f , reduce i h t e r g r o u p 

t e n s i o n : under many common c i r c u m s t a n c e s , i t can l e a d t o broadened competi­

t i o n , L e n s k i and o t h e r s have r e c e n t l y c h a l l e n g e d t h e o l d e r v i e w o f t h e c i t y 

on grounds t h a t t h e r e l i g i o u s subcommunities remain more d i s t i n c t and v i t a l 

i n m e t r o p o l i t a n l i f e t h a n has been commonly supposed. By and l a r g e , t h e 
ft" 

d a t a we have p r e s e n t e d s u p p o r t t h i s c h a l l e n g e . S u b c u l t u r a l b o u n d a r i e s based 

on r e l i g i o n do appear t o have m a i n t a i n e d c o n s i d e r a b l e t o n e i n t h e m e t r o p o l i s 

where t h e groups i n v o l v e d have l i v e d f o r some t i m e i n c o n t a c t . But t h e d a t a 

suggest as w e l l t h a t t h e mainsprings" o f a n t a g o n i s m i n t h e c o n t a c t s i t u a t i o n 

a r e themselves s e c u l a r i z e d i n a sense. They come t o p i v o t l e s s u n i q u e l y 

upon r e l i g i o u s f e e l i n g , and broaden o u t a c r o s s o t h e r a r e a s where, o f c o u r s e , 

c o m p e t i t i o n i s o c c u r r i n g . Whatever i t s o r i g i n a l s o u r c e , t h e f r i c t i o n becomes 

l e s s d i r e c t l y r e l i g i o u s t h a n s u b c u l t u r a l l n t h e b r o a d e s t sense o f t h e word. 
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CONCLUSIONS 

I t i s w o r t h some e f f o r t t o keep t h e 1960 p r e s i d e n t i a l e l e c t i o n 

i n p e r s p e c t i v e . However f a s c i n a t e d we may be by t h e X-ray o f s o c i o - p o l i t i c a l 

c leavage i t p r o v i d e s , i t i s u n l i k e l y t h a t t h e s o c i e t y i s as a r e s u l t about 

t o f a l l asunder a l o n g r e l i g i o u s l i n e s . Even t h e 1960 d a t a themselves would 

c o n t e s t t h i s most s t r o n g l y : d e s p i t e our i n t e r e s t i n t h e e x c e p t i o n s , t h e 

f a c t remains t h a t on b a l a n c e , P r o t e s t a n t Democrats were more l i k e l y t o 

behave as Democrats t h a n as P r o t e s t a n t s , and C a t h o l i c R e publicans were more 

l i k e l y t o behave as Re p u b l i c a n s t h a n as C a t h o l i c s . 

I t m a t t e r e d , o f c o u r s e , t h a t Kennedy was n o t r u n n i n g on a 

" C a t h o l i c p l a t f o r m , " nor was Ni x o n r u n n i n g as a P r o t e s t a n t . W h i l e t h e r e 

were a t t e m p t s f r o m t h e s i d e l i n e s t o i n j e c t i s s u e s w h i c h would u n d e r s c o r e 

t h e r e l i g i o u s d i f f e r e n c e t h e b i r t h c o n t r o l q u e s t i o n , f o r example -- such 

e f f o r t s were a r t i f i c i a l and had l i t t l e p o p u l a r r e p e r c u s s i o n . The 1960 

c o n t e s t d i d n o t t a k e shape because r e l i g i o u s t e n s i o n s i n t h e s o c i e t y were 

coming t o a head a t t h i s p a r t i c u l a r moment. R a t h e r , t h e f a c t t h a t Kennedy 

emerged when he d i d was, f r o m a r e l i g i o u s p o i n t o f v i e w , p u r e l y a c c i d e n t a l . 

Whatever b i t t e r r e l i g i o u s s t r u g g l e s have been moved t o t h e p o l i t i c a l arena 

t o plague p l u r a l i s t i c d e m ocracies, t h e 1960 e l e c t i o n i n t h e U n i t e d S t a t e s 

was o f a n o t h e r o r d e r . I n a sense, i t was a t most a f l a s h o f l i g h t n i n g 

w h i c h i l l u m i n a t e d , b u t o n l y m o m e n t a r i l y , a darkened landscape below. 

To have supposed t h a t " t h i s t i m e " t h e d a r k landscape would n o t 

"show" r e p r e s e n t e d i n p a r t w i s h f u l t h i n k i n g and i n p a r t a b a s i c misunder­

s t a n d i n g o f t h e s o r t s o f d i s c r i m i n a n d a s e i z e d upon by a r e l a t i v e l y 111-

i n f o r m e d e l e c t o r a t e . G e n e r a l l y , t h e s e d i s c r i m i n a n d a s t r i k e t h e i n t e l l e c ­

t u a l as s u p e r f i c i a l . ' I t happens t h a t some a r e s o c i a l l y d i v i s i v e , and some 
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s o c i a l l y i n t e g r a t i v e . One w h i c h i a most o b v i o u s l y d i v i s i v e i s t h e b a r e 

f a c t o f t h e c o n t r a s t i n g g roup memberships o f t h e c a n d i d a t e s . T h i s f a c t 

i n a l l i t s s i m p l i c i t y and p r i m i t i v e meaning, was among t h e f i r s t t o be 

d i s s e m i n a t e d b r o a d l y about Kennedy. 

Even i n t h e heat o f t h e campaign, however, i n t e g r a t i v e mechanisms 

c o u l d be w i t n e s s e d . The o f t - d i s p a r a g e d mass media must be accorded a prime 

r o l e h e r e , i n t h e i r communication o f o t h e r u d i s c r i m i n a n d a , some e q u a l l y 

s u p e r f i c i a l b u t l e s s d i v i s i v e i n . c a s t . There i s s t r o n g r e a s o n t o b e l i e v e , 

f o r example, t h a t most o f t h e p u b l i c had no i d e a who Kennedy was u n t i l the 

s p r i n g o f 1960, and t h a t a v e r y l a r g e p o r t i o n f i r s t l e a r n e d o f h i s e x i s ­

t e n c e when he was nominated f o r t h e p r e s i d e n c y . The i n i t i a l r e a c t i o n s 

o f P r o t e s t a n t Democrats were p a r t i c u l a r l y i n t e r e s t i n g , as b e s t we can 

p i e c e them t o g e t h e r f r o m o u r e a r l y i n t e r v i e w m a t e r i a l s . One sub s e t o f 

P r o t e s t a n t Democrats l e a r n e d t h a t Kennedy was a nominee w i t h o u t l e a r n i n g 

t h a t he was a C a t h o l i c . These r e s p o n d e n t s were o f t e n w e l l a l o n g i n t h e 

t i m e - h o n o r e d processes o f t a k i n g t h e unknown c a n d i d a t e o f one's own p a r t y 

t o t h e bosom b e f o r e word o f t h e C a t h o l i c background reached them; t h e 

r e a c t i o n was one o f b e t r a y a l . Other P r o t e s t a n t Democrats l e a r n e d a t the 

o u t s e t t h a t t h e i r p a r t y had nominated a C a t h o l i c , and were i n h i g h dudgeon 

a t t h e f a c t - . Word o f Kennedy's C a t h o l i c i s m t r a v e l e d f a s t enough t h a t by 

mid-September, P r o t e s t a n t Democrats a l m o s t w i t h o u t e x c e p t i o n "knew" and 

were l n c o n s i d e r a b l e t o r m e n t . One can suppose t h a t had no f u r t h e r i n f o r m a ­

t i o n been conveyed t o t h e p u b l i c , e i t h e r t h r o u g h a t r u n c a t i o n o f t h e 

campaign o r an absence o f p o w e r f u l mass media, t h e a n t i - C a t h o l i c r e a c t i o n 

r e g i s t e r e d i n t h e 1960 P r o t e s t a n t v o t e would have been more i m p r e s s i v e . 

But g r a d u a l l y t h e mass media -- and t h e t e l e v i s i o n debates i n 

p a r t i c u l a r -- f i l l e d i n more f u l l y an image o f Kennedy. They d i d not 
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m o d l f y c l e a v a g e s by c o n v i n c i n g P r o t e s t a n t s t h a t C a t h o l i c i s m per se was not 
b l a c k . But t h e y d i d s e r v e up a h o s t o f o t h e r i t e m s o f i n f o r m a t i o n about 
t h i s man. He was n o t o n l y a C a t h o l i c , b u t was as w e l l ( l n t h e p u b l i c eye, 
f r o m i n t e r v i e w m a t e r i a l ) q u i c k - w i t t e d , e n e r g e t i c , and p o i s e d . These a r e 
t r a i t s v a l u e d a c r o s s r e l i g i o u s l i n e s , and a c t a t t h e same t i m e t o c a l l 
i n t o q u e s t i o n some o f t h e more g a r i s h a n t i - C a t h o l i c s t e r e o t y p e s . W h i l e 
i n t h e grand scheme o f t h i n g s such p e r c e p t i o n s may seem s u p e r f i c i a l , t h e y 
a r e r e a l t o t h e a c t o r s , and t h e f a c t t h a t such p e r c e p t i o n s compete w i t h 
some success a g a i n s t , t h e i n i t i a l c o g n i t i o n o f t h e c a n d i d a t e ' s group mem­
b e r s h i p g i v e s some sense, i n t u r n , o f t h e s u p e r f i c i a l i t y o f t h e l a t t e r 
as a cue f o r many p e o p l e . B i t by b i t , as r e l i g i o u s l y innocuous i n f o r m a ­
t i o n ' f i l l e d i n , , t h e P r o t e s t a n t Democrat c o u l d come t o accep t Kennedy 
p r i m a r i l y as a Democrat, h i s u n f o r t u n a t e r e l i g i o n ? ; n o t w i t h s t a n d i n g . V o te 
i n t e n t i o n s a n g l e d away f r o m group l i n e s toward p a r t y l i n e s . 

We must t h e r e f o r e keep p e r s p e c t i v e on t h e s i g n i f i c a n c e o f t h e 

v o t i n g a c t i t s e l f . Even though we may t r y t o e s t i m a t e w i t h some p r e c i s i o n 
' •' ." ' '' •;} i; • ' 

t h e impact o f t h e Kennedy candidacy on t h e two r e l i g i o u s g r o u p i n g s , t h e r e 

i s no c o n v e r s i o n f o r m u l a t r a n s l a t i n g t h e s e s t a t i s t i c s t o the terms o f 

day-to-day l o c a l i n t e r g r o u p antagonism. To t h e degree t h a t t h e v o t e r has 

mi n i m a l i n f o r m a t i o n , so t h a t beyond b a s i c p a r t y l o y a l t i e s t h e q u e s t i o n 

d e v o l v e s t o " o t h e r t h i n g s , equal,who do you choose -- a member o f y o u r 

own group o r a member o f some o t h e r ? " , t h e impact r e g i s t e r e d i n t h e v o t e 

i s perhaps u n d u l y l a r g e . 

On t h e o t h e r hand, t o t h e degree t h a t t h e s t a r k group d i f f e r e n t i u m 

becomes imbedded i n a b r o a d e r process o f p o l i t i c a l c h o i c e , a process l a d e n 

w i t h components i r r e l e v a n t t o t h e r e l i g i o u s c l e a v a g e , t h e p r i m i t i v e power 

o f t h e group t e r m i s m u f f l e d . T h a t i t i s t h u s imbedded, n o t o n l y i n t h i s 
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e l e c t i o n s i t u a t i o n b u t i n o t h e r s i t u a t i o n s c h a r a c t e r i s t i c o f t h e American 

scene as w e l l , i s a f a c t o f t h e f i r s t w a t e r where t h e o v e r a l l s t a b i l i t y 

o f t h e system i s concerned. Y e t t h e spontaneous b u r s t o f h o s t i l i t y which 

g r e e t e d t h e s i m p l e f a c t o f o t h e r - g r o u p membership i s , a t t h e same t i m e , 

a w a r n i n g t h a t i n t h e mass e l e c t o r a t e t h e p o t e n t i a l f o r s o c i a l f r i c t i o n 

on t h e s e bases i s f a r f r o m dead. 

Fo r t h e e l i t e s w o r r i e d by t h e pr o b l e m -- and now we address 

n o t t h e l o c a l e l i t e s who have some n u m e r i c a l w e i g h t i n a c r o s s - s e c t i o n 

sample, b u t tho s e n a t i o n a l e l i t e s , who do n o t ?- i t i s l i k e l y t h a t 

e l e c t i o n - e v e e n t r e a t i e s t o i g n o r e t h e m a t t e r a r e r a t h e r b o o t l e s s . But 

i n t h e y e a r - t o - y e a r s t r u c t u r i n g , o f p u b l i c c o n t r o v e r s y , e l i t e s who remain 

s e n s i t i v e t o t h e e x p l o s i v e p o t e n t i a l i n some o f the s e i s s u e s a r e , a t t h i s 

r e a d i n g , s c a r c e l y m i s g u i d e d . 


